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MEMORANDUM 

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 1 

Advocates) examined application material, data request responses, and other information 2 

presented by California American Water Company (Cal Am) in Application (A.) 25-07-3 

003 to provide the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”) 4 

with recommendations in the interest of ratepayers for safe and reliable service at the 5 

lowest cost. Mr. Brian Yu is Cal Advocates’ project lead for this proceeding. This Report 6 

is prepared by Mrs. Daphne Goldberg. Mr. Mukunda Dawadi is the oversight supervisor. 7 

Mr. Niki Bawa and Ms. Ritta Merza are the legal counsel. 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 of any particular issue from Cal Advocates’ testimony 11 

connotes neither agreement nor disagreement with the underlying request, methodology, 12 

or policy position related to that issue. 13 

 

Chapter # Description Witness 

1 Central Division Plant Daphne Goldberg 

2 Tank Painting Daphne Goldberg 
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CHAPTER 1 Central Division Plant 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 2 

This chapter addresses Cal Am’s Central Division’s plant project budget requests 3 

including repeated requests for ratepayer funding of incomplete projects previously 4 

authorized in prior General Rate Cases (GRC),1 as well as excessive and premature 5 

budgets for certain projects. Cal Advocates reviewed Cal Am’s minimum data 6 

requirements, application, testimony, workpapers, project cost estimates, Comprehensive 7 

Planning Study, and Cal Am’s responses to Cal Advocates’ data requests.2  8 

Cal Am’s Central Division includes the following systems: Monterey Main, 9 

Bishop, Ryan Ranch, Hidden Hills, Toro, Ambler Park, Chualar, Garrapata, Ralph Lane, 10 

and the newly acquired West San Martin and Corral de Tierra.3 The Monterey systems, 11 

with the exception of the West San Martin system, are supplied by wells pumping from 12 

the Carmel Valley aquifers near the Carmel River, Seaside Groundwater Basin 13 

groundwater wells4, Aquifer Storage and Recovery, Sand City desalination plant, and 14 

Pure Water Monterey supply.5 Cal Am’s newly acquired West San Martin system is 15 

supplied by groundwater wells. 6,7 Cal Am’s newly acquired Corral de Tierra system will 16 

 
1 Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenue in Each of its 
Districts Statewide, July 1, 2025 (Application), Minimum Data Requirements II.D.5. – Plant 
Improvements Authorized But Not Built, Exhibit B, Part 1 of 3 (MDR Sections A-F) and Application of 
California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenues in Each of its Districts Statewide, 
Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 82-104. 
2 Cal Advocates also conducted a field investigation of Cal Am’s Central Division systems on August 18-
19, 2025 
3 Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenues in Each of its 
Districts Statewide, Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 7. 
4 Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 7. 
5 Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 9-10. 
6 The West San Martin system has 320 metered connections and is located in Santa Clara County. See 
Resolution (Res.) W-5280, Order Authorizing California-American Water Company to Acquire West San 
Martin Water Works, January 16, 2025. See also Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 66.   
7 Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 66. 
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be supplied by Toro system water.8 Cal Am’s Central Division also includes eight 1 

wastewater systems.9  2 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 3 

The Commission should make the following project budget adjustments for Cal 4 

Am’s Central Division:  5 

 Reject Cal Am’s requested additional budgets of $12,434,175 in 2027 and 6 

$100,000 in 2028 for carryover projects.  7 

 Reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 2027 rate base, two Per- and 8 

Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) treatment facilities10 in its West San 9 

Martin system with budget amounts of $921,000 in 2025 and $2,763,000 in 10 

2026.11  11 

 Reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 2027 rate base, the newly 12 

purchased office building amounts of $6,906,148 in 2025 and $2,884,262 in 13 

2026.12  14 

 Reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 2027 rate base, costs for 15 

installation of battery energy storage systems in the amount of $921,000 in 16 

2025 and 921,000 in 2026.13  17 

 
8 The Corral de Tierra system has 15 connections. Resolution W-5280; Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 
67. 
9 Direct Testimony of Gary Hofer at 7. 
10 Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenues in Each of its 
Districts Statewide, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 3. 
11 Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenues in Each of its 
Districts Statewide, Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX 
WS-5.” 
12 Cal Am’s 2027 plant budget should be reduced by a total of $9,790,410 ($6,906,148+ $2,884,262) to 
account for the Central District Office. See Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: 
“Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
13 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 



 

4 

 Reduce Cal Am’s 2028 budget request to $1,340,000 (from 4,340,000)14 for 1 

its 2027-2029 Well Installation and Replacement program.  2 

 Reject Cal Am’s request of $151,000 in 202715 and 151,000 in 202816 to 3 

replace the existing Carmel Valley Road Transmission Mains (24”-30” 4 

diameter) with smaller diameter mains (18” diameter)17 to address stagnant 5 

water, water quality issues, and low chlorine residual.  6 

 Reduce Cal Am’s budget request for its Main Replacement Program to 7 

$3,445,198 in 2027 and $3,445,19818 in 2028 (from $6,647,000 in 2027 and 8 

$11,223,000 in 202819).  9 

 Reject Cal Am’s budget request of $74,000 in 2027 and $804,000 in 2028 10 

for its Standby Generator Improvement Program20 because it would not be a 11 

prudent investment. 12 

 Reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 2027 rate base, a budget of 13 

$350,000 in 2025 for a study on the feasibility of replacing the Begonia Iron 14 

Removal Plant (BIRP).21   15 

 Reduce Cal Am’s request for its SCADA improvements budget to $37,090 16 

in 2027 and $37,090 in 2028.  17 

 Reduce Cal Am’s request for Hydrants, Valves, and Manholes Replaced 18 

projects to $180,258 in 2027 and $180,258 in 2028.  19 

 

14 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
15 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
16 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
17 The total project cost is $32,718,400. See Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400179 at 1. 
18 Attachment 1-4, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-10, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1.  
19 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
20 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
21 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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 Reject Cal Am’s specific 2029 plant projects and corresponding budget 1 

requests in this general rate case.  2 

 3 

With the above adjustments, the Commission should adopt the capital 4 

budget summary presented in Table 1-1 below. 5 

Table 1-1: Capital Budget Summary – Central Division22 6 

 7 

III. ANALYSIS 8 

Cal Am’s proposed plant budgets burden ratepayers by including project budgets 9 

previously authorized in prior GRCs, but not yet completed, proposed budgets that are 10 

excessive, and premature project budget requests that will result in an increase in rates. 11 

Cal Am’s proposed plant investments are included in its total Utility Plant In Service 12 

amounts. A comparison of Cal Am’s 2020-2028 total increase in Monterey County 13 

 
22 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 

Central Division 2027 2028 Annual Average
Public Advocates' 
Office Recommended 
Budget 12,871,087$   21,244,568$ 17,057,827$       
Cal Am's Requested 
Budget 30,113,716$   34,505,022$ 32,309,369$       
Cal Am > Public 
Advocates' Office 17,242,629$   13,260,454$ 15,251,542$       
Public Advocates' 
Office as a Percentage 
of Cal Am 43% 62% 52%
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District Utility Plant in Service per customer shows that by 2028, Utility Plant In Service 1 

per customer will increase 61%, from $8,98323,24 in 2020 to $14,48625,26 in 2028.  2 

From 2020 and 2028, Cal Am’s estimated Utility Plant in Service will increase by 3 

61%, or $225,863,716.27 However, Cal Am’s estimated number of customers will 4 

increase by just 0.23% (92 customers) for the same period.28,29 In addition to considering 5 

minimal customer growth, the Commission should remove forecasted budgets for 6 

projects that should not be funded by ratepayers and budgets that are excessive. 7 

A. Reject Carryover Projects That Were Previously Included 8 
in Rates But Do Not Provide a Benefit to Ratepayers.  9 
The Commission should reject budgets of $12,434,175 in 2027 and 10 

$100,000 in 2028 for carryover projects. Carryover projects are incomplete 11 

projects, previously authorized by the Commission and funded in rates, which 12 

have not provided the assumed benefit to ratepayers. In its current GRC 13 

application, Cal Am requests additional budget for some of its carryover projects. 14 

However, authorizing continued recovery of incomplete projects would result in 15 

