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MEMORANDUM1

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

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

presented by San Jose Water Company (San Jose) in Application (A.) 26-04-010 4

(Application) to provide the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) with 5

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

cost. Meghan Tosney prepared this report under the general supervision of Program 7

Manager Syreeta Gibbs and Program and Project Supervisor Mukunda Dawadi. John T. 8

Van Geffen is Cal Advocates’ legal counsel. 9

Cal Advocates is filing two separate reports regarding this Application. This 10

report, Report A, covers the proposed budget cap and advice letter approach, and cost 11

transparency and affordability. Report B, prepared by Zaved Sarkar, covers contingency 12

adjustment and volumetric reduction recommendations. 13

Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 14

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect presented 15

in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any particular issue 16

connotes neither agreement nor disagreement of the underlying request, methodology, or 17

policy position related to that issue. 18
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I. INTRODUCTION1

San Jose’s Application seeks authorization to implement a PFAS remediation 2

system at its Williams Station and to track associated costs for recovery.1  San Jose 3

proposes to recover $156 million in capital costs by filing annual Tier 2 advice letters that 4

will reflect recorded costs and apply settlement proceeds or grants to offset costs and 5

reduce customer rates.2  San Jose asserts that this proposed cost recovery mechanism, 6

separate from the General Rate Case (GRC) process, is necessary to meet pending federal 7

compliance deadlines for PFAS.3  San Jose will not incur the majority of the operation 8

and maintenance (O&M) costs until after the construction project is completed, but it 9

proposes to track certain O&M expenses incurred while the project is built in its PFAS 10

Memorandum Account until those costs can be included in a future GRC application. 11

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 12

The Commission’s ratemaking process is built on a comprehensive review of a 13

utility’s total revenue requirement, not an isolated examination of individual capital 14

projects. PFAS treatment facilities affect rate base, operating expenses, depreciation, 15

financing, maintenance, staffing, and future capital planning. Evaluating those facilities 16

outside a General Rate Case deprives the Commission of the ability to balance competing 17

infrastructure priorities, assess cumulative customer impacts, identify offsetting savings, 18

and determine whether the utility’s overall revenue requirement remains just and 19

reasonable. Unless a utility demonstrates extraordinary circumstances making GRC 20

review impracticable, PFAS infrastructure should be evaluated alongside all other utility 21

investments through the comprehensive ratemaking process rather than through 22

piecemeal advice letters or stand-alone applications that create incremental rate shock. 23

1 Application at 1. 
2 Application at 4. See also SJWC’s Reponses to Data Requests (attached here to as “Appendix 1”) DR-
MTN-001, Items 2.a and 5. 
3 The current compliance deadline is April 2029, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
is pursuing changes to allow drinking water systems the option to extend to 2031: 
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/proposed-pfoa-and-pfos-compliance-extension-rule
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The Commission should deny San Jose’s request to pursue rate base offsets via the 1

Tier 2 advice letter process.  San Jose can address the capital costs of the Williams 2

Station project in the 2030 GRC.  This ensures transparency for ratepayers, while 3

avoiding piecemealed approvals outside the GRC process that limit the Commission’s 4

ability to evaluate whether San Jose is adequately balancing competing priorities and 5

whether the overall revenue requirement is reasonable. 6

If the Commission does approve San Jose’s proposed Tier 2 advice letter 7

mechanism for cost recovery, the approval should include the following conditions to 8

ensure ratepayers do not fund unreasonable capital spending and returns, and to improve 9

clarity and transparency regarding Application costs and rate impacts: a budget cap for 10

capital costs, a 2032 deadline for San Jose’s rate base offset request(s), and clear 11

direction regarding offsetting funds and requests for construction financing costs. 12

The Commission should also require San Jose to file a single advice letter upon 13

project completion, rather than annually during construction. This will ensure that 14

ratepayers do not fund costs, including shareholder returns, on a capital project that does 15

not provide ratepayer benefit. 16

Finally, the Commission should require the following actions by San Jose to 17

ensure cost transparency and avoid piecemealing: (1) forecast and reflect ongoing O&M 18

costs for the Williams Station PFAS remediation system in the 2030 GRC application 19

and the proposed rates for that GRC period, and (2) cease tracking O&M costs in the 20

PFAS Memorandum Account thereafter. 21

III. ANALYSIS 22

A. San Jose’s Application Lacks Clarity Regarding How Recorded 23
Costs Will Be Tracked Against the Budget Cap for the Project24

