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l. Summary

Golden State Water Compan$@LDEN STATiovides water service to the residents of Ojai and has
historically charged higher rates théme water service agencies in the surrounding aréa2008
GOLDEN STATE increased its water rates.B3GOLDEN STAm&w claims that the wagr system is

in poor condition requiring a large capital investment over the next 20 yea@®LDEN STAiREndsto
pay for a $27.8 million capital improvement plan through even higher water.rdtedanuary 2011
GOLDEN STATE implemented anothter increaseof 26.2%.The issue evaluated in this analysis is can
water serviceof equal or better quality thasOLDEN STABE provided to the community of Ojai at a
lower cost

GOLDENSTATE &ASNIAOS INBI Aa |ttt &A0KANterDigit 0 2 dzy RIF NRA S
(CASITAS The residents of Ojai have historically paid property tax€ABSITASNd have indirectly

purchased supplementalASITASvater throughGOLDEN STATEASITARas historically operated a

much larger water system thaBOLDEN &TEand CASITASwater rates ardess than onehalf

GOLDEN STATE rat¢RCASITA®ater rates are applied to water salesinh [ 59 b Djéi setvize &

area the residents would collectively saveX¥Bmillion per yearbased on the current rates of both

organizations.

The replacement c6OLDEN STAWEh CASITA®ould require the purchase @ h [ 59 b {vater ¢ 9 Qa
system through a negotiated sale or eminent domain. The estimated cost of acquisition is $17.0 to
$25.0 million including legal expenseseTange is driven by how long acquisition will take and how

much the netvaluedd h [ 59 b {vater sydeh &hanges as it implements capital improvements.
Capital will be needed for improvements to the Ojai water system regardless of which organization
operates the system. The estimated capital needed to complet&SteDEN STAf&aster plan by
CASITASollowing acquisitionranges from $15.0 to $24.0 million. GOLDEN STAiRplements the
masterplan less capital will be required BASITAS

The Ogi water service area caafford to spend as much as $3.14 million dollars per year, the difference
between GOLDEN STATE rates and CASITAS, to acquire GOLDEN STATE. The $3.14 million dollars per
yearcan be used to service the debt on various types of municipal bonds to raise needed thpital.

debt service on the bonds can be paid through property taxes or through a surcharge on water use.
Although repayment through property taxes offers some adages it is very difficult to equitably

allocate the costs on property. The alternative of applying a surclsgms the most equitable
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method of financindecausehe burden of debt repayment will be directly related to water
consumption. Those usingtlié water will pay less and efforts to conserve wateitiwe rewarded.

The surcharge also offers flexibility in financing the acquisition. A combination of debt to meet
immediate capital requirementsalong witha longterm revenue streanto financeopay-asyou-goé
capital improvemerg, offers time to evaluatél KS ¢ I (i S NJ aaadibiiil8fifaRdalregedyEsRod
addresduture capital requirementsln the worst case scenarR®evenueBonds for as much as 82
millionwould finance the purchase of@LDEN STATE, reimburse CASITAS for the legal costs of
acquisition, and provide $1@illion for immediate system integration measures. A surcharge &052.
per CCF of water would cover the debt service on theCkrillion bonds andorovide a revenue stia@nm
of $750,000to $1,300,00(er year for up to 30 years to fundipay-asyou-gce capital improvement
plan.

A surcharge of &50 per CClen all water use wouldinance the acquisition of GOLDEN STATE and

providean immediate savings ofl90 millionperyear to the Ojai residentsTheaverage o G & LJA O f
Odzai2YSNE Ay (GKS ha2lA &ASNWBAOS IINBI KlFa | pky AYyOK
GGeLIAOLKE Odzali2YSNRN&E O0AY2YGKfe gl GSNIOATE AYy HAMM
service from CASITAScluding a $50per CCF surchargél KS a G @ LA Ol £ Odzad 2 YSNIDa ¢
$127.5Q an annual savings ofl81.0Q It is projected that the savings will be $1500.00 per year by

2025.

The acquisition o6OLDEN STAWRBuld not burden C { L ¢durfef &atepayers with an unfunded
liability. There would be no net increase in water demand because the Ojai service area uses local
groundwater and has historically used supplemental water from Casitas. The acquis@E@@LDEN
STATRvould increased ! { L ¢evehuesibeyond the cost to operate the Ojai system. Capital to
address the majority of unresolved deficiencieshie Ojai system infrastructurare included in the

funds to be collected through the water surchargé/ithinapproximatey 18-20yearsoperating

revenues from the Ojai service area would become an asset tilaeduce the financial burden on all
A { L ¢durfeftiate payers

It is feasible to provide water serviod equal or better quality thasOLDEN STATRhe community of
Ojai at a lower cost. The Ojai service area can generate a savingsdinfiBon per year by the
acquisition of theGOLDEN STAWRBter system.The potential saving more than adequate to funithe
up-front capital requirements of acquisitidhrough the sale of Revenu#gonds and to generata long
term revenue stream to address system improvemeéth implementation of a $50per CCF
surcharge on water us®jai residents will realize an initial annual savingseafrly $1.0 milliorand a
projected savings of $88 million per year by 2025.

The following are the details of this analysis.
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Il. ISSUE

The residents of the City of Ojai are provided water service by Golden State Water Co@@amHN

STATE In 20085OLDEN STAIiREreased its rates by 34.9%. In October 2GTALDEN STAagain

increased its rates by approximately 4.80JCSpt. 2019. On November 16, 20X60OLDEN STAWES

granted approval by the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to increase its/ra62% in

2011(PUC November 2010550LDEN STAAKo applied for an increase in 2012QLDEN STATE

January 2010 The rational for these increase SOLDEN STATE Of I AY (G KI G GKS g1 GS»
poor condition requiring extensive capital investm. GOLDENSTATE Hnamn NBLR NI G2 (K¢
describes the need for $27.7 million in capital projects over the next 20 y6@sDEN STAAEg

2010). GOLDEN STAWH seek to recover this capital, and a rate of return of 8% or more, from on

going increasein water rates. The residents of Ojai already pay more than twice as much for water as

the surroundingcommunities

Can water servicef equal or better quality thalcOLDEN STAB& provided tahe community of Ojai
at a lower cost?

[ll.  INTRODUCTION

Thisreport is intended to evaluate the feasibility of Casitas Municipal Water DisBG&S(TAScquiring,
operating and maintaining the water service system in Qgaid providngthat service at a lower cost
than GOLDEN STATEhe focus of this analysssdn the financial feasibility. The legal feasibility is not
evaluated here and will require review by those experts in the figle quality oGOLDEN STATE
service is not evaluated in this analysis. For the purpose of this disc@&SIOREN STAdRd CASITAS
are considered equally capable of providing water service to the Ojai area.

Although several types of organizations were considered as candidates to compete@LIDEN STATE

in this evaluatiorCASITA®as selected because it has an existing and a historical comparable water rate
structure, it geographically and politibpencompasses the enti@OLDEN STASé&tvice area, and
CASITARas the resources available to take on the operation ofG@LDEN 3TEsystem.

This report has been prepared independently by Richard H. Hajas, a resident of Ojai, and is not
associated with and does not represent CASITAS.
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V. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN THIS REPORT

One Hundred Cubic Foot of Water (CCF)

Terms used as easurements of water vary by organization, type of application and the relative volume

of water measured. Gallons, cubic feet, hundreds of cubic feet (CCF), and acre feet are only some of the
terms used in the water industry and in agriculture. FortdeNlJ2 8 S 2 F (KA & N&LI2 NI (K
hundred cubic feetofwateg A f f 06S dzZASR 6KSyYy NBTFSNBYOZXAgalogd G SNI dz
of water. GOLDEN STAARICASITAGs wellasY2 4G Ydzy AOA LI £ 6+ GSNJ | 3SyOASa
unit of measure for selling waterGOLDEN STA&kd CASITABater rates are basedyo &/ / C¢ & al / C
used onGOLDEN STABiffing statements.

Billing Cycles (Bnonthly verses monthly)

GOLDEN STAZRICASITAS A £ f (1 K S A MNdor@hiizd BEbth ¥r§aNiZatnsdnvkver publish their

water rates in terms of monthly rates. This unfortunately leads to some confusion when discussing the
costs of water and drawing comparisons between organizations or even historical comparison within the
same organization. One fiadacts stated in terms of monthly costs anehimnthly costs often

intertwined. To add further confusicBOLDEN STAM&S requested the PUC to authorize a change

from birmonthly to monthly billing cycles beginning in 2011. For the purposes of thistrigipoonthly

water costs will be used exclusively. All comparison of costs both historically and between organizations
will be in bimonthly increments.

TypicalGOLDEN STATHSstomer

Over twothirds of GOLDEN STA@Estomers in the Ojai service area have 5/8 imaters GOLDEN

STATIDEC. 2009)GOLDEN STADR 1 Sa G KSANJ F dSNIF 3S 2NJ aieLAOlFt Odza
service using an average of 13 CCF per month or 26 @@hthily GOLDEN STAfRhe Ojai Ci

Council January 26, 2010). Based on the number of customers withch/8nieters and théotal

GOLDEN STAWAater sales datathis seems to be a reasonable cheterization of a typicaBOLDEN

STATE dza (i 2 Y S NX ¢ KNRPdzZAK2dzi AKRY¥SNBLBNIG { i KETESSNWM2a 6 & |
using an average of 26 CCirainthly.
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V. BACKGROUND ON CASITAS

CASITAS amunicipal water district perating under the authority of th&lunicipal Water District
Section of theCalifornia Water CodeCASIT8has an elected governing body aad administrative
structure defined by California lawCASITARas the powers and authority to hold elections, sell
municipal bonds and acquire property through emindomain Water CodeDivision 2(. The entire
GOLDHN STATEervice area lies within th€e ASITABoundaries and the area is already represented by
an elected member of the Cigas Board of DirectorsGOLDEN STAG#stomers are indireatustomers
of CASITA#B that GOLDEN STAB&ys a portion of the waterhtey deliver in Ojai frol€ASITAS
Properties in Ojai pay property taxes@ASITA&d have contributed to the repayment of the original
constructionloanthat financed Casitas Dam and tBasitasvater delivery system.

CASITARas the expertise to operate the water syste@ASITA&8Mploys a staff of engineers and

certified operators that operate the Casitas Dam, water treatment plant, and water transmission and
distribution systems.CASITAServes over 12.0 million gallonsrp#ay of wholesale water, irrigation

water and residential water. The residential communities of Oak View, Mira Monte, Foster Park, Faria
Beach, Solimar Beach, La Conchita, and Rincon Del Mar are se@A&BAEXhibitA (Map of
CASITA®ighlightsCASITA3a RAAGNAROG o62dzy RI NASao

CASITAGperates several large pipelinegthin the City of Ojai.CASITA&perates large water storage
tanks above Fairview Road, Villanova Road and Reeves Road all of which supply the Ojai service area.
/' {L¢! { Gsinteraodredied YGOLDENSTATE aeadSyo

Historically CASITARas successfully maintained its infrastructure with routine capital replacement
projects capital improvementssuch as the water filtration plapand responédto pipeline failures

caused byhe areas catastrophic flood event€ASITARas maintained both the technical resources

and financial resources to effectively manage the system. The residents of Ojai have and continue to
contribute toCASITABa 2 LISNJ G A2y (i KNP deSaie watiNputcSadel through E | Yy R
GOLDEN STATE

CASITARas established water rates which offer a comparisoG@LDEN STATEASITASIso has a
long water rate history that serves as a comparisoGOLDEN STATE KA &G 2 NB @
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VI. BACKGROUND ON GOLDEN STAAEGPERATION

GOLDEN STAT&mally Southern California Water Company, is an investor owned company and a
subsidiary of American States Water CompaB®LDEN STATE K S| RljdzZ-t NISNAR Aa A
California. GOLDEN STA3@&ves approximately 75 citegedR K|l & aSNIWSR hal A aAyoS
GOLDEN STAd@Rerates under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC),
headquartered in San Francisco.