 
23 2020 Utility Plant In Service/Customer is: ($366,536,731/40,802 customers) = $8,983. In 2020, Cal Am 
recorded a total of 40,802 Monterey County, Chualar, and Central Satellite System customers. See Cal 
Am Application RO model file “ALL_CH03_REV_RO_Sales-Customers,” tab: “Proj Cust Calc WS-3” 
Cells Sum of J31-J46. 
24 Cal Am’s 2020 Monterey County Utility Plant In Service was $366,536,731. See Cal Am Application 
RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Recorded,” tab: “OUT_R_PPT Bal by District WS-9.” 
25 2028 Utility Plant In Service/Customer is ($592,400,447/40,894 customers) = $14,553. In 2028, Cal 
Am forecasts 40,894 Monterey County, Chualar, and Central Satellite customers. See Cal Am Application 
RO model file “ALL_CH03_REV_RO_Sales-Customers,” tab: “Proj Cust Calc WS-3” Cells Sum of 
BK31-BK49. 
26 In 2028, Cal Am forecasts Monterey County Utility Plant In Service of $592,400,447 in 2028. See Cal 
Am Application RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “OUT_F_PPT Bal by District.” 
27 In 2020, Cal Am recorded Utility Plant In Service of $366,536,731 and in 2028, forecasts 
$592,400,447. Therefore, $592,400,447 - $366,536,731 = $225,863,716. See Cal Am Application RO 
model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “OUT_F_PPT Bal by District.” 
28 In 2020, Cal Am forecasts 40,802 Monterey County, Chualar, and Central Satellite customers. See Cal 
Am Application RO model file “ALL_CH03_REV_RO_Sales-Customers,” tab: “Proj Cust Calc WS-3” 
Cells Sum of BK31-BK49. 
29 In 2028, Cal Am forecasts 40,894 Monterey County, Chualar, and Central Satellite customers. See Cal 
Am Application RO model file “ALL_CH03_REV_RO_Sales-Customers,” tab: “Proj Cust Calc WS-3” 
Cells Sum of BK31-BK49. 
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repeated ratepayer funding of projects that have been funded twice but yet to 1 

demonstrate any benefits.  If Cal Am completes these projects during this GRC 2 

cycle, it may seek recovery of the project costs when it files its next general rate 3 

case application in 2028. 4 

Table 1-2, below, includes carryover projects previously funded in rates 5 

that Cal Am includes in its current GRC application.  6 

Table 1-2: Carryover Projects Previously Included in Rates But Not Providing a 7 
Benefit to Ratepayers  8 

 9 
 10 

Below are three examples of carryover projects, identified in Table 1-2, that 11 

were previously included in rates but do not currently provide a benefit to 12 

ratepayers. 13 

Project Description 2025 2026 2027 2028
Del Rey Regulating Station 83,120$        365,729$      1,213,556$        -$              
Rancho Fiesta Tanks and Pump 
Station 187,366$      524,626$      1,161,672$        -$              

Interconnect- RR, HH, Bishop 964,563$      803,803$      1,446,845$        -$              
Los Padres Dam Outlet 
Modifications 675,738$      1,689,344$   2,702,951$        -$              
Carmel Valley Transmission 
Main 325,113$      325,113$      100,000$           100,000$      
2024-2026 Pump Station 
Rehabilitation Program 508,392$      838,847$      1,194,721$        
2024-2026 Well Installation 
Program 1,782,246$   864,119$      2,754,379$        -$              
2024-2026 Tank Installation 
and Replacement Program 1,395,039$   972,300$      1,860,052$        -$              

Direct Cost 
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1. Del Rey Regulating Station Project (I15-400137) 1 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request of $1,213,556 in 2 

2027,30 to relocate the Del Rey Regulating Station to a structure next to 3 

Highway 218,31  because ratepayers should not continue to pay for a project 4 

that the Commission authorized in 2021 and has not yet been constructed.  5 

Four years have passed since the Commission authorized the project 6 

and Cal Am has not yet constructed it. Cal Am first proposed the Del Rey 7 

Regulating Station project in its 2019 GRC with a proposed budget of 8 

$1,260,000.32 The Commission authorized the project in Cal Am’s 2019 9 

GRC33 and again in Cal Am’s 2022 GRC with an updated $1,805,000 10 

budget to account for additional costs.34 Cal Am states that the project is 11 

currently at 30% design and cannot be constructed until the Transportation 12 

Agency for Monterey County completes the Fort Ord Regional Trail and 13 

Greenway Project, which currently has a mid-2026 construction timeline.35 14 

Ratepayers should not pay for these projects multiple times without 15 

receiving any benefits. The Commission should therefore remove the 16 

budgets from this GRC for rate-making purposes. 17 

 
30 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
31 A.19-07-004, Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) for Authorization to 
Increase its Revenues for Water Service by $25,999,900 or 10.60% in the year 2021, by $9,752,500 or 
3.59% in the year 2022, and by $10,754,500 or 3.82% in the year 2023, July 1, 2019, Cal Am 
Engineering Workpaper, I15-400137 at 1. 
32 A.19-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400137 at 1. 
33 D.21-11-018, Decision Approving and Adopting Settlement Agreements, Resolving the Remainder of 
Disputed Issues and Authorizing California-American Water Company’s General Rate Increase for 2021, 
2022, and 2023, November 23, 2021, Settlement Agreement at 211. 
34 A.19-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400137 at 1; D.24-12-025, Decision Resolving 
Miscellaneous Matters and Closing Proceeding¸ December 9, 2024, Settlement Agreement at 121. 
35 Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 91 and Attachment 1-10: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates 
Office Data Request DKG-08 (Monterey Projects) Q.5. 
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2. Rancho Fiesta Tanks and Pump Station Project 1 
(I15-400138) 2 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request of $1,161,172 in 3 

2027 to construct two pressure zones to provide water service to the 4 

Rancho Fiesta area.36 The Commission authorized and ratepayers already 5 

funded this project four years ago, yet Cal Am has not built it.37 The 6 

Commission should therefore remove the budgets from this GRC for rate-7 

making purposes. 8 

Four years have passed since the Commission authorized the project, 9 

yet Cal Am has not constructed it. Cal Am first proposed the Rancho Fiesta 10 

Tank project in its 2019 GRC with a proposed budget of $1,440,000.38 The 11 

Commission authorized the project in Cal Am’s 2019 GRC39 and again in 12 

Cal Am’s 2022 GRC with an updated $1,823,000 budget to account for 13 

additional scope refinement.40 Cal Am states that State Water Resources 14 

Control Board Division of Drinking Water is currently reviewing the 15 

project, which could take a few months “in addition to the time required for 16 

redesign, response writing, and coordination occurring between each 17 

resubmittal iteration.”41 Since Cal Am still has not constructed the project 18 

and acknowledges that the project is still in review phase, ratepayers should 19 

not continue to fund it. Therefore, the Commission should remove Cal 20 

Am’s request of $1,161,172 in 2027.  21 

 
36 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
37 A.19-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400138 at 1. 
38 A.19-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400138 at 1. 
39 D.21-11-018, Settlement Agreement at 211. 
40 A.19-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400138 at 1 and D.24-12-025, Settlement 
Agreement at 121. 
41 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Visit 
Follow-up) Q.8. 
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3. 2024-2026 Well Installation and Replacement 1 
Program (I15-400164) 2 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s 2027 budget request of 3 

$2,754,379 for its 2024-2026 Well Installation and Replacement program. 4 

The Commission authorized and ratepayers already funded the 2024-2026 5 

Well Installation and Replacement program in 2024, however, Cal Am has 6 

not yet started two of the three originally proposed well replacements 7 

included in the program.42 The Commission should therefore remove the 8 

budgets from this GRC for rate-making purposes. 9 

Cal Am proposed the 2024-2026 Well Installation and Replacement 10 

program in its 2022 GRC with a proposed budget of $4,200,000.43 In its 11 

current GRC, Cal Am proposes to increase the budget to $6,200,000 to 12 

include additional wells.44However, Cal Am has not yet completed the 13 

three originally proposed well replacement projects under this program. 14 

The Rancho Canada #3 well project is on hold and Cal Am has not 15 

identified a Garrapata #1 well project location. The Rancho Canada #3 well 16 

project, with an estimated $3,000,000 budget,45 is on hold until Cal Am 17 

secures an easement. Cal Am states that CEQA approval and design cannot 18 

progress.46 Without an estimated date for easement acquisition and a 19 

construction period, ratepayers should not pay for the project. Cal Am has 20 

not yet started construction of the Garrapata #1 well project, with an 21 

estimated $3,000,000 budget,47 because Cal Am has not yet identified a 22 

 
42 D.24-12-025, Settlement Agreement at 134. 
43 A.22-07-004, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400164 at 1. 
44 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400164 at 1. 
45 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400164 at 2. 
46 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Visit 
Follow-up) Q.2 at A-56-57. 
47 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400164 at 2. 
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location for the well.48 Therefore, the Commission should reject Cal Am’s 1 