San Jose indicates that the basis for utilizing Tier 2 advice letters is General Order 25

(GO) 96-B, Water Industry Rule 7.3.3(8).4  This rule provides for Tier 2 staff disposition 26

of rate base offsets when the project scope is consistent with a prior Commission 27

4 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 2.b at A-4. 
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approval and the requested rate base offset is at or below the Commission-approved 1

budget cap for the project.52

San Jose indicates that: (1) the total capital cost of the Williams Station project is 3

$156 million, and this cost will serve as the budget cap against which rate base offsets 4

will be measured,6 and (2) although San Jose’s total project cost estimate increases to 5

$176 million after applying a three percent escalation factor, and to $185 million after 6

also including an estimated $9.3 million for interest during construction, it does not 7

propose to increase the budget cap for the project from $156 million to $185 million.78

Although San Jose continues to characterize the Williams Station project as costing 9

approximately $156 million, its testimony demonstrates that $156 million is neither the 10

amount San Jose expects to spend nor a ceiling on the costs it proposes to recover from 11

customers. San Jose actually projects approximately $176 million in capital costs by the 12

2030 completion date, and concedes that if actual costs incurred exceed current estimates 13

it does not intend to adhere to a predetermined cost ceiling or budget cap.8  As outlined in 14

the following sections, if the Commission approves San Jose’s request to recover costs 15

through advice letter(s), it must clarify expectations around the project budget cap9 and 16

how different cost categories will be tracked against it. 17

1. Interest During Construction Should Not Include 18
Shareholder Returns 19

San Jose’s Application indicates that interest during construction will be accrued 20

on a monthly basis at San Jose’s currently authorized rate of return of 7.86%.10  San Jose 21

5 GO 96-B. Water Industry Rule7.3.3(8) is available here: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M023/K381/23381302.PDF
6 Application at 4 and Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 2.b.i.2 at A-4. 
7 Appendix 2: SJWC’s Response to DR-ZS1-002 Item 6.b at A-37. 
8 San Jose’s Direct Testimony of Kateline Lin, filed August 19, 2026, at Attachment 6 (SJWC’s Response 
to DR-ZS1-001), Item 4.e. 
9 See the separate testimony of Zaved Sarkar (Report B) for an outline of the cost adjustments that should 
be reflected in the Commission-approved budget cap for the project.  
10 Application at 5. 
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should be able to recoup reasonable costs associated with the construction phase, 1

including debt costs associated with short-term financing, but utilizing San Jose’s rate of 2

return as a default rate to calculate interest during construction is not appropriate.  San 3

Jose should only recoup its actual cost of debt incurred to finance the construction of the 4

project.  Shareholders should not be able to earn a return on the project until after costs 5

are incorporated into rate base. 6

To ensure clarity regarding the budget cap for the project, the Commission should: 7

(1) approve a cap on capital costs; and (2) allow San Jose to claim recorded capital costs 8

up to that Commission-approved cap. In addition, San Jose should be permitted to 9

capitalize its actual interest during construction until the approved recorded costs are 10

incorporated into rate base. That interest should not be calculated using San Jose’s 11

approved rate of return. Instead, it should reflect San Jose’s actual debt costs directly 12

attributable to financing construction of this specific project. Once the approved recorded 13

costs are incorporated into rate base, San Jose would receive recovery of all its actual 14

interest costs plus its authorized rate of return would apply to those costs through the 15

ordinary rate setting process. 16

2. All Recorded Capital Costs Must be Tracked Against the 17
Budget Cap, Including Costs Offset by Settlement or 18
Grant Funds  19

San Jose indicates that: (1) it intends to apply settlement funds, estimated between 20

$17 and $22.5 million, to the maximum extent possible as a direct offset to the capital 21

costs associated with this Application, to reduce revenue requirements and customer rate 22

impacts,11 and (2) to the extent settlement proceeds or grants have been received and 23

applied to project costs, those offsets will be reflected in each annual rate base offset 24

filing.12  Since no reductions for offsetting funds have been reflected in San Jose’s capital 25

11 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 5.b at A-7, and San Jose’s Direct Testimony of 
Vyju Sugan, filed August 19, 2026, at 6. 
12 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 5.c at A-8. 
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cost estimate of $156 million,13 the Commission should direct that all recorded capital 1

costs, including those offset by settlement or grant funds, should count toward the 2