GOLDEN STAS3&ves approximately 2880 metered connecti¢B©OLDEN STADEc. 2009)n Ojai.
ExhibitB (Map of GOLDEN STA3&vice areagontains a map highlighting the Ojai water service area.
Total annual water sales a859,187CCHGOLDEISTATDec. 2009) of water equivalent to an average
of 2.0 million gallons of wateyer day. Totalvater servicaevenuesfor year end 2009 wer§4 307,900
(GOLDEN STADEC. 2009).

Dh[59b {¢! ¢9Qa& LINR Y iNffom fiveveilb&te@ i thedOjaiiGBoMddwiatkal JLJE &
Basin. GOLDEN STATE pumps groundwater through a trad&oidity and distributes the water

throughout the Ojai area. The primary water storage tank is located on Fairview Road. Other storage
tanks and lift stations deliver water to the higher elevations of the area on Foothill Road and Signal
Street. GOLDH STATE also purchasémut 15% of itsupply asupplemental water from CASITAS

through five metered interconnectionsDh [ 59 b { ¢! ¢ 9 Q Zxpéngedor Z009%drdS NI G A y 3
$2,214,50Q Included in these expenses is $217,060 for energy, $92,000 fer t@atment, $371,046

for water purchases and $775,000 for administration (GOLDEN STATE Dec. 2009).

GOLDEN STATE Omgtgred connections range in size from 5/8 inch diameter to 6 inch diameter
meters GOLDEN STADEc. 2009). Smaller meter diameters aapable of delivering 185 gallons per
minute of water while larger meters can deliver hundreds of gallons per minute. Ovehirds of
GOLDEN STAGglstomers have 5/8 inch meters. The distributiortG@LDEN STAGEtomers by meter
size and the @lw capacity of each siare contained inExhibit C.

AlthoughGOLDEN STA3éls nearly00,000CCF of water per yeBOLDEN STATE G (& LJA OF £ Odza
uses 13 CCF per month or 26 CCF perduithly billing period.
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VIl. WATER RATES

Current Water Rates

The2011 water rates forGOLDEN STAdiE€ contained irExhibit D CASITA®ater rates are contained
in Exhibit E.The rates are in two parts: service charges (or meter charges) based on the size of the
metered service and commodity charges for water.uach organizatioemploysinclining tiered

water ratesfor residential water customersGOLDEN STAf&S three tiers an€CASITARas four tiers.
Both organizations bill on a-monthly basis, therefore the monthly service charges applied for two
months service and the tiers are based on two months of water use.

GOLDEN STAd#ers 10CCFof water every two months at the Tier No. 1 rate &$4per CCF
CASITASIfers 20CCFof water every two months at the Tier No. 1 rate of $0.831 @€F CASIASalso

has a business, recreation aresidentialagricultural rates that maybe applicable to some Ojai area
services. These rates are a single rate for all water used. The business and recreation rate pe$1.524
CCF

GOLDEN STA4dIso0 adds surcharges to standard rates from time to time. Beginning in 2008 a surcharge
of $0.83is added totGOLDEN STAp&blished rates for all water sold. April 2010GOLDEN STATE

was authorized to add $0.0#o all Tier No. 1 water, $0.880 Tier No. 2 and $0.24to Tier No. 3 for a

period of twelve monthsand in October 2010 a surcharge of $0.1845 was ad@atPUC Sheet No.
5990W). For the purpose of this analysis and for the sake of simplicityG@lDEN STAStandard
published rates are used, none BOLDEN STASiEcharges are addedTherefore the actual cost of
GOLDEN STAwater isabout 4.8% higher than stated throughout this analysis.

Both organizations charge-hionthly service or meter charges basethe size of the meter serving

the property. GOLDENSTATE f 246Said YSGSNJ aSNBAOS OKINBS Aa
charge is 020 bi-monthly. AlthoughCASITAB & a42YS pkyé YSGOSNAR Ada a
applied to both 5/8nchand¥inchmeter servicesCASITASa f 2¢6Sai YSGSNJ AaSNBAOS
monthly.

Both GOLDEN STAaid CASITASII their customers on a bnonthly basis.GOLDEN STATE & G & LIA O f

Odza G 2 Y S NX15144%0r tvdinfohitiss Ratdp service. GASITAGtes were appliegthe same
customer would be billed $62.54.

Chart AbelowcomparesGOLDEN STAGIarges for water service to a variety of customer types. The

OKI NI Oz2yidlAaya SEIFYLX Sa 2F Odza (2 YSashvelldgithbsgI f Saa
with larger meters and higher water consumption. In each cas&tBeDEN STAGEtomer is paying

twice as much for water as would be chargeddASITASt K S O K | ididor@aied khIExhibit.F
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Chart A

Bi-Monthly Water Bills for Various Types of Customers
GOLDEN STATE vs. CASITAS Rates

$1,200.00

$1,000.00

$800.00

$600.00 H Golden
Casitas

$400.00

$200.00

. LB I

5/8" Meter - 16 CCF 5/8" Meter - 26 CCF 5/8" Meter - 36 CCF 1.0"Meter-72 CCF 2.0"Meter- 145 CCF

GOLDEN STATE charges based on Cal. PUGSB@W! (excluding surchargesFASITAS charges based on
residential rates in CASITAS 9.2.4 Rate Schedule

History of Water Rate Increases

HistoricalyGOLDEN STAf&#Ees have been consistently higher th@ASIAS Chart Bcompares the
historicalcost to the typicalGOLDEN STAG&stomer with the cost whe@ASITASistoricalcharges
are applied for the same service.
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Chart B
GOLDEN STAdd CASITARistorical Increases in Water Charges
G¢&LAOKTE Jmdeihly 206t§ NE . A
(5/8 inch meter using 26 CCFrbonthly)

$160.00

$140.00

$120.00

$100.00

$80.00

$60.00

$40.00

$20.00

90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11
Golden State = Casitas

Casitagates have increased over the past 20 years at an average rate%fper year with the highest
single rate increase of 13% in 200BOLDEN STAf&#es increased an average 08% over the same
period with the single highest increase of 34.9% in 200Bart B data is contained in Exhibit G.

Total Cost of Service

The total cost to the residents of Ojai for water service in 2009 wa&)84illion (GOLDEN STADEC.
2009). Meter service charges accountdpproximately$1.9 million of GOLDEN STAfvenuebased

on their 2009 meter service charges (Cal. PUC Sheet No\g7&ftl the number of active services
(GOLDEN STATE Dec. 2008LCASITASE Y S (i &diargesSwedd ApPlied to 2009 service the cost to
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the Ojai area would have been significantly less. Table | com@G@DEOEN STATECASITASeter

service costs in the Ojai service area.

Table |

Casitas Meter Service Charges Applied to Ojai

Golden State 2009 Meter Service Charge Reven

GSW (1) = (2 Total GSW

Bi-monthly Total Annual

Meter Size  Meter Chg  Meters Revenue
5/8 $ 48.30 1938 $  708,780.09
3/4 $ 72.40 195 $  106,901.50
1 $ 120.70 543 $  496,269.64
11/2 $ 242.00 63 $ 115,442.7]]
2 $ 386.00 140 $  409,190.88
3 $ 724.00 7$ 38,374.90)
4 $ 1,208.00 13 9,146.98]
6 $ 2,414.00 2% 36,557.62)]
Total Meter Revenue $ 1,920,664.30

(1) Cal. PUC Sheet No. 5779-V
(2) GSWC Dec 2009

(3) CMWD 9.4.2 Schedule Services Charges

CMWD (3) = (2) Net Annual

Bi-monthly Total Annual
Meter Size  Meter Chg Meters Per Meter
5/8 $ 38.32 1938 $445,584.94
3/4 $ 38.32 195 $ 44,834.40)
1 $ 60.06 543 $195,675.48
11/2 $ 114.39 63 $ 43,239.42
2 $ 179.60 140 $150,864.00
3 $ 386.07 7 $ 16,214.94
4 $ 690.36 1$ 4,142.16
6 $ 1,527.13 2 $ 18,325.56
Total Meter Revenue $918,880.92

In order to applyCASITAftes to 2000GOLDEN STA3&es some assumptions about the distribution
of sales through the various water rate tiers has been developed. The actual distribution was not
available. To complicate matte@OLDEN STAM&S only three tiers whilEASITARas four tiers.

Howeverwith the available informationt¢tal water sales, total revenue from sales, the total number of

servicesand the distribution of those services by giageasonable attempt at distributing the sales by

tiers is contained ifExhibit H The distribution results in an average of 26 units delivered to the 5/8 inch

and¥4inchGOLDEN STADREIza ( 2 Y S N& =

remainder of the wateuseis distributed among the larger meters. The resutbtal water sold and
total water revenue very close BOLDEN STATE NB LR NI SR 2LISNI A2y a

GOLDEN STATE revenue from water sales in 2009 was approximately $2.38IhIASI TAGites
were applied to the same distribution of sales the revenue woualdetbeert977,800. A comparison of
the total cost of water servicien 2009from GOLDEN STAdiRd CASITASS contained in dblell below.

gKAOK A&

i GGLDENISTATEN® | §

The difference in total annual cost to the Ojai area for water service in 20092vasion.
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Table Il

Comparison of Costs to the Ojai Area in 2009 Golden State vs. Casitas
Golden State Total Casitas Rates

Water Revenues Applied Difference
Total Meter Charges$ 1,920,600.00 $ 918,880.00 $ 1,001,720.04G
Total Water Sales  $ 2,388,000.00 $ 977,800.00 $ 1,410,200.04
Total Cost $ 4,308,600.00 $ 1,896,680.00 $ 2,411,920.00

(1) Exhibit H contains the method used for distribution of revenues by tiers

VIIl. THECOST OF ACQUISITION

If rates were the only issue this analysis would be sipReSITARas significantly lower rates than

GOLDEN STATHowever, in order to replad®@OLDEN STAWEh CASITASa (G KS | NBIF Qa o1 (S
provider the Ojai community would be required to bBOLDEN STATE ¢ 1 SNJ a2aiSY® ¢ K¢
couldbe accomplished through a negotiated sale or through eminent domain. In eitheG@KSBEN

STATES entitled to the fair maket value of the water system.