2024-2026 Well Installation and Replacement program requested in 2027 2 

budget. 3 

B. Performed or Planned Projects Without Prior 4 
Commission Authorization 5 

1. West San Martin Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl (PFAS) 6 
Treatment (I15-470001) 7 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 8 

2027 rate base, two PFAS treatment facilities in its West San Martin system 9 

with budget amounts of $921,000 in 2025 and $2,763,000 in 2026. 49, 50 Cal 10 

Am has not demonstrated that PFAS treatment is required to comply with 11 

the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) PFAS regulations. PFAS 12 

(including PFOA and PFOS chemicals)51 are widely used, long-lasting 13 

chemicals, found in many consumer, commercial, and industrial products. 14 

Scientific studies have shown that exposure to PFAS chemicals may have 15 

harmful health effects.52  The EPA’s PFAS regulations state, in part, that 16 

PFOA and PFOS Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) are 4 parts per 17 

trillion.53   18 

Cal Am has not shown, with its water quality data, that PFAS 19 

treatment is required to comply with the Environmental Protection 20 

 
48 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Visit 
Follow-up) Q.2 at A-56-57. 
49 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 3. 
50 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
51 PFOA is Perfluorooctanoic acid and PFOS is Perfluorooctanesulfonic acid. 
52 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) 
Explained, available at https://www.epa.gov/pfas/pfas-explained [accessed December 11, 2025] 
53 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Final 
PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation, available at https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-
polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas [accessed December 11, 2025] 
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Agency’s (EPA) PFAS regulations.54 For example, Cal Am states that it 1 

has not yet determined if the County Building Well or Well 1 need 2 

treatment.55 In addition, Cal Am has not yet completed the studies to 3 

support its PFAS treatment request.56 Cal Am recommends a “groundwater 4 

source contamination study “of the West San Martin system wells prior to 5 

installing PFAS treatment.57 The goals of the groundwater source 6 

contamination study are to determine 1) the proximity of groundwater, 2) 7 

contamination to existing wells, 3) if the existing well sites have sufficient 8 

area for treatment, and 4) the possibility of replacing the existing wells in a 9 

different location which may yield better water quality.58 Cal Am states that 10 

it will complete the groundwater source contamination study by February 11 

2026.59 Cal Am also plans to complete, by March 2026, a Comprehensive 12 

Planning Study of the West San Martin system, which will determine 13 

whether there is sufficient system supply.60 In the absence of water quality 14 

data and recommendations from completed studies, ratepayers should not 15 

fund the treatment projects. Therefore, the Commission should reject Cal 16 

Am’s request for PFAS treatment facilities.  17 

 
54 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), Final 
PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation, available at https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/and-
polyfluoroalkyl-substances-pfas [accessed December 11, 2025] 
55 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 2. 
56 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.5. 
57 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 2. 
58 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 2. 
59 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.5 at A-10-11. 
60 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.5 at A-10-11. 
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2. Consolidation and Relocation of The Central 1 
Division Office and Operations Yard To A New 2 
Office Building (I15-400169) 3 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 4 

2027 rate base, the newly purchased office building in the amounts of 5 

$6,906,148 in 2025 and $2,884,262 in 2026.61 These budgets cannot be 6 

justified in Cal Am’s 2027 rate base because ratepayers will receive no 7 

additional benefit from Cal Am’s purchase of the new office building 8 

compared to the currently leased office building. Cal Am’s request will 9 

result in higher monthly bills, placing an additional financial burden on 10 

ratepayers without delivering improvements in service quality, 11 

infrastructure, or reliability.  12 

Cal Am’s request to include its new office building in test year (TY) 13 

2027 rate base does not provide added ratepayer benefit compared to its 14 

current location. Cal Am purchased a commercial building in March 15 

2025.62 Cal Am plans to consolidate and relocate its administrative office 16 

and its operations staff to an office building in Ryan Ranch, in the third 17 

quarter of 2026.63 Cal Am’s current administrative office is located in a 18 

leased Pacific Grove office building, and its operations yard is located on 19 

three Cal Am-owned parcels one mile away from the Pacific Grove 20 

administrative building.64 Cal Am states that the new office building’s 21 

central location provides greater customer access.65 However, the new 22 

 
61 Cal Am’s 2027 plant budget should be reduced by a total of $9,790,410 ($6,906,148+ $2,884,262) to 
account for the Central District Office. See Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: 
“Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
62 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.4 at A-9, A-10-22. 
63 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Visit 
Follow-up) Q.12.c. 
64 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400169 at 1. 
65 Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 141. 
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office does not provide added benefit to ratepayers since it is only 1 

approximately 10 miles east of Cal Am’s currently leased administrative 2 

office.66 Cal Am also states that since the COVID pandemic, its customers 3 

have found new ways to get customer assistance.67 In December 2023, Cal 4 

Am closed its in-person customer service payment center and installed an 5 

ATM payment service machine outside the front entrance for bill pay.68 6 

Since Cal Am’s customers no longer visit the customer service window to 7 

pay their bills at the Pacific Grove office, there is no added ratepayer 8 

benefit compared to Cal Am’s existing Pacific Grove office location. 9 

Therefore, the Commission should reject Cal Am’s request of $6,906,148 10 

in 202569 and $2,884,262 in 2026 for its Central Division office building. 11 

3. Energy Storage Grid Resilience and Innovation 12 
Partnership Project (GRIP) (I15-400168) 13 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 14 

2027 rate base, installation of battery energy storage systems in the 15 

amounts of $921,000 in 2025 and 921,000 in 2026.70 Ratepayers should not 16 

pay for a project for which the final project details and GRIP award funding 17 

amount are unknown. Cal Am is partnering with Generac to install battery 18 

energy storage systems at 12 sites initially, followed by an additional 28 19 

sites in the future to provide backup power during emergencies, such as 20 

 
66 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.3.d. at A-8. 
67 Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey 
Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.2.b. at A-6. 
68 During its August 18-19, 2025, Monterey field visit, Cal Advocates staff observed that Cal Am’s 
Customer Service window was permanently closed. See Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 (Monterey Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) Q.2.b. 
69 Cal Am’s 2027 plant budget should be reduced by a total of $9,790,410 ($6,906,148+ $2,884,262) to 
account for the Central District Office. See Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: 
“Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
70 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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wildfires.71 Cal Am states that the project will be partially funded by the 1 

United States Department of Energy (DOE) Grid Resilience and Innovation 2 

Partnerships Program (GRIP). 72 However, Cal Am states that the final 3 

project discussions, which will be used to determine the GRIP award 4 

funding amount between the DOE and Generac, are on-hold.73 In addition, 5 

Cal Am states that it does not know when the DOE will respond to 6 

Generac’s June 2025 responses to the DOE’s request for data. 74 Cal Am 7 

states that it currently has at least nine generators in its Monterey District, 8 

which it can use to provide emergency power and Cal Am has not 9 

demonstrated that they are insufficient.75  The Commission should reject 10 

Cal Am’s request of $921,000 in 202576 and 921,000 in 202677 since the 11 

project is currently on hold and Cal Am has existing emergency backup 12 

generators available. 13 

C. Proposed Projects 14 

1. 2027-2029 Well Installation and Replacement 15 
Program (I15-400177) 16 
The Commission should reduce Cal Am’s 2028 budget request to 17 