Commission-approved capital budget cap for this Application.  This ensures budget 3

accountability, with all capital costs incurred consistently tracked toward the total budget 4

cap, regardless of whether the costs are ultimately funded by settlements, grants, or 5

ratepayers.  San Jose may request consideration of any capital costs exceeding this cap in 6

a subsequent GRC Application. 7

3. The Commission Should Also Set a Deadline to Request 8
Rate Base Offsets9

San Jose asserts that the proposed cost recovery mechanism outlined in this 10

Application should be separate from the GRC process to enable San Jose to meet pending 11

federal compliance deadlines for PFAS.14  San Jose plans to start construction in 2027 12

and initiate operations in 2030.1513

Since San Jose’s proposed construction timeline is a significant basis for San 14

Jose’s request to approve this Application, the Commission should order that any project 15

costs not reflected in an advice letter rate base offset request submitted by the end of 16

2032 should not be eligible for recovery under San Jose’s proposed Tier 2 advice letter 17

process for this Application.  San Jose may elect to request consideration of any recorded 18

costs not requested by this deadline, that would otherwise be reasonable and appropriate 19

for recovery, as part of its subsequent 2033 General Rate Case (GRC) Application. 20

B. San Jose’s Proposed Annual Advice Letter Approach is 21
Contrary to Used and Useful Principles22

The Commission’s standard practice is that rate base offsets are available only for 23

used and useful utility plant unless specifically exempted by the Commission.16 The 24

13 Application at 5. 
14 The current compliance deadline is 2029, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency is 
pursuing changes to allow drinking water systems the option to extend to 2031: 
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/proposed-pfoa-and-pfos-compliance-extension-rule
15 San Jose’s Williams Station PFAS Treatment Project Justification at 28. 
16 CPUC Standard Practice U-27-W at 6, available here: 
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Commission should not approve San Jose’s request to increase customer rates through 1

annual advice letters during construction, 17 because it would require that ratepayers pay 2

for project costs prior to completion and utilization of the project.3

San Jose indicates that a single rate base offset filed upon completion of the 4

project is less beneficial to customers than San Jose’s proposed annual offsets because a 5

single rate base offset will result in “higher overall costs from the compounding of 6

interest leading to one significant rate increase upon completion.”18  During discovery, 7

San Jose provided an analysis of this purported increase in costs, the results of which are 8

summarized in Table 1.199

10

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/word_pdf/REPORT/84069.pdf
17 San Jose’s Direct Testimony of Vyju Sugan, filed August 19, 2026, suggests a change to the 
implementation of annual rate base offsets compared to what was originally outlined in San Jose’s 
Application at 1.  Vyju Sugan’s testimony at 4 indicates that annual advice letters will be filed for rate 
increases effective January 2028, 2029, and 2030 (for costs incurred through 2029).  However, the final 
rate increase, effective January 2031 (for costs incurred 2030), would be implemented via San Jose’s 
2030 GRC rather than the advice letter process.  The 2030 GRC is expected to be filed in January 2030 
and therefore would include forecasted, rather than actual, capital costs to complete the project in 2030.  
This is not consistent with San Jose’s proposed Tier 2 advice letter process.

Vyju Sugan’s testimony at 5 indicates key information San Jose will provide in its advice letter filings to 
demonstrate that actual capital spending and recovery is consistent with the approved scope and budget 
cap for this Application.  This approach, analyzing actual progress and spending compared to the 
approved scope and budget cap, must be maintained throughout the construction phase so that the total 
actual costs incurred can be reviewed for consistency with the approved budget cap.  Abandoning this 
project monitoring approach before project completion runs counter to the Tier 2 advice letter process and 
would put cost transparency and accountability at risk. 
18 Application at 5. 
19 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 3.a at A-5, including DR attachment MTN-
001.Q3.a, Tab Att.10-Bill Compare, at A-26 through A-31. 
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Table 1: Comparing Residential Bill Impacts for Annual Advice Letters 1
During Project Construction vs a Single AL at Project Completion202