There is data available to estimate the fair market value of the water system. The PUC réquieEN

STATEHEo routinely submit information regarding the value of the water system as part of the rate

setting process. ThES G R2f f I NJ @l £ dzS§ 2F (GKS Ay@SadySyid 2F GKS
GNI GS olFrasSé Aa RSGSNX¥YAYSR o0& GKS F2tt2gAy3 Tl OG2N

Original cost of the organization, franchise, water rights and other intangibles
Original cost of land that is used wseful for the utility service

Original cost of depreciable properties that are used or useful for the utility service
Reasonable allowance for materials and supplies

Allowance for working cash

Less

9 Contributions in aid of construction

9 Unrefundedadvances

91 Depreciation reserve

9 Differed tax reserve (if any) (PUC June 2001).

= =4 =4 4 A

¢KS GNIGS o0F&asSé Aa (GKS TF2dzyRIFIGA2y 2F GKS N»XdS asi
olFlasSé¢ 2F FLIWINREAYFGSt @ y» (2 maiimpartantval@eSortheN: G S ol &
dziAfAGe 6SO0FdaAS (KS KAIKSNI GKS aN»XGS o6Fasé GKS I
Wdzy S HnnamO @ ¢CKSNBE A& y2 AYyOSyiGA@S TFT2N GKS dziAaf Al

0 & S¢ nhbleNtBiém@r of general value of the utility.
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GOLDENSTANBS LI2 NIISR | aNJI GS ol asSé F2NJ &8SI N SBribithnng 27F
Ad F RSOFAfSR aLINBIR aKSSG 2F (KGOLDEWSIASE® I aS¢ T2 N
& NJ Iii & Gibchange aSOLDEN STAiRlements capital projects, existing components of the

system depreciateand deductions for contributions in aid of construction, unrefund advances and
RAFTFSNBR GFES& Tt dzOldzl 4§Sd enlay bE 8shida@d by appldng ani KS T dzii
implementation schedule dBOLDEN STAIEB fodfwhtsf system capital projects with an estimated

annual depreciation rate. For the purpose of this analysis only accumulated depreciation will be

RSRdzOG SR T NEBNR &iaK St fal¢y200 FAfy Ther&Sidldd nforBationSl- tiisKimed S |1 NJ

available to estimate future values of contributian-aid of construction, unrefunded advances or
RATFSNBR (I E NBaSNpSao ¢KS NBadzyii axyt § SIBAIOBESHK
0S afAdaKiGte KAIKSNI GKIY G4KS aGNXaGS ol asSéo ¢tKS ySi
2009 $14.4 million. This is approximately $2.0 million higher than eacilyealB LJ2 NII a NJ S oI &

GOLDEN STAdé&velopeda capital replacement and improvement plan in 2009 to replace aging

pipelines and other infrastructure over the next 20 yeaEshibit] contains the pipeline projects and

other infrastructure replacement and improvements projects as well as the plammgiérinentation

schedule. The total estimated cost of all proposed projects is $27,728,000. Some of these projects were
completed in 2010 and the PUC has recommended approval of capital project costs for 2010 and 2011
(PUC Nov 2010)The Mutual Water Weleplacement project has been approved forld012 ahead of
original2016 schedule.

The PUC has also recommended an annual depreciation r&t85#foPUCAug 2010)

Table 1Il below contains an estimate of B®LDEN STAYES G at f I y i A yough ORAIA OS¢ DI
The projection includes projects approved by the PUC for 2018nd implementation of th6OLDEN
STATEcheduled projects over 10 years. The estimate also assumes a continued annual depreciation

rate of 3.95%. The construction of the new tMal Well is included in New Capital in 2012 becabse

PUChas recommended approval of the projedtdzit RAR y2i NBO2YYSy R FRRAYy 3
ol asSé¢ dpmplatd(PUE Nov.R2610)
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Table Ill
Projected Accumulated Value of Golden State Plant in Service (1)

Year Complete Projects (ZAnnual Depreciation(: Gross Plant in Service Net Plant in Servicg
2008 $ 3,831,000 $ 17,768,262 $ 13,937,262
2008 $ 930,841 $ 4,307,000 $ 18,699,103 $ 14,392,103
2010 $ 2,018,359 $ 5,045,615 $ 20,717,462 $ 15,671,847
2011 $ 1,178,355 $ 5,863,954 $ 21,895,817 $ 16,031,863
2012 $ 2,792,000 $ 6,728,839 $ 24,687,817 $ 17,958,978
2013 $ 1,630,000 $ 7,704,008 $ 26,317,817 $ 18,613,809
2014 $ 2,830,000 $ 8,743,562 $ 29,147,817 $ 20,404,255
2015 $ 2,160,000 $ 9,894,900 $ 31,307,817 $ 21,412,917
2016 $ 1,290,000 $ 11,131,559 $ 32,597,817 $ 21,466,258
2017 $ 3,935,000 $ 12,419,173 $ 36,532,817 $ 24,113,644
2018 $ 1,440,000 $ 13,862,219 $ 37,972,817 $ 24,110,598
2019 $ 1,410,000 $ 15,362,145 $ 39,382,817 $ 24,020,672
2020 $ 1,080,000 $ 16,917,767 $ 40,462,817 $ 23,545,050

(1) 2008-09 values as reported by Golden State (Golden State Dec. 2009)
(2) 2010-11 Completed Projects as recommended by the PUC (PUC Nov. 2010)

2012 Includes Golden State scheduled projects and the Mutual Well approved by PUC (PUC
(3) Annual depreciation rate 2010-2020 3.95% as recommended by the PUC (PUC Nov. 2010)

If acquisition occurred within the next 5 years the estimated fair market val@3ifDEN STA3¥stem
would be between $16.0 and $21.4 million.

Capital Cost of Needed Repairs to tE®OLDEN STABEstem

ExhibitK contains an inventory @OLDEN STApiRelines by age. Approximately 19% of the pipeline

systemis prldpp n Q4 QDAY G+ IS preyl$60 AYa2pdirkK & dersmoBASIMEBa adaiusSy 41
O2yaiNHzZOGSR Ay (GKS SINIeé mMdcnQid ¢GALBENSPANEB YI 22NJ S
Master Pan would replace over 30% of the entire pipeline system potentially eliminating nearly all of

the aged pipelines. The total estimated cost of the pipeline program is $22,178,000 to replace 77,050

feet of pipe. Other infrastructure replacement projeatstihe master plan are water storage tanks,

booster pumpsand wells. These projects total $5,550,000. The total cOSIIDEN STATE a | & (i S NJ
Plan is $27,728,000.

For the purposes of this analysis it is assumed thatGive DEN STAWVESter Plan for capst

replacement and capital improvements is needed to maintain a quality water system. Therefore the
potential liability to any agency acquiring the system would include completing the master plan. As
GOLDEN STAiRplements that plan the value of theet dPlant in Servicgeof GOLDEN STAWiH

increase, however the needed capital to cover replacements will decrease. Table IV below contains an
estimated level of needed investment remaining over the next ten yealGOUDEN STApiBceeds
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with the schedu of capital improvements and replacements over the next 5 Y ¢laese will remain a
range of capital needed to complete the 20 yp&anof $15.1to $24.5million.

Table IV

Net Capital Required to Complete Master Plan (1)

Year Complete Projects () Net Plantin Service Balance of Master Plan
2008 $ 13,937,262
2009 $ 930,841 $ 14,392,103 $ 27,728,000.0(
2010 $ 2,018,359 $ 15,671,847 $ 25,709,641.0(
2011 $ 1,178,355 $ 16,031,863 $ 24,531,286.0(
2012 $ 2,792,000 $ 17,958,978 $ 21,739,286.0(
2013 $ 1,630,000 $ 18,613,809 $ 20,109,286.0(
2014 $ 2,830,000 $ 20,404,255 $ 17,279,286.0(
2015 $ 2,160,000 $ 21,412,917 $ 15,119,286.0(
2016 $ 1,290,000 $ 21,466,258 $ 13,829,286.0(
2017 $ 3,935,000 $ 24,113,644 $ 9,894,286.00
2018 $ 1,440,000 $ 24,110,598 $ 8,454,286.00
2019 $ 1,410,000 $ 24,020,672 $ 7,044,286.00
2020 $ 1,080,000 $ 23,545,050 $ 5,964,286.0(

(1) 2008-09 values as reported by Golden State (Golden State Dec. 2009)
(2) 2010-11 Completed Projects as recommended by the PUC (PUC Nov. 2010)
2012 - Scheduled projects and the Mutual Well approved by PUC (PUC Nov 2

Legal Costs of Acquisition

From the inception of any action to acquiBBLDEISTATHegal cost will begin to accrue. Some of the
anticipated services required are:

Legal services to begin negotiations WBLDEN STATE

Legal services to proceed with eminent domain if necessary
Legal services to complete eminent domain and reatd fettlement
Legal services for bond sales

Administration of Acquisition

Intervention inGOLDEN STAWPEC rate cases

=A =4 =4 4 =4 4

Some or all of these services will be needed and potentially the most eastig beeminent domain

and final settlement. As a resuf discussions with members of a citizens group in Felton California,
who successfully facilitated the acquisition of American Water Company by San Lorenzo Water District,
it is estimated tlat a range of $1.0 to $4.0 million may needed to succelysfahplete a lengthy

eminent domain process. The costs would be directly related to the length of the acquisition process.
An early settlement could cost as little as $1.0 million afour year eminent domain action could cost

Pagel6of 57



Feasibility AnalysisMarch 20, 2011 (RHH)

asmuch as $4.0 million. Otheosts included ar€ASITA&ministrative costs and the cost of
intervention in futureGOLDEN STAPBEC rate cases to ass@B®OLDEN STAiREests capital in the
most needed infrastructure projects.

Total Capital Cost of Acquisition

Based on the above sismptions the total cost of acquisition including purchase of&@L_DEN STATE
system, legal costand the cost of uggrading the system through completion of the master plan would
range from $41.5 million today to $40.5 millionfive years depending um the level of investment
GOLDEN STAi#akes into the system over that period. It is reasonable to expect the acquisition period
to take anywhere from 2 to 5 years. Table V below contains the estimated cost of acquisition over the 5
year period.

Table V
Total Estimated Cost of Acquisition
Year  Net Plantin Service Balance of Master PlanAttorney Fees Net Cost of Acquisitiof
2011 $ 16,031,863 $ 24,531,286 $ 1,000,000 $ 41,563,149
2012 $ 17,958,978 $ 21,739,286 $ 2,000,000 $ 41,698,264
2013 $ 18,613,809 $ 20,109,286 $ 3,000,000 $ 41,723,095
2014 $ 20,404,255 $ 17,279,286 $ 4,000,000 $ 41,683,541
2015 $ 21,412,917 $ 15,119,286 $ 4,000,000 $ 40,532,203

IX. IMPACTS TO CURRENT CASITAS RATEPAYERS

CASITARas an obligation to its existing ratepayers and cannot accept any new liability that would result
in future costs to those ratepayers. TBOLDEN STAGEtomers must provide sufficient capital

and/or a revenue stream that will cover the costs associated with operating and maintaining the
GOLDEN STAS3¥stem as well asthe cost of needed improvements and replacements to the water
system

General Operabns and Maintenance

GOLDENSTATE NBLR2 NI SR O02ad 2F 2LISNI GA2Ya GOLDBENISTRIELINE OA
Dec. 2009). Included in operations cost are $775,200 for administration and $30,500 folQABITAS

has a full administrative orgézation in place and would not need rental property. AssurlASITAS

operates theGOLDEN STA3¥stem in the same manner and that there are no benefits from the

economy of scaldghe estimated net cost t€ ASITABould be approximately 319,000per year.
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Leaks

The greatest immediate impact ©©ASITARay be the number of leaks that occur in tB&®LDEN STATE

system. GOLDEN STAM&s averaged 88 service leaks per year because of the deteriorating

polyethylene pipe used for some service lines fromrain to the meter The other issue is pipeline

leaks. GOLDEN STA3¥stem experiences an average of 45 pipeline leaks per year. One of the purposes

of GOLDENSTATE Y| &GSNJ L) |y A & GOLPENEEAREOPOI0)LIA LISt Ay S S 1 a

It is assumed that at least part of the cost of the leaks is includ€DBbDEN STAGEerating costs. In

additionin 2010GOLDEN STAfR&s budgetd $164,000 for services and $89,000 for small main

replacements. These capital funds are listed inthe Buig OF 6§ SA2NE aG. t Iy Siaé o a
among other things, replacement meters, services and pipelines that are operationally deficient. (DRA

May 2010). The total estimated annual operating costs including leaks would3&L$29. Table VI

contains a summary of estimated cost of operations. Detddl@l DEN STA&¥penses are ikxhibit L.