$1,340,000 (from 4,340,000)78 for its 2027-2029 Well Installation and 18 

 
71 Attachment 1-11: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-01 (Application 
Initial Questions) Q.3.b.., Attachment 2., Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400768 at 1. 
72 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400768 at 1. 
73 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400768 at 1; Attachment 1-8, Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request JMI-10 (GRIP Projects) Q.1.f.i. 
74 Attachment 1-8: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-10 (GRIP Projects) 
Q.2. Attachment 1. 
75 Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JM1-10 (GRIP Projects) 
Q.1.f.ii. 
76 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
77 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
78 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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Replacement program because Cal Am includes a duplicate Garrapata #1 1 

well project budget of $3,000,000, which is the same request included and 2 

approved in its 2024-2026 Well Installation and Replacement Program.79 3 

Ratepayers should not pay twice for the same projects, which has not yet 4 

been built.80 Cal Am has not yet finalized a location for the Garrapata #1 5 

well nor has it started well design. Therefore, the Commission should 6 

reduce 2028 budget request to $1,340,000 for its Well Installation and 7 

Replacement program. 8 

2. Carmel Valley Road Transmission Main 9 
Downsizing Project (I15-400179) 10 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request of $151,000 in 11 

202781 and 151,000 in 202882 to replace the existing Carmel Valley Road 12 

Transmission Mains (24”-30” diameter) with smaller diameter mains (18” 13 

diameter)83 to address stagnant water, water quality issues, and low 14 

chlorine residual for the following reasons: 1) Cal Am did not perform the 15 

previously proposed project evaluation study on the same transmission 16 

main included in its 2022 GRC84 and 2) Cal Am’s own study and results of 17 

recommended operational changes do not support Cal Am’s request85. 18 

 
79 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400177 at 4. Cal Am’s 2024-2026 Well Installation and 
Replacement Project I15-400164 Engineering Workpaper at 1, includes a Garrapata Well #1 project 
budget of $3,000,000.  
80 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400177 at 4. Cal Am’s Well Installation and Replacement Project 
I15-400164 Engineering Workpaper includes a Garrapata Well #1 project budget of $3,000,000.  
81 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
82 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
83 The total project cost is $32,718,400. See Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400179 at 1. 
84 A.22-07-001, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400125, project “BA-301” “Carmel Valley Pipeline 
Diameter Reduction” at 7. 
85 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.c-d.., Attachment 1 “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM 
Control Study” at 11. 
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Ratepayers should not pay for a project that is not needed. To 1 

address water quality issues due to stagnant water in the transmission main, 2 

Cal Am proposed, in its 2022 GRC, to evaluate sliplining 24,000 feet of 3 

existing 24-inch pipe to reduce water age as part of its Main Replacement 4 

Program.86 In 2022, the Commission authorized Cal Am’s Main 5 

Replacement program budget.87 However, Cal Am did not initiate the 6 

project.88 Cal Am now proposes the Carmel Valley Transmission Main 7 

project with a different scope: replacing the existing pipeline with a smaller 8 

diameter pipeline.89 However, ratepayers should not pay for this project 9 

twice.  10 

Cal Am’s own 2018 study states that no “major capital improvement 11 

projects” are necessary to maintain the Trihalomethanes Location Running 12 

Annual Average90 in the Upper Valley area and address low chlorine 13 

residual.91 Instead, the study recommends operational changes to the 14 

Clearwell and the Del Monte Pumping scheme as a “reasonable option”.92 15 

Cal Am’s own operational notes included in response to the 2018 study 16 

 
86 A.22-07-001, Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400125, project “BA-301” “Carmel Valley Pipeline 
Diameter Reduction”, at 7. 
87 D.24-12-025, Settlement Agreement at 134. 
88 Attachment 1-7: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-18 (Carmel Valley 
Main Monterey Office and 2019 Projects) Q. 2. 
89 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400179 at 1. 
90 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.c-d., Attachment 1, “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM 
Control Study” at 11. Cal Am’s “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM Control 
Study” states that the contaminant Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for each class of Disinfection 
Byproducts (DBP) is exceeded when the Locational Running Annual Average (LRAA) for any single 
sampling location within a distribution system exceeds the level specified for the DBP class. The LRAA 
for TTHMs cannot exceed the 80 parts per billion.  
91 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.c-d., Attachment 1, “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM 
Control Study” at 11. 
92 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.c-d., Attachment 1, “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM 
Control Study” at 11. 
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recommendations state “we were able to maintain the minimum chlorine 1 

residual level in the Clearwell to above 0.4 ppm (parts per million). 2 

Quarterly TTHM results in the area were all below 60 ppb.”93 In addition, 3 

Cal Am states that it did not investigate the existing pipe condition, but 4 

solely relies on its Pipeline Prioritization Model to determine pipe 5 

condition.94 Since Cal Am did not perform the sliplining evaluation 6 

proposed in its 2022 GRC and Cal Am’s own study states that the project is 7 

not needed, the Commission should reject Cal Am requested budget of 8 

$151,000 in 202795 and 151,000 in 2028 for the Carmel Valley Road 9 

Transmission Main Downsizing project. 10 

3. 2027-2029 Main Replacement Program (I15-11 
400170) 12 
The Commission should reduce Cal Am’s budget request for its 13 

Main Replacement Program to $3,445,19896 in 2027 and $3,445,19897 in 14 

2028 (from $6,647,000 in 202798 and $11,223,000 in 202899) because Cal 15 

Am’s budget request is not supported by individual pipeline projects, 16 

including names, locations, or project budgets. Because Cal Am does not 17 

 
93 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.c-d., Attachment 1, “Upper Valley Chlorine Residual Management and TTHM 
Control Study” at 14. 
94 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.2.f. 
95 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
96 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1. Cal Am’s annual 2020-2024 
recorded pipeline replacement costs are: 2020: $4,459,189, 2021: $1,220,776, 2022: $3,079,066, 2023: 
$3,260,030, and 2024: $5,206,929. Therefore, the 2020-2024 average is: $3,445,198.  
97 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1.  
98 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
99 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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identify specific main replacements in its “High Risk and Very High Risk” 1 

and “High Likelihood of Failure” pipeline groups, Cal Am’s annual 2 

budgets should be based on its five-year average of completed (2020-2024) 3 

annual main replacement project costs.  4 

Cal Am’s main replacement program is undefined since the majority 5 

of the proposed main replacements are grouped into “High Risk and Very 6 

High Risk” pipeline replacements and “High Likelihood of Failure” 7 

pipelines100 without identifying specific project names, locations, and 8 

budgets.101 Pipeline replacement projects require planning and coordination 9 

with local city and/or state agencies, depending on the project and with the 10 

exception of emergencies, cannot be started without prior planning.102 11 

Although Cal Am states that its new Pipeline Prioritization Model enables 12 

its staff to identify a pipeline replacement project “immediately prior to the 13 

beginning of a project,”103 Cal Am would not be able to begin the project 14 

“immediately” due to required planning and coordination.104 In addition, 15 

Cal Am does not have a defined main replacement program plan for 16 

achieving its 1% benchmark annual main replacements, which for 17 

Monterey, would be approximately six miles of main replacements each 18 

year. 105  19 

 
100 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400170 at 5. 
101 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400170 at 5. Cal Am identifies only three specific pipelines for 
replacement.   
102 Attachment 1-4, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.5. 
103 Attachment 1-4, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.5. 
104 Attachment 1-4, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.5. 
105 Attachment 1-4, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.5. 
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Cal Am’s pipeline replacement program lacks pipeline condition 1 

assessment data. According to the American Water Works Association, 2 

condition based assessment is the “identification of the likelihood that an 3 

asset will continue to perform its required function.”106 Condition 4 

assessment includes collecting data through various methods to determine 5 

the “physical characteristics of the pipe and how they may impact the 6 

pipeline’s likelihood that it will leak, break, or otherwise fail to 7 

perform.”107 Some examples of condition based assessment tools include 8 

field testing methods such as physical entry testing, acoustic velocity 9 

testing, and electromagnetic testing.108 Because Cal Am has not identified 10 

any specific main replacement projects in its “High Risk and Very High 11 

Risk” and “High Likelihood of Failure” pipeline groups that could be 12 

evaluated for reasonableness, Cal Am’s proposed main replacement 13 

budgets should be based on its five-year average of completed (2020-2024) 14 

annual main replacement project costs,109,110 as shown in Chart 1-1, below. 15 

 
106 Attachment 1-12: American Water Works Association Manual “Condition Assessment of Water 
Mains” M77 at 2. 
107 Attachment 1-12: American Water Works Association Manual “Condition Assessment of Water 
Mains” M77 at 2. 
108 Attachment 1-12: American Water Works Association Manual “Condition Assessment of Water 
Mains” M77, CH 9, CH 10, and CH 11.  
109 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1.  
110 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1.  
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Chart 1-1: 2020-2024 Annual Completed Main Replacement Project Costs 1 