Annual Advice Letters 
During Project Construction 

Single Advice Letter 
at Project Completion 

Monthly Bill Annual Paid Monthly Bill Annual
Paid

2027 $143.59 $1,723.08 $143.59 $1,723.08 
2028 $144.43 $1,733.16 $143.59 $1,723.08 
2029 $147.29 $1,767.48 $143.59 $1,723.08 
2030 $149.01 $1,788.12 $143.59 $1,723.08 
2031 $149.36 $1,792.32 $149.81 $1,797.72 
Total Paid (2027-2031): $8,804.16 $8,690.04

Ratepayer Savings (2028-2031) with Single Advice Letter:  $114.12 

3

The annual advice letter approach leads to annual rate increases from 2028 4

through 2031, resulting in a monthly rate of $149.36 in 2031, a total increase of less than 5

$6 dollars per month compared to existing 2027 rates.  Under the single advice letter 6

approach, monthly rates do not increase during 2028 through 2030 and instead rise 7

directly to $149.81 in 2031, which is $0.45 per month higher than under the annual 8

advice letter approach.  At the same time, by delaying rate increases until the project is 9

used and useful, ratepayers realize a savings of $114.12, an average savings of 10

approximately $2 per month, when considering total rates paid during 2027 through 11

2031.  Ultimately, San Jose does not support its claim that a single rate base offset filed 12

upon completion is less beneficial to customers than annual rate base offsets.2113

20 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 3.a at A-5 including DR attachment MTN-
001.Q3.a, Tab Att.10-Bill Compare, at A-26 through A-31. 
21 The near-term ratepayer savings with the single advice letter upon completion outweigh the small 
additional amount that ratepayers would pay longer term, which would start at around $5.40 in 2031 
($0.45/month difference x12 months) and decline down to zero as the project assets depreciate over their 
useful lives.  San Jose’s response to DR-MTN-001, Item 3.a, including MTN-001.Q3.a, only analyzed 
ratepayer benefits/impacts through 2031.  As a high-level estimate of the longer-term benefits/impacts 
after 2031, a typical residential ratepayer will pay a grand total of approximately $50 more over a period 
of decades when considering the single rate base offset compared to annual offsets.  Comparing these 
costs to the near-term savings under the single rate base offset approach ($114.12 during 2027 through 
2031, per Table 1), it is clear that the single advice letter approach is more beneficial to ratepayers.
Additionally, on a more qualitative basis, even without considering the savings during 2027 through 
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San Jose’s Application fails to provide any justification for granting an exemption 1

from the Commission’s standard practice of including only used and useful projects in 2

customer rates.  Project delays, costs overruns, quality failures, and other problems can 3

arise during construction, and San Jose is responsible for managing these risks.  Allowing 4

rate base offsets before San Jose has successfully completed the project would push the 5

risks of project management onto the ratepayers.  It is not reasonable to expect ratepayers 6

to absorb these risks by paying project costs that provide no benefit.  This is not a phased 7

project, and the constructed assets will not benefit ratepayers until the project is complete 8

and operational.  Therefore, if the Commission approves San Jose’s request to use advice 9

letter(s) as the mechanism for cost recovery, it should direct San Jose to file a single 10

advice letter rate base offset request at project completion. 11

C. San Jose’s Application is Unnecessary and Lacks Full Cost 12
Transparency 13

Reasonable costs associated with necessary treatment facilities should certainly be 14

recovered; however, San Jose’s current approach, which requests a piecemealed approval 15

separate from the GRC process, makes it challenging for the Commission to evaluate 16

whether San Jose is adequately balancing competing priorities and whether the overall 17

revenue requirement is reasonable. 18

San Jose’s affordability metrics report quantifies changes in monthly bills 19

resulting from the Application. These changes indicate annual increases up to two 20

percent, and an average annual increase of one percent (for 2028-2031).22  However, 21

these increases are calculated using existing rates,23 without accounting for other rate 22

increases that will impact San Jose customers in years 2028-2031.  23

2031, it is more appropriate for the project costs to be funded by the ratepayers that will receive benefits 
upon project completion and over the useful life of the project, rather than charging those paying rates 
during the construction period without receiving project benefits.
22 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 1.b at A-3 including DR attachment MTN-
001.Q1.b at 2 which is in Appendix 1 at A-13. 
23 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 1.b at A-3, including DR attachment MTN-
001.Q1.b at Table 1 which is in Appendix 1 at A-13. 
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The settlement agreement resolving San Jose’s most-recent GRC, A.24-01-001 for 1

years 2025-2027, resulted in annual rate increases of approximately three to four 2

percent.24  Similarly, the settlement agreement resolving San Jose’s prior GRC resulted in 3

annual rate increases of approximately three to six percent.25  Based on this history, it is 4

reasonable to anticipate that San Jose’s next GRC will result in annual increases of at 5

least three percent for 2028-2030. Those increases would be in addition to the 6

approximately one percent annual increase associated with this Application during the 7

same period.8

1. San Jose’s 2030 GRC Should be Utilized to Recover the 9
Capital Costs of the Williams Station PFAS Remediation 10
System11