Table VI
Golden State Actual 2009 Operating Expenses vs. Estimated Casitas Expenses
Golden State 2009 Adjustment Estimated Casitas Cost
Operations Expenses i (1)
Total Water Supply $ 392,804.00 $ 392,804.00 Includes purchases from Casitas
Total Pumping Expenses  $ 402,907.00 $ 402,907.00
Total Treatment Expenses $ 92,013.00 $ 92,013.00
Total Tran. & Distr. Expense® 271,397.00 $ 253,000.00 $ 524,397.00 Plus "blankets" for leaks (2)
Total Customer Account  $ 161,143.00 $ 161,143.00
Sales Expenses $ (1,535.00) $ (1,535.00)
Admin $ 775,282.00 $ (775,282.00) $ - less overhead
Rent $ 30,503.00 $ (30,503.00) $ - lessrent
Total Expenses $ 2,124,514.00 $ 1,571,729.00

(1) Golden State Dec. 2009
(2) "Blankets are misc. capital expenditures reported by Golden State related to meter service and pipeline repairs (Golden State (Dec. z

Aging Water System

Q)¢
(4
Q¢
[estN

GOLDENSTATE ae&aidSy Aa 2t RSNJ FyR LIENITAQayidard 2 T (G KS
specifications for constiction. The capital funds intended to compl€éLDEN STAVEster Plan
would be used b ASITA® up-grade theGOLDEN STA3¥stem.

CASITA&buld direct those funds to the areas that would best incorporate@@_DEN STA3¥stem
with CASITASCASIT8has existing main water lines that run through tGigy of Ojai,some paralleling
(Matilija Conduit, Grande Avenue Main, Ojai Valley M@@)LDEISTATE thahay reduce the need for
some of GOLDEN STATE LINE LJ2 & SR ICASITARad sfofagel@nie e, Oja Vallay,
Villanova Reservoirs) in some cases at higher elevationsgGRAIDEN STATBtentially eliminating the
need for some oGOLDEN STAB&oster pump stations and even some reservolEgficient merger of
the two systemsvould enableCASITASo redirect capital funds to other priorities within tHteOLDEN
STATEystem. In some cases the total cost of ®®LDEN STA&Aster plan may be reduceASITAS
may also find some facilities and the associated real property unnecessary to tregiopdan which
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case the proceeds from the sale could be contributed to the master plan. At least some of these
facilities will not be necessary@ASITA®ere to operate the system.

Prior to acquisitionCasitas magonduct a evaluation study of the two systems to determine the most
effective method okystemintegration The study would also result in a revised master plan for system
improvements and replacements.

Water Supply

There would be no net increase in water demasdaaresult of the acquisition @OLDEN STATE
GOLDEN STApiBduces water from local ground water and purchases water f@RSITASS a
supplemental supplylf CASTAS acquire©LDEN STATEASITAS would acquitee groundwater

wells along with the ight to continue to produce water in historical quantities for the benefit of the Ojai
service area.

Revenue Impacts

CASITA®ould realize new revenue from monthly servieesof $918,000 annually based @ASITAZa

current service charges af®OLDEN STETa SEA A G Ay 3 & EASOAZAS @2y yi S ONBARSy/ade
from water service would increasw 46%rom $1,994,000 to over $2.9 million per ye&@ASITAS

would also see new revenue of approximate®7$,800in water sales based dDASITASE O dzeNBy i NI
This would increas€ASITASa G 2GFf gl GSNJ al f Sa NBd®yamalf NBY Pc dc
(CASITA3uly 2010). The net result would b&%%b increase in total water revenues or $.r8illion

with no additional water demand/ith the acquigion of GOLDEN STATE, CASITAS would lose the

wholesale water revenues from GOLDEN STATE, however for the purpose of this analysis it is assumed
CASITAS delivers the water at gsKk SNE T2 NS Dh[ 59b { ¢! ¢ 9 Qaincldediifp LJdzNI K

estimated operating costs to CASITAS (TABLE VI).
Net Impact toCASITAS

CASITA®ould realize net increase in revenues of@Rlmillionand an estimated increase in operation
cost of $1571,730for a net surplus of 84,95%nnually at 2010 rates. GASITAGirects available
capital from the acquisitiotoward projects that reduce service line and pipeline leaks in the early
stages of the master plaand is able to take advantage of the economy of scale in reducing overall
operating expense<ASITA&uldsignificantly increase the available annual revenue surplus. In the
short term the revenue surplus malge neectdto address weaknesses in tEOLDEN STA3¥stem,
however, in the long term taincreased customer and revenue base of thei ©gavice areaauld
reduceCASITASfnancial burderonthe entire CASITAService area. Table VII summarizes the net

revenues anticipated b@ASITASa 2 LISNI GA2y 2F GKS ha2lA aegaidsSvyo
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Table VII

Estimated CMWD Surplus Revenues from Opere
of Ojai Service Area

Casitas 2010 Water Rates
Applied to Golden State 2009 Sales
Revenues (1)
Meter service charges $ 918,888.00
Water sales (retail) $ 977,800.00
Net Revenue $ 1,896,688.00
$
$

Estimated Expenses 1,571,729.00
Surplus Revenues 324,959.00

(1) Sales Revenues from Exhibit H - Meter charc
from Table |

X.  AFFORDABILITY OF ACQUISITION

The affordability of the acquisition @OLDEN STAG& be measured by the cost differential between
GOLDENSTATE OKI NHS A T2 BASHAZXES NJKI NESAeeEAR NEe KIE a1 YS
applies 2011 water rates to 2009 GOLDEN STATE water sales. The result is the estimatetidbtal cos
GOLDEN STATE water service for 2011 compared to the estimate cost of the same service from CASITAS.
Based on this simple comparison tesidents of theDjaiAreacan affordto allocateas much as $3.14

million annuallyto acquireGOLDEN STATE.

Talde VIII
Cost Of Water To Ojai Service Area 2011 (1)
Golden State Total (  Casitas Rates
Water Revenues Applied Difference
Total Meter Chargess 1,920,664.30 $ 918,880.92 $ 1,001,783.34
Total Water Sales  $ 3,125,051.74 $ 979,725.86 $ 2,145,325.88
Total Cost $ 5,045,716.05 $ 1,898,606.78 $ 3,147,109.27

(1) Exhibit G contains the method used to distribute revenues by tiers
(2) Golden State Rates: Cal PUC Sheet No. 5990-W
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In addition to the differential saving betwe€blOLDEN STAdid CASITAS water ratdsere is
projectedsurplus revenue from operations of the Ojai Area sysbsnCASITAS approximately
$325,000 per year (Table VII) based on GOLDEN STAT4a2809These surplus funds could also be
applied to funding thecquisition bring the total available funding resources to &3million per year.

XI.  ALTERNATIVE FUNDING METHODS

Regardless of thmethod of fundingit is assumed that acquisition will beithorized by voter initiative.
Included in the initiative would be the preferred funding strategy.

Commonfundingoptions are various types of lostgrm municipalbondssecured by property tax or
revenues from water sales. Funds can also be raised through surplus annual operating revenues and
made available for capital improvements od@ay-asyou-gog basis

A significant amount of capitalill be needed to bufGOLDENTRTR & & at &é thn¥ of acquisition.
Legal costs wilbegin toaccrue before finahcquisition;these funds will be neeat almost immediately.
Capital will also be required to complete the maost urgent capital replacement projects following
acquisiton to assure thaCASITA&n hold down maintenance costs on the systefdditionalfunds
may be needed to finish loAgrm, less urgent capital improvements needed over the cours20db
30years following acquisitian

Thecriteria used to developndevaluatethe variousfunding options are

1 Make every effort to distribute both the costs and any potential savings equitably among the
Ojai service area residents

1 Because nearly twthirds of the GOLDEN STATE customers are 5/8 inch metered services with
relatively low water use, the impact on them is of primary importance.

1 Assure currenCASITARtepayerghat they willnot be negatively impacted

1 AssureCASITA®at sufficient financial resources are made availdblsuccessfully complete
the acquisition

9 Assure CASITAS that sufficient funds are available to service debt and meet future capital
requirements

1 Offer the Ojai residents some immediate relief from the current cost of water.

Sale of Bonds Secured By Property Tax

The sale of bonds secured psoperty tax is a commomethod of funding the acquisition. Municipal
bonds, if approved by the voters, may be sold and the proceeds used to cover all or part of the
acquisition costs. This option typically is used because the bonds soldeanptdrom state and federal
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income tax and therefore can be issued at a reduced interest rate. The bonds would be repaid by
assessing the debt service on the property tax. This may be beneficial to some as a tax deductible
expense.

Exhibit M is a distribution afebt service for $5.0millionin bonds on property tax. The basis of the
assessmentisa$BOKIF NBS LISNJ L f €2y LISNI YAydziS OF LI OAde 27
capacity of the meter is used as a measure of the properties potential for usiteg.wA rough estimate

of the number ad size of tax exempt properties have been removed from the calculation. Property

taxes would range from &3 per year for a 5/8nchservice to ,230per year for a 1.hchmeter, and

nearly $8,939per year for &.0inchmeter. Despite these seemilythigh assessment&xhibit M

illustrates that all but the largest meter services would realize a savings in total water costs over

GOLDEN STAT@peration A similar method of allocating the cost of acquisition wasd in Felton,

California

The disadvantages of this option are: not everyone is able to take advantage of the income tax
deduction; it is very difficult to equitably distribute the cost of debt service on the property in

proportion to the benefit ofwater service. Some properties may use little water but will pay a tax based
on water meter size Residentswith 5/8 inch meters that use less thds CCF per billing period would
realize little or no immediate saving&overnment institutions and som@n-profits organizations,

many of which are large water users, are exempt from property tax and would see a windfall savings at
the expense of other water users.

Sale ofRevenueBonds Secured by a Surcharge on Water Use

RevenueBonds may be sold and secured by water ratBevenueBonds may be sold and used for all or

part of the acquisition costs. These bonds could be repaid by applying a fixed surcharge, to be paid only
by GOLDEN STAS3é&tvice area customers, in addition teetGASITASandard rategor water service

The surcharge would remain constant and expire upon repayment dfdhdsor an agreed term The

burden of repayment would be distributed among the Ojai service area based on water use. This
approach offershie most equitable method of repayment. Those using the most water will benefit from
the reduced cost of acquisition GFOLDEN STAaEd will also contribute the most to the capital cost.