 2 
 3 

Therefore, the Commission should reduce Cal Am’s budget request 4 

for its Main Replacement Program to $3,445,198111 in 2027 and 5 

$3,445,198112 in 2028. 6 

4. 2027-2029 Standby Generator Improvement 7 
Program (I15-400176) 8 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s $74,000 budget in 2027 9 

and $804,000 in 2028 for its Standby Generator Improvement Program113 10 

 
111 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1. Using Cal Am’s 2020-2024 
annual recorded pipeline project costs, the five-year average is $784,628.  Cal Am’s 2020 average 
pipeline cost is $743,198; 2021 average is $610,388; 2022 average is $615,813; 2023 average is 
$652,006; 2024 average is $1,301,732.  
112 Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 (Field Trip 
Follow-Up) Q.7. Attachment 1 and Attachment 1-9, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data 
Request DKG-19 (Completed Monterey Main Projects) Q.1. Attachment 1.  
113 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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because it has not been demonstrated to be a prudent investment. Cal Am’s 1 

proposed Standby Generator Improvement Program is not supported by its 2 

own current generator inventory data, and includes undefined generator 3 

replacement requests.  4 

Cal Am has not demonstrated that its current generator inventory is 5 

insufficient. Cal Am states that it has at least nine owned generators, 6 

purchased between 2018 and 2021, which it can use to provide emergency 7 

power in its Central Division.114  Excluded from Cal Am’s generator 8 

inventory data without justification, are Cal Am’s eight specific generator 9 

replacement requests listed in its 2027-2032 Standby Generator 10 

Improvement project.115  In addition, Cal Am requests additional budget for 11 

generator replacements on “other sites not yet identified (up to two or 12 

three)”.116 However, ratepayers should not pay for undefined generator 13 

replacements without justification. Because Cal Am has at least nine 14 

generators in its Central Division it can use to provide emergency power in 15 

this GRC cycle, ratepayers should not fund Cal Am’s request. Therefore, 16 

the Commission should reject Cal Am’s request for its Standby Generator 17 

Improvement Program budgets.  18 

D. Engineering Studies  19 

1. Begonia Iron Removal Plant Replacement 20 
Feasibility Study (Project A-10) 21 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 22 

2027 rate base, a study on the feasibility of replacing the Begonia Iron 23 

 
114 Attachment 1-9: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JM1-10 (GRIP Projects) 
Q.1.f.ii. 
115 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400176 at 4. 
116 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400176 at 4. 
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Removal Plant (BIRP) with a budget amount of $350,000 in 2025.117 These 1 

budgets cannot be justified in Cal Am’s 2027 rate base because Cal Am’s 2 

proposal to fund a feasibility study lacks support and justification and 3 

would increase financial burden for ratepayers without demonstrated 4 

benefits. The BIRP treats Lower Carmel Valley well groundwater for iron 5 

and manganese. The Begonia Iron Removal Plant is currently operating as 6 

intended,118 with substantial upgrades in-progress,119 therefore there is no 7 

need for ratepayers to fund a feasibility study during this GRC. 8 

Furthermore, ratepayers should never be required to fund studies that may 9 

never lead to a beneficial project.   If a beneficial project results, the costs 10 

of the study should be capitalized for ratemaking purposes and added to 11 

ratebase.   12 

Since 2018, ratepayers have funded BIRP improvement projects, 13 

which are still in progress. Between 2018 and 2024, ratepayers funded 14 

$5,867,112120 for Phase 1 and Phase 2 plant improvement projects that are 15 

currently at 95% and 72% completion, respectively.121 Additional BIRP 16 

investments of $5,854,798 are in-progress or planned through 2028, as 17 

shown in Chart 1-2 and discussed below. 18 

 
117 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
118 Attachment 1-7: Cal Am response to Public Advocates Office data request DKG-12, Q.2. During the 
period 2023-2024, the BIRP only went offline once. Also, during Cal Advocates’ August 18-19, 2025, 
field visit, Cal Am confirmed that the plant is operating as intended.  
119 Engineering workpapers I15400110,  
120 BIRP Phase 1 Improvements Project I15-400110 ($4,903,291) + BIRP Phase 2 Improvements 
I15400133 ($963,821) = $5,867,112. Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: 
“Y_Actual Project Spending-WS11C.” 
121 Attachment 1-5: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-12 (Begonia Iron 
Removal Plant Follow-up) Q.4 and Q.5. 
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Chart 1-2: Begonia Iron Removal Plant Investments 1 

 2 
2016 GRC Proposed BIRP Improvements  3 

Cal Am initially proposed BIRP improvements (Phase 1) in its 2016 GRC 4 

with a $1.25 million budget122 to replace inoperable air piping, valves, and filter 5 

piping.123  6 

2019 GRC Proposed BIRP Improvements  7 

In its 2019 GRC, Cal Am included the BIRP Phase 1 project as a carry-over 8 

project to continue the work.124 Cal Am also proposed BIRP Phase 2 9 

improvements in its 2019 GRC with a $2.55 million budget to replace 56 valves, 10 

retrofit of return backwash pond 3, a new air lift/mixing system for Pond 3, 11 

electrical and mechanical building for the air lift/mixing process, instrumentation, 12 

new smaller chemical feed pumps for summer mode operations, and leak detection 13 

 
122 A.16-07-002, Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) for Authorization to 
Increase its Revenues for Water Service by $34,559,200 or 16.29% in the year 2018, by $8,478,500 or 
3.43% in the year 2019, and by $7,742,600 or 3.03% in the year 2020, July 1, 2016, Direct Testimony of 
Mark Schubert Project I15-400110 at 175. 
123 A.16-07-002, Engineering Workpaper Project I15-400110 at 2. 
124 A.19-07-004, Direct Testimony of Ian Crooks Project I15-400133 at 127. Cal Am Engineering 
Workpaper, I15-400133 at 1. 
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and improvements to double containment systems for bulk storage and delivery of 1 

chemicals.125  2 

2022 GRC Proposed BIRP Improvements  3 

In its 2022 GRC, Cal Am updated the BIRP Phase 1 improvements budget 4 

to $3.56 million for additional improvements which included replacement of 5 

Sludge Pond #3 reclaim pumps and floating decanter, replacement of the 24 inch 6 

effluent pipeline and installation of sodium hypochlorite feed pumps, control panel 7 

and process piping, epoxy coating of the air scour and blowdown piping, design 8 

and constructing of the caustic feed pump improvements, and construction of a 9 

safety platform to access sodium hypochlorite injectors and replacement of all 10 

filter media.126  Phase 1 is currently 95% complete.127 Cal Am also included the 11 

BIRP Phase 2 project as a carry-over project with an updated $2.6 million budget 12 

in the 2022 GRC with additional scope to add backwash pond covers and 13 

replacement of the bulk sodium hydroxide storage tank.128 Also proposed, was a 14 

project to construct a soundwall on the west side of the property for sound 15 

attenuation with a budget of $300,000.129  16 

2025 GRC Proposed BIRP Improvements  17 

In its current GRC, Cal Am includes the BIRP Phase 2 project as a carry-18 

over project with an updated budget of $3.6 million and additional work to replace 19 

the sodium hydroxide day tanks and associated piping and sensors, concrete repair 20 

for the secondary containment vault and new chemical resistant coating, and roof 21 

 
125 A.19-07-004, Direct Testimony of Ian Crooks Project I15-400110 at 127 and 193; Cal Am 
Engineering Workpaper, I15-400110 at 1. 
126 A.22-07-001, Direct Testimony of Ian Crooks Project I15-400110 at 98; Cal Am Engineering 
Workpaper, I15-400110 at 1. 
127 Attachment 1-5: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-12 (Begonia Iron 
Removal Plant Follow-up) Q.4 and Q.5. 
128 A.19-07-004, Direct Testimony of Ian Crooks Project I15-400133 at 110.  
129 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400154 at 1. 
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and sprinkler system improvements.130 Phase 2 is currently 72% complete.131 Cal 1 

Am also includes an updated soundwall construction project proposed budget of 2 

$350,000.132   3 

Cal Am must comply with the Division of Drinking Water’s (DDW) 4 

requirement to install backwash tanks that will replace the outdoor backwash 5 

ponds to meet the California Code of Regulations Title 22 requirements to prevent 6 

contamination.133 In response to the requirement, Cal Am proposes in this GRC a 7 

project to install two backwash tanks with a total budget of $2,855,101.134, 135 Cal 8 