San Jose claims that reviewing this Application outside of the GRC process is 12

necessary, because of a need for explicit project authorization prior to starting work.2613

However, a utility never needs Commission authorization to start work.  The only 14

authorization a utility needs is to change rates, and if rates should not change because a 15

project has not yet been completed then no authorization of anything is needed or should 16

be provided. If timing makes it difficult to incorporate forecasted costs into a GRC prior 17

to the start of construction, then a utility can always request cost recovery in a subsequent 18

GRC.19

Applications outside the GRC process lack transparency and accountability. 20

Piecemealed analysis and approval of costs and rate impacts is a pervasive problem that 21

Cal Advocates has raised in other proceedings, including the pending application for Cal 22

Water Service’s PFAS compliance program.27  With multiple rate changes occurring 23

outside of the GRC process, the cumulative rate impact of decisions is obscured for 24

24 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M551/K015/551015430.PDF
25 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M497/K653/497653413.PDF
26 Appendix 1: SJWC’s Response to DR-MTN-001, Item 7 at A-9. 
27 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M572/K574/572574517.PDF
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Commission decisionmakers and ratepayers.  Additionally, the difficult yet necessary 1

process of prioritizing spending and rate impacts is mitigated for utility management.2

The need for water systems to design and construct compliance solutions for 3

newly regulated contaminants like PFAS is not uncommon.  In fact, the United States 4

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State Water Resources Control Board 5

(SWRCB) have historically introduced new drinking water regulations on a regular 6

basis,28 and the SWRCB is currently in the process of developing at least five new 7

regulations for previously unregulated contaminants.29  Adjusting to these new directives 8

and making system improvements for compliance is an ongoing part of doing business as 9

a water system.  The Commission must play a role in redirecting water utilities to be 10

proactive and diligent about incorporating these costs into their GRCs rather than 11

standalone applications. 12

Ultimately, San Jose has not adequately demonstrated why a separate application 13

for PFAS is necessary.  It is absolutely feasible to address the capital costs and revenue 14

requirements for a treatment project at Williams Station in the 2030 GRC.  This is 15

supported by San Jose's supplemental testimony, filed in August 2026, which presents a 16

modified mechanism for the annual rate increases, wherein the final annual increase for 17

2031 is implemented via the 2030 GRC based on forecasted 2030 capital costs, rather 18

than via a fourth and final advice letter later in 2030.30  San Jose should address the total 19

capital cost of the Williams Station project in the 2030 GRC application, based on actual 20

28https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/documents/mclreview/mcls_dlrs_
phgs.pdf
29 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_info/agendas/2026/mar/03032026-5.pdf

and https://waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2026/rs2026-0008.pdf
30 San Jose’s Direct Testimony of Vyju Sugan, filed August 19, 2026, suggests a change to the 
implementation of annual rate base offsets compared to what was originally outlined in San Jose’s 
Application at 1.  Vyju Sugan’s testimony at 4 indicates that the final annual rate increase, effective 
January 2031 (for costs incurred 2030), would be implemented via San Jose’s 2030 GRC (to be filed 
January 2030, and therefore based on forecasted 2030 Williams Station project costs) rather than the 
advice letter process.   
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costs to date plus forecasted costs to complete the project (assuming the project will be 1

complete during the period for which the 2030 GRC establishes rates). 2

This approach is consistent with traditional ratemaking and avoids piecemealing 3

rate impacts on ratepayers for costs that have yet to produce any benefit.  Ensuring capital 4

costs are not added to rate base and do not produce shareholder profit before the project is 5

used and useful is a fundamental aspect of rate-of-return regulation.  Therefore, the 6