Low water users will pay less and conservatdwaterwill be rewarded.

ExhibitN contains the results of applying a $@per CCBurcharge tahe currentCASITA®ater rates.

The total revenue generated by the surcharge would bd%2.A f €t A2y R2f € F N& LISNJ &SI N
Odza (2 YSNE ¢ 28H0B-madndblyshvings $r ah anfual savings of ove4 $00. The total

savings to the Ojaéireawould be nearly $.0 millionper year (See Tabl¥).

At 5.0% interestfinanced over 30 yeaya debt service of $25 million dollars would finance a total
bond sale of $3.0 million.
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TablelX
Cost Of Water To Ojai Service Area 2011 (1)
Golden State Total Casitas Rates Casitas w/
Water Revenues (2) Applied Surcharge Difference
Total Meter Charges$ 1,920,664.30 $ 918,880.92 $ 918,880.92 $ 1,001,783.34
Total Water Sales  $ 3,125,051.74 $ 979,725.86 $ 3,130,905.86 $ (5,854.12
Total Cost $ 5,045,716.05 $ 1,898,606.78 $ 4,049,786.78 $ 995,929.27

(1) Exhibit G contains the method used to distribute revenues by tiers
(2) Based on Cal PUC Sheet No. 5990.W excluding Golden State surcharges

The disadvantages of the Revenue Bond option are the interest rates on this type of bond may not be as
attractive a bonds secured by property tax arftetrepayment would not qualify as a tax dedodti

The other disadvantage is these bonds could not be secured by the revenue from the water surcharge
until CASITAS completes acquisiti@ASITA®ould have to cover the ufront legalcostsassociated

with the acquisitioruntil acquisition is completeBond proceedsould then beused to reimburse

CASITAS

Another important concern is that the volume of water sold by GOLDEN STATE varies from year to year
based on a variety of conditions. All revenues based on volume of sales will also fluctuateygear to
while the debt service will remain constant.

Variations in water sales are impacted by weather and econooniditions. Th&009 sales (859,187

CCF) used in this analysis are the lowest annual sales experienced by GOLDEN STATE in the.past 5 years
It is reasonable to assume that at least part of the cause of the low sales volume may have been the
extraordinary economic conditions of 2009 coupled with GOLDEN STATES implementation of a 34.9%

rate increase. Sales in 2006 were 1,094,227 CCharfdUC estimates sales for 2041920,500 CCF

(Cal PUC August 2010). Actual sales for 2010 were not available in time for this Fegratie purposes

of this analysis the 2009 lowest sales in 5 years, was used throughout.

Combining Bond Proceeds and Rewes from Water Surcharges

¢CKS 2LISNIGAY3 0dzRASHE RAaAOdzZa&aSR | oRIXKS AR KIzRIStat ZFalzdy/
for CASITAS to evaluate and prioritize needed system improvements based on their experience

operating the systemRatherthanissuingoonds to secure the maximum amount of cash affordatyle

may be morepracticalto provide flexibility in structuring debt and managithg annualrevenues from

an applied water surcharge. In the abauealysighe estimated totalcost ofacquisitian, plus the

estimated costs to complete system improvemeat@r a 1520 year periodis $40.0 to $41.5 million

However, Table X illustrates thidte maximum amount of cash needed immediatepon acquisition
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would be #8.0 to $26.4million dependingon the length of theacquisition process. The capital
requirement includes $1.0 million to complete construction of any immediately needed systems
integration.

Table X

Cash Requirements

Total Cost of Net Plant Value Estimated Legal Estimated Cost Cash Required Capital Needed to

Year Acquisition Golden State Costs of Start Up at Time of Acquisition Complete Master Plg
2011 $ 41,563,149 $ 16,031,863 $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 18,031,863 $ 23,531,286
2012 $ 41,698,264 $ 17,958,978 $ 2,000,000 $ 1,000,000 $ 20,958,978 $ 20,739,286
2013 $ 41,723,095 $ 18,613,809 $ 3,000,000”$ 1,000,000 $ 22,613,809 $ 19,109,284
2014 $ 41,683,541 $ 20,404,255 $ 4,000,000"$ 1,000,000 $ 25,404,255 $ 16,279,284
2015 $ 40,532,203 $ 21,412,917 $ 4,000,000”$ 1,000,000 $ 26,412,917 $ 14,119,284

Thesmallerinitial capital outlay reduces thiongterm revenues need to service the debfable Xl
contains the resulting debt service requirements for each scenario in Table X and the surplus annual
revenues from the $30 surcharged discussed earlieFhe surplus revenues from the surcharge would
be available taCASITAS for a period of up to 30 years to fund capital improvement§pay-asyou-

goe basis.

Table XI
Total Captial Annual Annual Annual
Year from Bonds Revenue From Debt Surplus Revent
Surcharge Service from Surchargq
2011 $18,031,863 $ 2,150,000 $1,172,999 $977,001

2012 $20,958,978 $ 2,150,000 $1,363,412 $ 786,588
2013 $22,613,809 $ 2,150,000 $1,471,061 $ 678,939
2014 $25,404,255 $ 2,150,000 $1,652,583 $ 497,417
2015 $26,412,917 $ 2,150,000 $1,718,198 $ 431,802

In addition to the surplus revenues from the surcha@®&SITA®Ill realize a surplus from water sales to
the GOLDEN STA3&tvice area of approximatel\8335,000 per yeafTable Vllpased on GOLDEN STATE
2009 sales These surplus funds cowdtsobe applied toad Ldagyou3 2 ¢ Ol LIA planf TalleNR 2 SO a
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Xll illustrates that @pay-asyou-gcé funding plan, including suhps operations revenues, would fund
the acquisition and provided $14.0 to $23.5 million to complete system improvements o\&ér yi&ars.

Table Xl

Based on GOLDEN STATE 2009 sales and a surchar§® pesZ.CF

Total Captial Annual Annual Annual Annual Total Annual Additional  Years to Comple
Year from Bonds Revenue From Debt Surplus Revenue Surplus from Revenues Capital Required Pay-as-you-go
Surcharge Service from Surcharge  Operations Available

2011 $18,031,863 $ 2,150,000 $1,172,999 $977,001 $324,959 $1,301,960 $ 23,531,286 18.1
2012 $20,958,978 $ 2,150,000 $1,363,412 $ 786,588 $ 324,959 $ 1,111,547 $ 20,739,286 18.7
2013 $22,613,809 $ 2,150,000 $1,471,061 $ 678,939 $ 324,959 $ 1,003,898 $ 19,109,286 19.0
2014 $25,404,255 $ 2,150,000 $1,652,583 $ 497,417 $ 324,959 $ 822,376 $ 16,279,286 19.8
2015 $26,412,917 $ 2,150,000 $1,718,198 $ 431,802 $ 324,959 $ 756,761 $ 14,119,286 18.7

Theoption of combing bond proceeds and surplus revenues to finance the acquisitéra theOjai
Area residents theameadvantagess the Revenue Bonds option discussed above. The option offers
an immediate savings and the distribution of celsenefits & allocated equitably based on water use.

The added benefits of thisption arethat it offers CASITAS some insurance that adequate funds will be

available each year to cover the debt senacel it provides a longerm revenue stream of $750,000 to
$1,30,000per year for up to thirty yeatsThis longd SNY NB @Sy dzS aidNBI Y-a®ly o6S d
youd2€é AYLINRO@SYSyGa G2 GKS gl GSNI aeadsSys odAaftR OF LJ
capital needs, and build reserves to buffer variationwater sales.

Once sufficient capital has been generated and operating cost contibhealy be possible to reduce
the water surcharge on the Ojai Area.

Preferred Funding Option

Based on the above analysis the preferred funding option is a combinattiBevenue Bonds
ASOdzZNBR o6& | PH®pn LISNI-dsyota Hd (SN TENI KA WENE & §N
funded by surplus revenues from the water surap@and operations. This optidrest satisfies

the established evaluationriteria sited aboveThs option offers the following:

9 The costs and savings to the Ojai Area residents are equitably distributed based solely on water
use

1 Ojai residents with 5/8 inch meters will realize an immediate 15% reduction in costs

f Adequate funding is providedtoopet 1 KS Dh[ 59b {Ag¢b€ior® 223 GSY WI a
improvements may be implementetb assure that CASITAS ratepayers are not negatively
impacted

1 Alarge continuance of Capitalasailablethrough the sale of Revenue Bonds to successfully
complete the acquisition

1 A revenue streansufficient to service debt and meet future capital requiremeistavailable for
up to 30 years

1 Ojai residentsill realizeimmediate relief from the current cost of water.
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Xll.  PROJECTED FUTURE COSTS OF WATER SERVICE

Using the 20 year history @OLDEN STA&kd CASITA®ater rate increasesncluding the proposed

$250per CChvater surcharge discussed abotee saving to the Ojai service area would grow from

$995,000per year to nearly $4 million per year by 2025This is considered a reasonable estimate

when one considers the longater ratehistory available for comparison as wellGOLDEN STATE

plans to invest over $27.0 million dollars in the water system by 2030. That investment would be made

with the intent of gaining a return on the investment of around 8%90%. CASITA3a NJ (Sa 62 dz R
increase nearly as rapidly based on their history;ainel $250 per CCF surcharge a fixed component

of the rate, therefore not subject to future raiacreases (See Chart C).

Chart C
Comparison of Projected Total Water Costs to the Ojai Service Area
Based on 20 Year History of Golden State and Casitas Rate Increases

With Proposed$2.50 CCBurcharge

(Data for Chart C is contained in Exhibit O)
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.FASR 2y KAAG2NAOIE NI GS Ay ONSOLOENSTAFES00di( & LIA OF f O
monthly for water service by 2025. GASITASrojected rates are applied and the $8.surcharged

added the same customer will be payind #9.60bi-monthly. The projected saving @®er $2%.00 per

billing period or over $1,500.00 dollars per year by 20&ee Chart D.)

Chart D
Projected Future By 2 y 1 Kf & 2 | §SNJ O2ada F2NJ GKS
(5/8 inch meter- 26 CCF) Golden State vs. Casitas with Sugsha

(Data for Chart D is contained in Exhibit P)
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Xlll.  MARGIN OF ERROR

The margins of error that may be contained in the development of the various elements of this analysis
are different for each component. The most subjective element affecting sditie @esults of this

analysis are the differences in operating philosophies defined by the watbe which each

organization operateslt is worth noting some of these differences to better evaluate the margin of

error in some of the elements of thisalysis. It is also important to conside©OLDEN STApElosophy
carefully becaus&OLDEN STAiBEhe source of the bulk of the data used in this analysis.