Advocates does not oppose Cal Am’s proposed funding for any of the 9 

aforementioned BIRP site improvements. 10 

Ratepayers should not fund BIRP’s replacement study, especially 11 

when it is working as intended after spending on significant 12 

improvements. 13 

It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for a study that may result in BIRP 14 

replacement, which will result in future investment and rate increases. Ratepayers 15 

previously funded $5,867,112136 (prior to 2025) for recent substantial 16 

improvements to the BIRP, and additional substantial improvements are in-17 

progress ($2,889,711 in 2025 and $596,882 in 2026)137 and planned ($730,344 in 18 

 
130 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400133 at 1-2. 
131 Attachment 1-5: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-12 (Begonia Iron 
Removal Plant Follow-up) Q.4 and Q.5. 
132 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper I15-400154 at 1. 
133 Title 22: California Code of Regulations, Article 6, Section 64585 - Design and Construction | 
California Code of Regulations | Justia 
134 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-400167 at 1. 
135 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” Cal Am 
includes $132,790 in 2025, $354,106 in 2026, $730,344 in 2027, and $1,637,861 in 2028 for the project. 
136 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Y_Actual Project Spending-WS11C.” 
BIRP Phase 1 Improvements Project I15-400110 ($4,903,291) + BIRP Phase 2 Improvements I15-
400133 ($963,821) = $5,867,112.  
137 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 2025 
BIRP project costs: BIRP Phase 1 Improvements Project I15-400110 ($250,512) + BIRP Phase 2 
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2027 and $1,637,861 in 2028).138 Therefore, the Commission should reject Cal 1 

Am’s inclusion of $350,000 in 2025139 to study the feasibility of replacing the 2 

Begonia Iron Removal Plant (BIRP).  Cal Am is able to proceed with a study 3 

without ratepayer funding and recover all reasonable capitalized costs when a used 4 

and useful project is produced.  5 

E. Recurring Budgets 6 

1. SCADA Equipment and Systems Projects 7 
(R1540L27 and R1540L28) 8 
The Commission should reduce Cal Am’s request for SCADA 9 

improvements to $37,090 in 2027 (from $829,000) and $37,090 in 2028 10 

(from $853,000) consistent with Cal Am’s five-year average (2020-2024) 11 

of completed SCADA project costs.140  12 

Cal Am’s proposed 2027 and 2028 annual SCADA recurring project 13 

budgets are inflated compared to its 2020-2024 recorded SCADA project 14 

costs.  For both 2027 and 2028, Cal Am’s proposed budget is 15 

approximately twenty-two times greater than Cal Am’s average 2020-2024 16 

recorded SCADA costs. To help ensure that ratepayers fund only the capital 17 

spending that Cal Am is likely to accomplish, Cal Am’s 2027 and 2028 18 

proposed budgets should be based on Cal Am’s five-year average (2020-19 

2024) of completed project costs.141 Therefore, the Commission should 20 

authorize $37,090 in 2027 and 2028.    21 

 
Improvements I15-400133 ($2,184,980) + Backwash tanks I15-400167 ($132,790) + BIRP Soundwall 
($321,429) = $2,889,711. 2026 BIRP project costs: BIRP Phase 2 Improvements I15-400133 ($242,776) 
+ I15-400167 Backwash tanks ($354,106) = $596,882.  
138 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
139 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
140 Attachment 1-6: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-01 (Recurring 
Budgets) Q.2., Attachment 1 (Corrected). Cal Am’s annual 2020-2024 recorded Monterey and Garrapata 
SCADA costs are: 2020: $7,531, 2021: $30,159, 2022: $34,347, 2023: $44,856, and 2024: $68,559. 
Therefore, the 2020-2024 average is: $37,090.  
141 Attachment 1-6: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-01 (Recurring 
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2. Hydrants, Valves, and Manholes-Replaced Projects 1 
(R1540F27 and R1540F28) 2 
The Commission should reduce Cal Am’s request for Hydrants, 3 

Valves, and Manholes-Replaced projects to $180,258 in 2027 (from 4 

$770,000) and $180,258 in 2028 (from $792,000) consistent with Cal Am’s 5 

five-year average (2020-2024) of completed project costs.142  6 

Cal Am’s proposed 2027 and 2028 annual Hydrants, Valves, and 7 

Manholes Replaced recurring project budgets are inflated compared to its 8 

2020-2024 recorded project costs.  For each year 2027 and 2028, Cal Am’s 9 

proposed budget is approximately four times greater than Cal Am’s average 10 

2020-2024 recorded costs. To help ensure that ratepayers fund only the 11 

capital spending that Cal Am is likely to accomplish, Cal Am’s 2027 and 12 

2028 proposed budgets should be based on Cal Am’s five-year average 13 

(2020-2024) of completed project costs.143 Therefore, the Commission 14 

should authorize $180,258 in 2027 and 2028.    15 

F. 2029 Plant Additions 16 
The Commission should not authorize any specific project budgets for 2029 17 

in the current rate case. Capital project budgets in 2029 are not part of the purview 18 

of the current GRC and would be examined for reasonableness in the subsequent 19 

GRC filing. In the current GRC, the capital budget for 2029 is calculated 20 

formulaically as an attrition year increase and is not affected by 2029 specific 21 

project budgets.144 22 

 
Budgets) Q.2., Attachment 1 (Corrected).  
142 Attachment 1-6, Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-01 (Recurring 
Budgets) Q.2., Attachment 1 (Corrected). Cal Am’s annual 2020-2024 recorded Hydrants, Valves, and 
Manholes-Replaced costs are: 2020: $307,118, 2021: $408,616, 2022: $40,919, 2023: $104,380, and 
2024: $40,256. Therefore, the 2020-2024 average is: $180,258.  
143 Attachment 1-6: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-01 (Recurring 
Budgets) Q.2., Attachment 1 (Corrected).  
144 RO model workbook ALL_CH02_SE_RO Sheet SOU_RevReq Cell L164. 
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Cal Am has several specific budgets forecast in year 2029. It would be 1 

inappropriate to authorize the 2029 specific budget requests in the current GRC for 2 

multiple reasons. First, as per the Rate Case Plan (D.04-06-018) and the Revised 3 

Rate Case Plan (D.07-05-062) the rate base forecast, including capital additions, 4 

will consist of two test years (2027 and 2028) and an attrition year (2029).145 The 5 

capital budget for the attrition year 2029 should be and is calculated according to 6 

the Rate Case Plan. The budget for attrition year 2029 is calculated based on the 7 

difference of the first and second test years rate base and is unaffected by the 8 

proposed specific budgets.146 9 

Second, since Cal Am’s proposed 2029 budgets do not affect the revenue 10 

requirement the projects cannot be reviewed for reasonableness in the current 11 

GRC cycle. The revenue requirement for 2029 is forecast only on the difference in 12 

rate base additions from the two test years. The effects of the proposed 2029 13 

project budgets would be calculated in the next GRC cycle as with the 2026 14 

project budgets in the current GRC. As such the reasonableness of the 2029 15 

budgets would be appropriate for review in the next GRC filing. Therefore, Cal 16 

Advocates takes no position on Cal Am’s proposed projects for 2029 other than 17 

they are unnecessary to be considered in the current proceeding.  18 

The Commission should not approve any specific capital budgets for the 19 

attrition year 2029. The Commission should adopt a rate base for attrition year 20 

2029 based on the methodology described in the Rate Case Plan. 21 

 
145 The Revised Rate Case Plan (D.07-05-062) states at A-19 “All rate base items, including capital 
additions and depreciation, shall not be escalated but rather shall be subject to two test years and an 
attrition year, consistent with D.04-06-018.” 
146 According to the Rate Case Plan (D.04-06-018), the attrition allowance methodology estimates the rate 
base additions for the third year of the rate case cycle (2029 in this rate case cycle) based on the 
difference between the first and second test year rate base. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 1 

The Commission should adopt plant project budgets of $12,871,087 for 2027 and 2 

$21,244,568 for 2028 to ensure that ratepayers only fund projects that provide ratepayers 3 

with benefits. The reduction to Cal Am’s proposed budgets includes $12,434,175 in 2027 4 

and $100,000 in 2028 for incomplete carryover projects that are not used and useful and 5 