Commission should deny San Jose's request to pursue rate base offsets via the Tier 2 7

advice letter process.8

2. San Jose’s 2030 GRC Must Include Forecasted Costs for 9
O&M of the Williams Station PFAS Remediation System 10

In addition to capital costs, San Jose estimates that the ongoing annual O&M costs 11

associated with the Williams Station project will be $2.25 million.31  San Jose proposes 12

to track certain PFAS treatment O&M expenses that may be incurred as the project is 13

built, which it refers to as pre- and post-startup O&M costs, in its PFAS Memorandum14

Account and to request authorization of those costs in a future GRC application.32  If the 15

Commission approves tracking these pre- and post-startup O&M costs in San Jose’s 16

PFAS Memorandum Account, then to improve transparency and avoid continued 17

piecemealing of costs, the Commission should require San Jose to forecast ongoing 18

O&M costs for the Williams Station project in the 2030 GRC application and the 19

proposed rates for that GRC period, rather than continuing to track O&M costs in the 20

memorandum account.21

IV. CONCLUSION22

When the Commission approves standalone applications outside the GRC process, 23

it cannot adequately balance competing priorities or determine whether the utility’s 24

overall revenue requirement is reasonable.  To ensure transparency for ratepayers and 25

avoid piecemealed rate impacts, the Commission should deny San Jose’s request to 26

31 Application at 4. 
32 Application at 4.  
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pursue rate base offsets via the Tier 2 advice letter process.  San Jose can include the 1

capital costs for this project in the 2030 GRC, or a subsequent GRC. 2

If the Commission does approve San Jose’s proposed Tier 2 advice letter 3

mechanism for cost recovery, the approval should include the following conditions to 4

ensure ratepayers do not fund unreasonable capital spending and returns, and improve 5

clarity and transparency regarding Application costs and rate impacts: 6

(1) Approve a capital budget for the proposed Williams Station PFAS 7
remediation system that will serve as the budget cap against which rate 8
base offset request(s) will be measured.  The separate testimony of 9
Zaved Sarkar (Report B) discusses capital cost adjustments and provides 10
a recommended budget cap amount. 11

(2) Allow San Jose to include the following costs in its rate base offset 12
request(s):13

a. Recorded capital costs, not to exceed the Commission-approved 14
budget cap for capital costs, plus15

b. The actual cost of interest during construction.16

(3) Direct San Jose to handle rate base requests as follows:17

a. All recorded capital costs, including those offset by settlement or 18
grant funds, shall be counted toward the Commission-approved 19
budget cap. 20

b. Requested costs for interest during construction shall not be 21
based on San Jose’s approved rate of return, but rather a 22
reasonable and well-supported estimate of San Jose’s actual 23
incurred debt costs directly related to financing the construction 24
of this specific project, on a short-term basis until approved 25
recorded costs are incorporated into rate base. 26

c. Any project costs that are not reflected in a Tier 2 advice letter 27
rate base offset request submitted by the end of 2032 shall not be 28
eligible for recovery under this Application, which is appropriate 29
given that San Jose expects to complete construction by 2030 and 30
given the short construction timeframe necessary for PFAS 31
compliance.32

(4) Require San Jose to file a single advice letter upon project completion to 33
recover recorded costs in rate base and increase rates, rather than 34
requesting to increase rates annually during construction. This will 35
ensure that ratepayers do not fund costs, including shareholder returns, 36
on a capital project that does not provide ratepayer benefit. 37
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(5) Require San Jose to: 1

a. Forecast and reflect ongoing O&M costs for the Williams Station 2
PFAS remediation system in the 2030 GRC application and the 3
proposed rates for that GRC period, and4

b. Cease tracking O&M costs in the PFAS Memorandum Account 5
thereafter.6
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QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY 1
OF2

MEGHAN TOSNEY 3
 4 
Q.1  Please state your name and address.5

A.1  My name is Meghan Tosney, and my business address is 400 R Street, Sacramento, CA, 6
95811.7

 8 

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

A.2  I am employed by the Commission’s Cal Advocates Office as a Senior Utilities Engineer. 10

 11 

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

A.3  I have a BS in Civil Engineering from the University of California, Los Angeles, and an 13
MS in Civil Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley. I am licensed as a 14
Civil Engineer by the California Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and 15
Geologists, and I have worked in the water sector for approximately 20 years, working 16
both in private consulting and for the State of California. 17

 18 

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

A.4  I am responsible for preparing testimony on cost transparency and affordability, and San 20
Jose’s proposed budget cap and advice letter approach.21

 22 

Q.5  Does that complete your prepared testimony?  23

A.5  Yes. 24
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