GOLDEN STAUperationalPhilosophy

GOLDEN STAiBEjoverned by the PUC and its purpose is to earn a return on the apetatthe

02 Y LI y @& Qa PUCUeS pravideNdgehtives ®OLDEN STAMENvest capitaln the water

system and the PU&ilculates theO 2 Y LJI affcdvabEeprofit (revenue lesgxpenses) at a level that

equals 8% 0%return on the investment.Although the PUC is charged with the responsibility of
Y2YAG2NRAY 3 GKS O2YLIl yeqQa SELSyasSa 2yS Oly tSENYy 7
testimony, that the appropriate level oéxpenses is almost always disputedt rarely with any tangible

result. There appears to be very little evidence in the history of rate case documents of efforts by

GOLDEN STAfEeduce expenses or to invest capital in cost controls. This is ntihfaGIOLDEN

STATEor there is no igentive to invest in cost reductioif,net revenues are adjusted by the PUC to

provide a fixed rate of return. Conwaly, there is a significant incentive to gain approval for capital
investmensthat will increaset® a NJ S ol aSé¢ ¢ GCOLDRN STAME rdaNd/on A Yy ONB I &4 S
investment. Most disturbing is not only the lack of incentiveontrol capital costsbut ratherthe

built-in incentive to inflate the cost of projects to yield a largpasis for return

CASITASperational Philosophy

CASITAS governed by a locally elected board of directors. The rules under which they must operate
are dictated by state law which restricts their ability to both raise capital and raise rates. The local
voters andCASITAR & Odza G 2 Y S NA oKitfl@sce dn ha@vNide brganiZait®h dperates.
Consequentlyto be successful the operating philosophy most be focused on cost control, enhancement
of the longevity of the water system infrastructyeind expending cafal efficiently. Judginthe

success ofCASITA& applying this philosophy is not the issue of duiglysis rather it is simply noted

that the incentivedisincentives to operate under that philosophy will influence the organizations
actions.

Historical and Current Data Related to Cost

The historical cost of water service and the current cost of water service to the GOLDEN STATE service
area, as well as, the difference in cost when CASITAS rates are applied, are well docudeynted.
deviationshould be within a few percent of the values used.
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Projected Costs and Projected Rate Increases

The projected future costs are also well documented. Over 20 years of data has been used to compare
the historical rates and rate increases of botiganizations and there is no evidence that either
organization will deviate significantly from those trends. As the discussion regarding operating
philosophy indicates each organization is driven by the governing rules and regulations within which it
operates. These rules create incentives and disincentives for action. These rules have been in place
throughout the 20 year history used to forecast future costs.

Cost of Acquisition

The cost of purchasingOLDEN STAGEthe fair market value will likelyebdisputed byGOLDEN STATE

| 26 SOSNE GKS dza$ 2F GKS ySid attlryd Ay {SNBAOSE 2

to dispute. There is significant documentation, much of it prepare@®y.DEN STATH the basis of

0§KS ySi SNIKAIOSE MKA{OK RANBOGf @ AYLIOGA SFENYyAy3aa | &
rational forGOLDEN STAftEInderstate this value and great incentive to over state the value because

profits on the operation are so tightly linked to this value. cA#dthough a noFPUC regulated company

can theoretically make unlimited profits from fully depreciated assBOLDEN STATE LINRP FA G & | NB

directlyft Ay 1 SR G2 ySd atflyd =zItdzSéad LT GKS atftlydaé¢ o
and no retirn would be allowed. Therefoyd GOLDEN STATE A Y @S & (i YRESLINBGA GKSR dayt f
AY { SNIBA OS¢ QGOLDEN&TAEROt haitned2 WtidhatdyRin independent appraisal will be

conducted but there is no evidence that the value would dévia a8 A Ay AFAOlI yif & FTNRY (K
{ SNDAOS¢ @It dzSo

The capital cost to complete tHeOLDEN STAfaster plan is documented BOLDEN STAmEports.

The cost of the master plan was used for this analysis because it is believed to be consenigtively h

one examines the historical rate case reports by the DRA and transcripts of tes@@IYEN STATE

cost estimate have been questioned@he DRA has also question the néadsome of thevery

expensive projects proposed IBOLDEN STA{IBRAAug 200). AlsoGOLDENSTATE Y I a4 SNJ LX | vy

priorities will not likely be the priorities &8 ASITASIt is hopeful thaCASITA®ould be influenced by

the rules governing its operations and greatly pair down®@@LDEN STAd&St estimates.

The estimated legalosts of acquisition are the most difficult to determine. The range of §ill®n to
$4.0million used in the analysis is the range of error that can be expected.

Funding of Acquisition

The source of funding for acquisition is well document by thenganealized by applyinGASITAftes
to the GOLDEN STA3é&tvice area. Thete differential of $3.14 million dollars will easily support a
water surcharge of $80 per CCF and provide the residents of the Ojai areamgtrly a $1.0 million
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saving irthe first year. The projected revenues from the surcharge are based on the lowest water sales
in the past 5 years, yet still produce sciifintfunds to service the debt on a rangelmfnd issuances of
$18.0 to $3.0 million dollars.The estimated surpkirevenues realized from the water surcharge and
surplus revenas from operations will fundll of the needed capital improvements to the Ojai water
system withinl8-20years. The 30 year term of the surcharge will provided additional funds to build a
reserve to cover any unanticipated capital improvement needs.

The estimated surplusperatingrevenues realized b ASITAS $325,000 are conservativeGOLDEN
STATHRctual operation costs were used to calculate the surplus. It is expecte@&@BIT ABIll be able

to operate for less considering that they historically have operated a much larger and more complex
water system for proportionally less th&OLDEN STA®Rerates the Ojai area systerperating
costsare alsoexpectedto decline once improvemes are implemented to reduce the frequency of
service line and pipe leaks.

XIV. CONCLUSION

Water serviceequalto or better thanGOLDEN STAG& be provided to the community of Ojai at a

significantly lower cost. Despite an estimated total dog¢ | Olj dZA NS Dh[ 59b { ¢! ¢9 Q&
needed water system improvements $40.5$41.5million dollarsthe residents of theSOLDEN STATE

Ojai service area can fund the acquisition over a 30 year term and still realize a reduction in current

GOLDEN STRdost. With the acquisition dBOLDEN STAB¥ECASITAGNdthe implementation of a

$250per CCF surchar@@aiwill savenearly $1.0 milliorper yearbeginningin 2011 and $3.40 million

by 2025. All of this can be accomplished while implementing neésgstem improvements identified in

GOLDEN STAf&ster plan.

The funding option of combined issuance of ReveBoreds with the use of surplus revenues to finance
a dpay-asyou-gce capitalimprovement plan provides CARNS with sufficient capital and a pterm

cash flow to assure its current rate payers that they will not be left to cover stranded costs or be
burdenedwith the capital costs needed to improve the Qjaeasystem. In fact withid8to 20years

the CASITAS rate payengy wellrealize a baefit from the enlarged customer base provided by the
OjaiArea
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Exhibit A
Casitas Municipal Water District Boundaries

Board of Directors | Casitas Municipal Water District

Santa Barbara

/ County Line

Recreation
Entrance

S

District
Office

Hwy 33

CASITAS DISTRICT
SERVICE AREA
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Exhibit B

Approximate Boundaries of Golden State Water

Company Service Aream————
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Exhibit C

Exhibit C

Inventory of Meters by Size and Flow Rating

(1)

(2)

Meter Size Rated Flow Total
in Inches in GPM Meters
5/8 15 1938
3/4 20 195
1 50 543
11/2 120 63
2 160 140
3 320 7
4 1000 1
6 2000 2
Total 2889

(1) Ratings based on meters manufactured by Sensus Met]
Company.

(2) From Schedule D-5 "Number of Meters and Services g
Pipe System at End of Year" - (Golden STate Dec 2009)
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Exhibit D1

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5990-W
630 E. FOOTHILL ELVD. - P. Q. BOX 9016
SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA 91773-9016 Canceling Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5779-W

Schedule No. O]-1
Ojai District

GENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPLICAEILITY
Applicable to all metered water service except public parks.

TERRITORY
Ojai and vicinity, Ventura County.
RATES
Quantity Rates:
First 500 cu. ft., per 100 cun. ftoe e $3.340 ()
Next 1500 cuw. ft., per 100 ctt. fheoweeeeeereeereeremenssesseesessessssssenns $3.5% (I)
Over 2000 cu. ft., per 100 ciw. £l $4.202 ()
Per Meter
Service Charge: Per Month
For5/8 x 3/4-inch meter......covneereiceeeeee e e $ 3010 (D)
For 3/4-inch meter.... 45.15 ()
For 1-inch meter.... . 75.30 ()
For 11/2inch meter. ..o serasanees 151.00 ()
For 2-n0h MIEEET. v sn s 241.00 (I)
For 3-inch meter.... " 452,00 ()
For AnCh MEEET. .o cnse e emnnens 753.00 ()
For O-INCh MIELET. ..o 1,506.00 ()
For B-AnCh MEteT. . sn s 2,409.00 ()

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge applicable to all
metered service and to which is added the charge for water computed

at the Quantity Rates.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS
1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee sat forth on Schedule No. UF.

2. Pursuant to Decision No. 10-12-059, a surcharge of $0.033 per Ccf will be applied to all metered customer bills excluding (R)
customers that are receiving the CARW credit. This surcharge will offset the CARW credits and CARW administrative
program costs recorded in the CARW Balancing Account.

D)
3. As authonzed by the California Public Utilities Commission, an amount of $0.1845 per Cef is to be added to the Quantity Rate
until the balance in the "WCMA” is fully recovered, approximately 12 months, beginning on the effective date of Advice Letter
1356-WA, which is October 2, 2010. This surcharge will recover the net revenue loss as a result of the Govemnor's declared  (N)
drought on June 4, 2008.

4. As authonzed by the California Utilities Commission, an amount of $0.170 per Ccf for Tier 1, $0.183 per Ccf for Tier 2 and
$0.214 for Tier 3 is to be added to the quantity rate through Apnl 29, 2011, 12-month from the effective date of Advice Letter
1391-WA on Apnl 30, 2010. This surcharge will recover the under-collection in the WRAMMCBA Balancing Account as of
Decemnber 31, 2009.

ISSUED BY Date Filed: December 29, 2010
Advice Letter No. 1429-W R. ] SPROWLS Effective Date: January 1, 2011
Decision No. 10-12-059 President Resolution No.
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Exhibit B2

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5894-W
630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD P.O. BOX 9016
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773-9016 Canceling Revised Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 5561-W

Schedule No. OJ-1
Ojai Distnct
GENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPLICABILITY
Applicable to all metered water service except public parks.

TERRITORY
Ojai and vicinity, Ventura County.

RATES Per Meter
Per Month
Quantity Rates:
First 500 cu.ft, per100cu. ft_ . . $ 2581
Next 1500 cu. ft, per 100 cu. ft___. $2779
Over 2000 cu. ft. per100cu. ft....... $3247
Service Charge:
For5/8 x 3Md-inchmeter_.__._ . $ 2415
For 3/4-inch meter... 36.20
For 1-inch meter ... 60.35
For 112inchmeter._ . 121.00
For 2-inchmeter .. 193.00
For 3-inch meter... 362.00
For 4-inch meter... 604.00
For 6-inchmeter_______ . 1,207.00
For 8-inchmeter______ . 1,932.00
For 10-inchmeter. 277700

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge applicable to all
metered service and to which is added the charge for water computed
at the Quantity Rates.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on Schedule No. UF.