$4,371,542 in 2027 and $13,160,454 in 2028 for newly proposed project budgets.  6 

The Commission should also reject Cal Am’s request to include, in the 2027 rate 7 

base, the following project requests: two PFAS treatment facilities147 in its West San 8 

Martin system with budget amounts of $921,000 in 2025148 and $2,763,000 in 2026149; 9 

the newly purchased office building amounts of $6,906,148 in 2025150 and $2,884,262 in 10 

2026151; installation of battery energy storage systems amounts of $921,000 in 2025152 11 

and 921,000 in 2026;153 and a study on the feasibility of replacing the Begonia Iron 12 

Removal Plant (BIRP) with a budget amount of $350,000 in 2025.154  13 

The Commission should not approve any specific capital budgets for the attrition 14 

year 2029. The Commission should adopt a rate base for attrition year 2029 based on the 15 

methodology described in the Rate Case Plan. 16 

 

 

 
147 Cal Am Engineering Workpaper, I15-470001 at 3. 
148 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
149 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
150 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” Cal 
Am’s 2027 plant budget should be reduced by a total of $9,790,410 ($6,906,148+ $2,884,262) to account 
for the Central District Office.  
151 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” Cal 
Am’s 2027 plant budget should be reduced by a total of $9,790,410 ($6,906,148+ $2,884,262) to account 
for the Central District Office.  
152 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
153 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
154 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH07_PLT_RO_Forecast,” tab: “Total Direct CAPEX WS-5.” 
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CHAPTER 2  Tank Painting 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 2 

Cal Am’s tank maintenance and painting budget requests includes one tank that 3 

Cal Am plans to replace and another that does not require painting in this GRC. As part 4 

of the tank maintenance and painting program, Cal Am conducts tank inspections, 5 

implements required painting, and recovers project costs over a five to ten-year period.155 6 

Cal Advocates reviewed the most recent tank inspection reports to determine the 7 

reasonableness of Cal Am’s requested budget.  8 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 9 

The Commission should reduce the budget to $2,239,188 in 2027 (from 10 

$3,739,188)156 and $1,985,493 (from $1,991,593)157 in 2028 for tank maintenance and 11 

painting projects due to one tank painting project for a tank that Cal Am plans to replace 12 

in 2028, and one proposed unnecessary interior tank painting project.  13 

III. ANALYSIS 14 

A. Proposed Projects  15 

1. 437 Reservoir Comprehensive Tank Painting 16 
Interior and Exterior and Anniversary Inspection 17 
(Sacramento District) 18 
The Commission should reject Cal Am’s proposed $500,000 budget 19 

in 2027 for the 437 Reservoir tank painting and $6,100 budget in 2028 for 20 

its Anniversary Tank Inspection.158  An Anniversary Tank Inspection 21 

 
155 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH04_O&M_WP_Def Prog Maint,” tab: “REC.” 
156 Application of California-American Water Company (U210W) to Increase Revenues in Each of its 
Districts Statewide, Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 200-203. 
157 Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 200-203. 
158 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH04_O&M_WP_Def Prog Maint,” tab: “REC.” 
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occurs approximately one year after completion of tank rehabilitation or 1 

painting.159 Cal Am plans to replace the 437 Reservoir with two 250,000 2 

gallon tanks with in-service dates of 2028.160 Therefore, painting the 3 

existing reservoir that will be replaced in 2028 is unreasonable and 4 

unnecessary. Ratepayers should not pay for painting a tank that will be 5 

replaced in 2028.161 6 

2. Rose Parade Tank (Sacramento District) 7 
The Commission should reduce Cal Am’s proposed Rose Parade 8 

Tank budget to $700,000 (from $1,711,000) in 2027162 for its 9 

comprehensive exterior and interior tank rehabilitation.163 Cal Am’s Rose 10 

Parade Tank Inspection Report recommends “exterior spot cleaning and top 11 

coating” at a cost of $700,000, but does not recommend interior tank 12 

painting at a cost of $1 million.164,165 Therefore, the Commission should 13 

deny the interior painting budget and reduce Cal Am’s Rose Parade Tank 14 

project budget to $700,000. 15 

 
159 Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 (Monterey 
Proposed Projects) Q.4.d. 
160 Attachment 2-3: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-08 (Northern Tank 
Painting) Q.2.a.-b. 
161 For discussion of Cal Am’s Rose Parade Project, see Cal Advocates Report on Northern Division 
Plant.  
162 Attachment 2-1: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-08 (Northern Tank 
Painting) Q.1.a. 
163 Cal Am RO model file “ALL_CH04_O&M_WP_Def Prog Maint,” tab: “REC.” 
164 Attachment 2-2: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-02 (Tank 
Maintenance NOR Division) Q.1., Attachment 11 at 14-15.  
165 Attachment 2-1: Cal Am Response to Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-08 (Northern Tank 
Painting) Q.1.a. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 1 

The Commission should adopt a budget of $2,239,188 in 2027166 and $1,985,493 2 
167 in 2028 for tank maintenance and painting projects to ensure that ratepayers only fund 3 

Cal Am’s prudent investments that provide benefits.  4 

 
166 Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 200-203. 
167 Direct Testimony of Lacy Carothers at 200-203. 
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QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY 
OF 

DAPHNE GOLDBERG 
 

Q.1 Please state your name and business address.  

A.1 My name is Daphne Goldberg, 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 a Utilities Engineer in the Water Branch of the Public Advocates Office. 

 

Q.3 Please describe your educational and professional experience. 

A.3 I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Civil Engineering from Santa Clara 

University, a Master of Business Administration Degree from San Francisco State 

University, and a master’s in civil/environmental engineering from University of 

California, Davis. I received my Engineer-in-Training Certification in the State of 

California, Certificate #141820. 

My professional experience in my role as a Utilities Engineer includes work on several 

General Rate Cases, Acquisition proceedings, and the review of Advice Letters. Prior to 

joining the Public Advocates Office, my professional experience includes work as a Staff 

Engineer at URS Corporation in the Civil Engineering Group where I assisted the civil 

engineers and planners in infrastructure design projects, development of project schedules 

and budgets and preparation of new project proposals. Prior to URS, I was a Design Trainee 

at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission where I worked on the Water System 

Improvement Program in the Project Management Bureau on performance reporting 

documents related to water resources planning, scheduling, risk management and 

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

A.4 My responsibility in this proceeding is Central Division Plant and Tank Painting 

requests.   

 

Q.5 Does that complete your prepared testimony?  

A.5 Yes. 
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Attachment 1-2: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-02 

(Monterey Pipelines Office and WSM PFAS) 
Excerpt 
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Attachment 1-3: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-03 
(Monterey Proposed Projects) Excerpt 
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Attachment 1-4: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-16 

(Field Trip Follow-Up) Excerpt 
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A-59



A-60



A-61

Number Project Name Year Completed Length (ft) Recorded Cost ($)
1 Viejo Road Main Replacement 2022 1620 578,271.19$          
2 Ocean View Main Replacement 2022 2160 968,140.60$          
3 Spruance Road Intertie 2022 125 69,421.74$             
4 De El Rio Main Replacement 2022 600 379,463.73$          
5 Mesa-Trevis Main Raplcement 2022 2670 1,083,768.91$      
6 Garrapata Main Replacement 2023 200 264,514.29$          
7 Monterey Circle Main Replacement 2023 840 407,438.68$          
8 Helvic Avenue Main Replacement 2023 1750 828,636.64$          
9 Esplanade Street Main Replacement 2023 450 642,514.71$          