2. Effective May 1, 2008, pursuant to Decision No. 08-01-043, a surcharge of $0.040 per Ccf will be applied to all metered
customer bills excluding customers that are receiving the CARW credit. This surcharge will offset the CARW credits and
CARW administrative program costs recorded in the CARW Balancing Account.

3. As authonzed by the Califomnia Utilities Commission, an amount of $0.171 per Ccf for Tier 1, $0.184 per Ccf for Tier 2 and
$0.215 for Tier 3 is to be added to the quantity rate for a period of 12-Months beginning on the effective date of Advice Letter
1393-W. This surcharge will recover the under-collection in the WRAM/MCBA Balancing Accounts as of December 31, 2009

4. As authonzed by the California Public Utilities Commission, a one-time surcredit of $1.54 is to be applied to customers bills on
the effective date of Advice Letter 1410-WB. This surcredit will refund the balance recorded in the Temporary Interest Rate
Balancing Account as of May 31, 2010.

5. As authonzed by the Califomia Public Utilities Commission, an amount of $0.1845 per Cef is to be added to the Quantity Rate  (N)
until the balance in the “WCMA” is fully recovered, approximately 12 months, beginning on the effective date of Advice Letter (N}

1356-WA.. This surcharge will recover the net revenue loss as a result of the Governor's declared drought on June 4, 2008. (N)
ISSUED BY Date Filed September 27, 2010
Advice Letter No. 1356-WA R.]J. SPROWLS Effective Date October 2, 2010
Decision No. President Resolution No. W-4840

Page37 of 57



Feasibility AnalysisMarch 20, 2011 (RHH)

Exhibit E1

o1
o‘i@ Tu"’l!llo

0.4 Sqrvice Charges. A servica charge shall ba paid by each cuslornes for aach biling parod dixing
which & sanvica connecton or alocation exists. Such chamga for any bifing parod in which such a connection
has existed for less than the whoie of such perlod shall be prorated. Such charge shall not entitla the customer
1o any quantity of water and is in addlion to tha charges st forth in subeactions 9.3.1,9.3.2, end 9.3.3. The
sanvice charge shall be basad on the metar r's i flow capacity and the service
rale hype. The sendcs charge for sanvicn shal be s set forth in the rate schedule in subsection §.4,2. Servica
cannecticns exist on the date of approval of tha Application for Servica. Service charges ame billed an e date
that service connections exist,
9.4.2 RATE SCHEDULE - SERVICE CHARGES
Effective Sep 1, 2008
METER SIZE | | BBt ™ [ vz | 2" 21 ] 3 & I 6" |__Overs” |
Iw«x CAPACITY [GPI | 2080 | s | 120 190 | TEmMP3oo | 320 1000 2000 Jover 2000
RESIDENTIAL  Moalhly 3 20 § 3280 § 6008 § Q68§ 14156 § 19560 § 34004 5 76643 § 266746
Si-tonehly s 332 8 G008 § 11430 § 17960 N $ 38607 §  £90.38 § 952713 § 53%4MW
BUSINESS Monthly s 2202 5 3289 § 6006 S 9268 3 14156 § 19590 § 34804 3§ 76643 § 266746
Bi-honthly M 3832 § 6006 § 1438 § 17860 NIA $ 38607 $ 9036 § 152713 § 533402
INDUSTRIAL  Morithly $ 201 S 3289 § €006 § G2EE § 14156 § 18580 § 34804 3 76643 § 266746
Bi-torehly § 3|32 3 6006 S 11439 § 178.60 NA $ 38607 S 609035 § 152713 § 53M482
IRRIGATION! AG Monthly $ ze s 3289 § E006 § QE6 § 14156 3§ 18530 § 34504 S 76543 § 266748
Ea-paanthly $ 3632 8 6008 $ 11439 § 179.60 NA $ 38607 § 800356 § 1527143 § 533492
RESALE(G) Mottty s 2l s 3280 § 6006 § 4266 § 186 § 19590 § 34504 § 76643 5§ 204746
Bi-Monthiy $ Bz s 6005 $ 1430 § 179,60 NIA § 36607 € 69036 § 152713 § 533492
RESALE(P) Manthty s 2m % 289 8 6006 § 82686 § 14156 § 19590 3 34804 § 78643 5 266748
Bi-Monthly $ 82 s 006 S 11439 & 178.50 NiA 3 38607 § 68036 § 152713 § 533402
OTHER Manthiy S 220 38 3289 S G005 § 9268 § 14156 S 19580 S 34804 § 79643 £ 2656746
Bi-Monthly 3 B3 s 8006 S 11433 § 17860 NI~ S 38807 3 B90.36 § 152713 § 533462
TEMPORARY  Aonihly s 2202 3 3289 $ wWos s Q@8 § 14156 § 18580 § 34804 § 76642 § 286748
Bi-Monthly s 3|32 § 6006 $ 1143 § 178.60 NI $ 30607 3 £9038 § 152713 § 5392
RECREATION  Monithly $ 0 8 3240 $ ees s 92es S 14156 & 19580 § 34804 § 76643 § 266746
+ $ 3|3 3 5006 § 114329 § 17960 NA $ 38607 S 60035 § 152713 § 633482

per gom
pergpm

per gom
par gom

per gpm
per gpm

per gpen
per gpen

perapm
pergpm

e gpm
per gpm

par gom
per gam

paf gpm
per gam

per gom
per gpm

GMWTILBILLFORMS\RATE SHEET Sept 1, 2008 BASE
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Exhibit E2

SIr

ATTACHWENT & Effective September 1, 2008

CASITAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
EXCERET OF RATES AND REGULATIONS FOR WATER SERVICE

Rate par Unit **
9.3.1 RATE SCHEDULE - CLASS 1 SERVICE GRAVITY i [ PUMPED

Residartinl
Bi-Morrty Ulsing 0-20 Units $ 0367 $ oeat
BeMonthy Ussgs  21-34 Units ¢ 1003 § 1367
BiMonthy Usage 35100 units $ 144 § 1688
BiMonthy Usage 101 wiits + $ 20 § 2484
Business 3 1259 3 1524
Industnal 5 1230 3 1=
Rezale § 078 3§ 146
Ohar 5§ t2% §  15M
Temporary § 1413 0§ 188
Recwation 3 1250 § 1.524

Rate per Unit **
9.3.3 RATE SCHEDULE . CLASS 3 SERVICE GRAVITY i | PUEE

el
Martlry Liking 0-10 Urvts $ A.587 3 bE-< 3
Morthly Usage 11-17 Units s 1.005 3 1,87
Morthly Usage 18-50 Uals $ ted 0§ 188
Imgation (A3} 61 units ¢ 3 0588 § DBS2
** Orw wnlt equaks 100 cublc feet (748 gallans)
Cest per AF jaxampla) Irigation pRrAF = §.583x L3856 = $ 25613

5.3.4 COMBINATION {CLASS C) SERVICE. Whare mare than 0o chas of water senice or use If peovided
through & $196 connecticn, the General Maragar shil mike an equitable proraton of rates and fees, =uch

pearation shail be conchai uniess aopeaed withn 30 days by the Guslomse 1o 1 Boaed, in which case e
detenmination of the Basrd shall bs conclusive.

QUTHRLLECRNSRATE SHEET ofoctse Sapt ), 2008 WATER (FURCHARGE)
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Exhibit F

Chart A

Golden State vs. Casitas Charges

For Various Types of Customers
Golden Casitas
5/8" Meter- 16 CCF  $ 115.07 $ 51.62
5/8" Meter-26 CCF $ 151.14 $ 62.54
5/8" Meter-36 CCF $ 187.10 $ 76.01
1.0"Meter-72CCF $ 366.04 $157.80
2.0" Meter - 145 CCF $1,102.30 $391.10

Golden State charges based (excluding
surcharges) Cal PUC Sheet 5990-W
Casitas charges based 9.2.4 Rate Schedule (Residential Raf
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Exhibit G
Chart B
Golden State and Casitas Historical Increases in Wate
Charges to "Typical Customer"

GsSwC CMWD GSWC (4)CMWI
’ (D 90 $ 32.67 $ 27.00 Increase Increasd
91 $ 35.48 $ 28.32 1.08€ 1.044
92 $ 3854 $ 2559 1.08€ 0.904
93 $ 41.86 $ 28.13 1.08€ 1.09¢9
94 $ 45.46 $ 29.14 1.08€ 1.036
95 $ 49.37 $ 31.07 1.08€ 1.067
96 $ 53.63 $ 33.06 1.08€ 1.064
97 $ 58.24 $ 34.02 1.08€ 1.029
98 $ 63.26 $ 35.07 1.08€ 1.031
’ (2 99 $ 7464 $ 36.94 1.18C 1.053
00 $ 75.05 $ 39.26 1.00€ 1.063
01 $ 7143 $ 4241 0.952 1.08(
02 $ 72.27 $ 45.02 1.012 1.064
03 $ 73.86 $ 50.76 1.022 1.1249
04 $ 77.04 $ 51.62 1.043 1.017
05 $ 83.28 $ 57.16 1.081 1.107
06 $ 87.69 $ 61.32 1.053 1.073
07 $ 92.25 $ 64.95 1.052 1.059
08 $124.47 $ 60.94 1.34¢ 0.934
09 $121.74 $ 62.54 0.978 1.026

r (3) 10 $119.55 $ 62.54 1.262

11 $151.14 $ 62.54

Average increase over 20 Years 1.07¢ 1.042

(1) 1990 Charge is from L.A. Times March 22,1990. Rate

increase Straight-line average from 1990 to 1999

(2) Rate of Increases 1999-2009 (Golden State August 20

(3) Includes Surcharges PUC Advise Letter 1393-W

(4) Casitas Rate History from Casitas Archives Residenti:
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Exhibit H

Estimated Distribution of Bi-monthly Water Use
Among Golden State and Casitas Water Rate Tiers

Estimated distribution of Casitas Golden Statq
bi-monthly use among CCF Revenue CCF Revenue
5/8 & 3/4 metered
=>10 0.98 113954 $ 94,696 113954 $ 380,608
=>15 0.9 5232¢ $ 43,483 5232€ $ 188,164
=>20 0.75 43605 $ 36,236 43605 $ 156,804
=>26 0.6 41861 $ 53,038 41861 $ 150,531
=>30 0.4 18605 $ 23572 18605 $ 66,903
=>34 0.3 13954 $ 17,679 13954 $ 50,177
=>40 0.2 13954 $ 23,275 13954'$ 50,177
=>75 0.01 4070 $ 6,788 " 4070 $ 17,101
Total 302326 $ 298,767 302328 $ 1,060,465
Average 5/8 inch service26.00
uses:
Estimated distribution of Casitas (*) Golden Statd
bi-monthly use among CCF Revenue CCF Revenue
1.0' & larger metered
=>10 0.98 113954 $ 94,696 113954 $ 380,608
=>20 0.95 110466 $ 91,797 110466 $ 397,236
=>34 0.85 138373 $ 175,319 138373 $ 497,590
=>40 0.75 52326 $ 87,280 5232¢ $ 188,164
=>75 0.18 7325€ $ 122,192 7325¢ $ 307,823
=>100 0.08 23256 $ 38,791 2325¢ $ 97,722
=>150 0.04 23256 $ 35,442 2325¢ $ 97,722
=>250 0.02 23256 $ 35,442 2325¢ $ 97,722
558144 $ 680,959 558144 $ 2,064,586
Totals 860472 $ 979,726 860472 $ 3,125,052
$ 1.14

Golden State reported total water service revenues of $4,308,000in Dec:
They also reported 859,187 CCF of water sold. Based on 2880 active serv
revenues from meter charges were $1.92 million resulting in quantitative

water revenues of $2.388 million. (Golden State Dec. 2009)

Golden State 2009 tiered rates based on PUC Sheet No. 5894-W excludin
surcharges (Exhibit D-2)

(*) Casitas revenues for sales over
CCF are calculated at the CMWD
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Exhibit 1

SCHEDULE A-1a
Utility Plant in Service

Balance Additions | Retirements Other Balance
Beginning During During Debits or End
Line Title of Account of Year Year Year (Credits) of Year
No. | Acet (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)
I. INTANGIBLE PLANT
1 3 QOrganization 165 - - 165
2 302 Franchises and consents (Schedule A-1b) 5,348 - - - 5,348
3 303 Other intangible plant 138,921 174,114 - (2,169) 310,866
4 Total intangible plant 144,434 174,114 - (2,169) 316,379
Il. LANDED CAPITAL
5 306 Land and land rights 419,836 - - 419,836
lll. SOURCE OF SUPPLY PLANT
6 an Structures and improvements - - -
7 312 Collecting and impounding reservoirs - - -
8 313 Lake, river and other intakes - -
g 314 Springs and tunnels - - - -
10 | 315 Wells 1,889,636 - 1,889,636
11 318 Supply mains 175,500 - 175,500
12| 317 Other saurce of supply plant - - -
13 Total source of supply plant 2,065,136 - 2,065,136
IV, PUMPING PLANT
14 321 Structures and improvements 176,433 - - 178,433
15 | 322 Boiler plant equipment - - - - -
16 | 323 Other power production equipment - - . . -
17 | 324 Pumping equipment 3,692,819 261,584 (172,092) 261 3,782,572
18 | 325 Other pumping plant 247,423 - - - 247 423
19 Total pumping plant 4,118,675 261,584 (172,092) 261 4,208,428
V. WATER TREATMENT PLANT
20| 331 Structures and improvements 13,090 103,151 - - 116,241
21 332 Water treatment equipment 503,872 - {59,544) 3,084 447 412
Total water treatment plant 516,963 103,151 (59,544) 3,084 563,653
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Exhibit }2

SCHEDULE A-1a
Utility Plant in Service (Continued)

Balance Additions | Retirements Other Balance
Beginning During During Debits or End of
Line Title of Account of Year Year During Year | (Credits) Year
No. | Acct (8) (b} {c) (d) (&) i)
VI. TRANSMISSION AND DIST. PLANT
1 341 Structures and improvements - - - -
2 342 Reservoirs and tanks 850,618 - - - 850,618
3 343 Transmission and distribution mains 4,626 522 416,109 (63) 5,419 5,048,982
4 344 Fire mains - - - -
5 345 Services 3,178,361 116,425 - - 3,284,786
3] 348 Meters 574,063 1,788 - - 575,850
7 347 Meter installations - - - - -
8 348 Hydrants 624,668 17,178 - 541,846
9 349 Other transmission and distribution plant 2,692 - - - 2,692
10 Total transmigsion and distribution plant 9,856,924 551,498 (69) 6,419 10,414,773
VIl. GENERAL PLANT
11 371 Structures and improvements 32,601 - - 32,801
12 372 Office furniture and equipment 73,777 444 - 74,221
13 | 373 Transportation equipment 187.701 - - 187,701
14 | 374 Stores equipment - - - -
15 | 375 | Laboratory equipment 798 - - 798
16 | 376 Communication equipment 5,483 - - 5,483
17 | arv Power operated equipment 18,296 - - 18,296
18 | 378 Tools, shop and garage equipment 31,602 516 - - 32,118
19 | 379 Other general plant - - - - -
20 Total general plant 350,258 960 - - 351,218
Vili. UNDISTRIBUTED ITEMS
21 330 Other tangible property 1,037 - - - 1,037
22 | 3¢ Utility plant purchased - - -
23 | 392 | Utility piant sold - - - -
24 Total undistributed items 1,037 - - - 1,037
25 Total utility plant in service 17,473,263 | 1,091,307 (231,705) 7,595 18,340,460
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Exhibit I3

SCHEDULE A-1d
DISTRICT RATE BASE AND WORKING CASH
Balance Balance
Line Title of Account 12/31/2009 11172009
No. | Acct. @ ___ (c) {d)
RATE BASE
1 Utility Plant
2 Plant in Servica 18,340,459 17,473,263
3 Construction Work in Progress 359,008 295,363
4 General Office Prorate -
5 Total Gross Plant (=Line 2 + Line 3 + Line 4) 18,699,467 17,768,626
6 Less Accumulated Depreciatian
7 Plant in Service 4,307 872 3,831,089
8 General Office Prorate
9 Total Accumulated Depreciation (=Line 7 + Line §) 4,307,872 3,831,069
10 Less Other Reserves
1 Deferred Income Taxes 1,023,730 852,742
12 Deferred Investment Tax Credit 29,738 30,843
13 Other Reserves 9,963 7,361
14 Total Other Reserves (=Line 11 + Line 12 + Line 13) 1,063,492 890,946
15 Less Adjustments
16 Cantributions in Aid of Construction 422 538 405,889
17 Advances for Construction ~ 578,740 540,770
18 Other
19 Total Adjustments (=Line 16 + Line 17 + Line 18) 1,001,278 946,659
20 Add Materials and Supplies 7,735 8,136
21 Add Working Cash (=Line 34) 83,300 83,300
Add General Office, Rgions, District office, CSA allocation 299,357 232,398
22 TOTAL DISTRICT RATE BASE
23 (=Line 5 - Line 9 - Line 14 - Line 19 + Line 20 + Line 21) 12,717,219 12,423,786
Waorking Cash
24 Determination of Operational Cash Requirement
25 Operating Expenses, Excluding Taxes, Depreciation & Uncollectible
26 Purchased Power & Commaodity for Resale®
27 Meter Revenues: Bimonthly Billing
28 Other Revenues: Flat Rate Monthly Billing
29 Total Revenues (=Line 27 + Line 28)
30 Ratio - Flat Rate to Total Revenues (=Line 28 / Line 29)
Al 5/24 x Line 25 x {100% - Line 30}
32 1/24 x Line 25 x Line 30
33 1/12 x Line 26
34 Operational Cash Requirement (=Line 31 + Line 32 - Line 33) "See attached schedule”
*  Electric power, gas or other fuel purchased for pumping and/or
purchased commodity for resale billed after receipt (metered).
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Exhibit 31

Based upon the analysis of GSWC's pipeline replacement program, there is

approximately 15 miles of pipeline requiring replacement, all of which GSWC proposes
to replace by the year 2026. This will require replacement of 4,500 feet on average per
year. The table below shows the planned main replacements and estimated costs over

the next several years.

Length
Year (Feet) Estimated Cost
2010 3800 % 936,600
2011 3900 % 928,600
2012 2800 % 792,000
2013 4100 % 1,230,000
2014 6,100 $ 1,830,000
2015 6,700 $ 2,010,000
2016 4300 % 1,290,000
2017 8450 % 1,935,000
2018 4800 % 1,440,000
2019 4700 % 1,410,000
2020 3600 $ 1,080,000
2021 4450 $ 1,335,000
2022 5600 $ 1,680,000
2023 5500 % 1,650,000
2024 4950 % 1,485,000
2025 3,050 $ 915,000
2026 2250 % 675,000

77,050 % 22,622,200
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Exhibit 32

Running Ridge Tanks. The table below is a summary of the critical non-pipeline

projects that must be undertaken in the near future and their estimated costs.

Year Project Description Estimate
2013 Fairview Booster Station — Redesign Booster $400,000
Station, Construct additional pump, Variable
Frequency Drive’s and Emergency Power
2014 Valley View Booster Station — Relocate to $1,000,000
aboveground, Construct Pressure Reducing
Valves, Emergency Power and additional
booster pump
2015 Demolish Running Ridge Tanks $150,000
20186 Replace Mutual #4 (63 years old) $2,000,000
2017 Replace San Antonio #3 (54 years old) $2,000,000
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Exhibit K

Water Distribution System Infrastructure

GSWC'’s Qjai system water main lines date back to the 1920’s. The system has a
variety of different materials, but mainly Cast Iron and Asbestos Cement. Over 50% of
GSWC's distribution system in Qjai is 6 inch in diameter or smaller and is over 40 years
old. The following tables provide an inventory of the pipelines in the system and their

age:

Percentage of Ojai Pipe Inventory by Size and Year of Installation

1920- 1940- 1950- 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- 2000- Total

1939 1949 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2006 Percent
2-Inch 2% 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 13% 1%
3-Inch 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%
4-Inch 19% 36% 31% 9% 9% 3% 5% 1% 13%
6-Inch 5% 42% 38% 60% 62% 26% 19% 12% 38%
8-Inch 26% 9% 15% 31% 27% 70% 72% 63% 37%

10-Inch 4% 10% 14% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3%
12-Inch  44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 10% 7%
Total 14% 5% 17% 22% 14% 21% 5% 2% 100%

Ojai Pipe Inventory by Size and Material (Length in Feet)

Cast Iron Steel AC Transite DIP PVC Total

2-Inch 890 4262 - - - 261 5413
3-Inch 95 1006 - 159 35 - 1295
4-Inch 20382 3170 2755 1728 40 1337 38413
6-Inch 30452 5264 24587 23239 627 5023 89192
8-Inch 8645 9546 26749 17209 3787 20516 86452
10-Inch 4151 4455 - - - - 8607
12-Inch 15328 - - - 470 29 15826
Total 88942 27704 54092 42335 4959 27165 245197
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Exhibit -1

SCHEDULE B-2
Operating Expenses - Class A, B, and C Water Utilities

{Respondent should use the group of accounts applicable to its class)

HNet Change
Class Amount Amount During Year
Current Freceding Show Decrease
Line Account Year Year in (Parenthesis)
No. | Acct __(a AlBI|C (b) (c) {d)
I. SOURCE OF SUPPLY EXPENSE
Operation
1 701 QOperation supervision and engineering AlB (6,190) 11,173 (17,363)
2 701 Operation supervision, labor and expenses C
3 702 Operation labor and expenses AlB 1,314 7,180 (5,865)
4 703 Miscellaneous expenses A 5,603 3,685 1,818
5 704 Purchased water AlB 371,046 336,802 34,244
Maintenance
) 706 Maintenance supervision and engineering AlB - -
7 708 Maintenance of structures and facilities C
8 707 Maintenance of structures and improvements AlB - - -
9 708 Maintenance of collect and impound reservoirs A 17,099 12,416 4,683
10 708 Maintenance of source of supply facilities B
11 | 709 Maintenance of lake, river and other intakes A - 5411 (5411)
12 | 710 Maintenance of springs and tunnels A - - -
13 711 Maintenance of wells A 3,728 151 878 {148,150)
14 | 712 Maintenance of supply mains A 303 472 (169)
15 | 713 Maintenance of other source of supply plant AlB - - -
16 Total source of supply expense 392,804 529,017 (136,213)|
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