10 PG Main Replacements Project 2023 2130 1,116,925.90$      
11 2nd-4th Street Main Replacement 2024 2700 1,561,737.24$      
12 New Monterey Main Replacement 2024 2640 1,421,555.86$      
13 Beacon Ave Main Replacement 2024 600 519,985.31$          
14 Dolores Street Main Replacement 2024 3160 1,703,651.47$      
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Attachment 1-5: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-12 
(Begonia Iron Removal Plant Follow-up) 
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Attachment 1-6: Cal Am Response to 
Public Advocates Office Data Request JMI-
01 (Recurring Projects) Q.2., Attachment 1, 
Corrected, Excerpt 
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Project Description Year District System RP Category Project Cost
Blanket Hydrants Valves-Replaced 2019 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 248,408
Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 2020 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 307,118
Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Rep-2020 2021 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 406,805
Boronda Rd. PP #67 unit #1 - check valve 2021 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,810
Viscaino PP# 11A Pump #1 Check Valv 2022 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 2,977
Viscaino PP# 11A Pump #2 Check Valv 2022 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 3,835
Viscaino PP# 11A Pump #3 Check Valv 2022 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 3,314
Pearce Well - Check Valve 2022 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 7,810
Ambler TP - Filter Valves 2022 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 22,983
Luzern - Backwash Valve 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 38,106
Corona PP#13 - valves (2) 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 6,067
Los Tulares PP#50 - check valve 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,807
Carmel Valley Ranch PP #60 - air va 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 312
Cal Trans 218 Hydrant Relocations 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 27,145
Ambler WTP-booster pump check valve 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 3,273
BIRP - sludge press check valve 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 844
Luzern WTP - valve 2023 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 30,100
Chualar - valve for booster pump 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 5,555
Huckleberry PP-Pump#3 check valve 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 396
Withers PP-expansion joint&check va 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,633
Fairways Tank #1 - 6" Valve Replace 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,575
Paralta Well blowoff valve 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,330
Via Contenta PP#16-2 check valves-p 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 6,947
Vault Cover for PRV-9th St,PG 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 7,218
Via Verde PRV-2in Cla Valve 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 5,397
Carola Tanksite-2.5in Cla Valve 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 5,186
Via Contenta PP#16-check valve-pump 2024 Monterey Monterey Hydrants Valves and Manholes-Replaced 1,747

COMPLETED RECURRRING PROJECTS 2019-2024

Project Description Year District System RP Category Project Cost
Chualar - replacement electrical equipment 2019 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 30,687
Segunda PP - VFD for Pump#1 2019 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 24,682
Bishop TP - PLC Module 2019 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 406
Chlorine Testers to analyze calibration 2020 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 7,531
Cell modems for CV wells/pumping plant 2021 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 16,692
Rio Vista PP #53 - UPS 2021 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 216
Hidden Hills - SEL equipment 2021 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 4,896
Chualar well #3 - Flowmeter 2021 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 6,339
York tank - PLC 2021 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 2,016
Upper Los Tulares PP - VFDs 2022 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 10,561
Cell modem modules-78 sites 2022 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 20,320
Cell Modem upgrades-various sites 2023 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 32,455
Carmel Woods PP #8-PanelView 2022 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 3,465
PG Office SCADA workstation 2023 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 2,736
Cell modem upgrades 2023 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 9,665
SCADA laptop 2024 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 4,499
SCADA system (Ignition 2.0) upgrade 2024 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 48,561
SCADA workstation 2024 Monterey Monterey SCADA Equipment and Systems 1,812

COMPLETED RECURRRING PROJECTS 2019-2024
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Attachment 1-7: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-18 
(Carmel Valley Main Monterey Office and 
2019 Projects) Excerpt 
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Attachment 1-8: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request JMI-10 
(GRIP Projects) Excerpt 
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Site (Name of Facility on Permit) Make Model District Own or 
Lease?

Date of Purchase or Signed 
Lease Agreement

Purchase Cost or 
Annual Lease Cost

If Leased, Provide the Lease 
Date

Ralph Lane PP/Well/Tank Jdeere 4045HF285H,I,J Ralph Lane Own 2014 43,837$                      N/A
Corte Cordillera PP Cummins 4BT3.3G5 Toro Own 2018 59,435$                      N/A
Portable, XQ230,  200KW,  (Fleet #154003) Caterpillar XQ230 Monterey Own 2020 104,500$                    N/A
Portable, XQ125,  100KW,  (Fleet #154004) Caterpillar XQ125 Monterey Own 2020 66,500$                      N/A
Garrapata Filter plant  XQ35 (A),  30KW, 
(Fleet #154002) Caterpillar XQ35 Garrapata Own 2020 33,800$                      N/A
Eardley PP1A Caterpillar D600GC Monterey Own 2020 78,057$                      N/A
Ord Grove Water Treatment Plant Caterpillar D400GC Seaside Own 2020 124,089$                    N/A
Mesa PP2A Caterpillar D550GC Monterey Own 2020 92,455$                      N/A
Encina PP Taylor TD20 Monterey Own 2020 20,850$                      N/A
Chualar PP/Wells Caterpillar C9-D250GC Chualar Own 2021 57,700$                      N/A
Duarte- Scott Caterpillar LC5 Los Angeles Own 2021 446,689$                    N/A
Duarte- Las Lomas Caterpillar D250 Los Angeles Own 2021 327,254$                    N/A
East Pasadena- Mountain View Generac 52100 Los Angeles Own Came with acquistion 5,938$                        N/A
East Pasadena- Woodward Cummins 14764490200 Los Angeles Own Came with acquistion 20,411$                      N/A
San Marino- Rosemead Yard, Large Kohler 250REOZJD Los Angeles Own 2014 239,026$                    N/A
San Marino- Rosemead Yard, Small Caterpillar C15 Los Angeles Own 2010 119,456$                    N/A
Ventura - Piru Wells 2,4,5 Caterpillar C9 Ventura Own Came with acquistion 30,200$                      N/A
Ventura - Wildwood BPS Cummins C100 D6D Ventura Own 10/12/2021 62,620$                      N/A

Ventura - Los Robles BPS Caterpillar D125-8 Ventura Own 5/1/2015  (Engine date, purchase 
date 2024) 427,649$                    N/A

Ventura - Ops Center Portable Kubota DF-027012 Ventura Rental 11/6/2024 48,474$                      As needed, not a signed lease
Andrea 1 Cummins C200D6R - A040J726 Lincoln Oaks Own 5/1/2012 122,724$                   N/A

Lincoln Oaks Tank Generac SG250KG20142S18HPLYE Lincoln Oaks Own 6/1/2016 129,495$                   N/A
College Greens Cummins C200D6R-A040J726 Suburban Own 5/1/2012 122,724$                   N/A
Walerga Tank Generac SD0230KG178.7D18HPLY3 West Placer Own 8/1/2015 192,972$                   N/A
Larkfield WTP Caterillar SR4B LARKFIELD Own 2024 309,450$                   N/A
North Wikiup Generac SD20 LARKFIELD Own 8/1/2024 200,943$                   N/A
Sierra Lakes TP Kohler 200RE0ZJF Oakhurst Own 1/1/2018 104,646$                   N/A
Raymond 14 Kohler 120REOZT4 Raymond Own 1/1/2018 105,165$                   N/A
Raymond TP Kohler 200RE0ZJF Raymond Own 1/1/2018 104,464$                   N/A
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Number Project Name Year Completed Length (ft) Recorded Cost ($)
1 Cannery Row Main Replacement 2020 1,780 1,741,400.79$       
2 Ord Grove Main Replacement 2019 1,940 727,591.69$           
3 Castro Road Main Replacement 2019 710 105,755.03$           
4 PG Main Replacement#1 - 14th Street 2018 520 110,542.22$           
5 PG Main Replacement#2-Gibson Alley 2019 475 143,033.19$           
6 Carmel Knolls Main Replacement 2020 3,430 869,661.22$           
7 PG Main Replacement#3-Beaumont/14th 2020 1,015 550,956.59$           
8 PG Main Replacement#4-Lincoln/Lawto 2020 2,265 732,886.92$           
9 Seaside/Del Rey Oaks Main Replaceme 2020 1,100 417,707.71$           

10 Dunecrest Main Replacement 2020 350 146,576.28$           
11 Echo Ave, Seaside 2021 750 362,297.25$           
12 Lighthouse Ave, Pacific Grove 2021 2,000 858,479.18$           



A-86 

 

Attachment 1-10: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-08 
(Monterey Projects) Excerpt 
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Attachment 1-11: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request DKG-01 
(Application Initial Questions) – Attachment 
1 Excerpt 
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Attachment 1-12: American Water Works 
Association Manual Excerpt 
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Attachment 2-1: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request JMI-08 
(Northern Tank Painting Costs) – Q.1.a. 2.a.-
2.b. Excerpt 
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Attachment 2-2: Cal Am Response to Public 
Advocates Office Data Request JMI-02 (Tank 
Maintenance NOR Division) – 
Q.1.Attachment 11 Excerpt 
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