
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
 
DATE: May 18, 2026 
 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Lance Eckhart, General Manager 
 
BY: Jennifer Ustation, Chief Financial Officer 
 
SUBJECT:  Consider Approval of Eleventh Amendment Extending the Tolling Period for 
State Water Project Claims  
   
RECOMMENDATION  
 
Authorize the General Manager to execute the Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and 
Waiver Agreement with the California Department of Water Resources, in substantially 
the form presented, subject to final review and approval by staff and legal counsel. 
 
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 
 
In 2007, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (the “Agency” or “SGPWA”) and the California 
Department of Water Resources (“DWR”) entered into a Tolling and Waiver Agreement 
related to certain claims involving State Water Project charges and billing matters. The 
agreement has been amended several times to extend the tolling period and to update 
the scope of claims subject to the agreement. The current agreement, as amended 
through the Tenth Amendment, tolls applicable statutes of limitation for certain claims 
through June 1, 2026. 
 
DWR has prepared an Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and Waiver Agreement to 
further extend the tolling period through June 1, 2028. The amendment would continue 
to toll and waive applicable limitations periods for covered claims, including claims related 
to DWR bills to State Water Project contractors for calendar years 2007 through June 1, 
2028, including revisions made on or before that date. The amendment also provides that 
the Agency would have 60 days after the Tolling Period Expiration Date to submit notices 
of contest for claims pertaining to covered bills. 
 
The purpose of the proposed amendment is to preserve the parties’ rights while DWR 
and the State Water Project contractors continue good faith discussions regarding 
potential resolution of billing-related claims and other State Water Project matters. 
Without an extension of the tolling period, the Agency may be required to formally protest 
bills or take other legal action to preserve its rights once the current tolling period expires. 
The amendment allows these discussions to continue without requiring immediate formal 
dispute actions solely to preserve claims. 
 
Staff recommends authorizing the General Manager to execute the Eleventh Amendment 
in substantially the form presented, subject to final review and approval by staff and legal 
counsel. Approval of the amendment would preserve the Agency’s rights with respect to 
applicable State Water Project billing claims, avoid the need for immediate protective 



 
 

   
 

protests or legal action, and allow continued participation in the ongoing resolution 
process with DWR and other State Water Project contractors. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   

Approval of the Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and Waiver Agreement will not 
result in any immediate direct fiscal impact to the Agency. The amendment preserves 
the Agency’s legal rights related to certain State Water Project billing claims by 
extending the tolling period through June 1, 2028, thereby avoiding the need for 
immediate formal protests or litigation solely to preserve those rights. 

Minor administrative and legal review costs may be incurred in connection with 
execution and ongoing participation in the claims resolution process; however, these 
costs are expected to be minimal and can be absorbed within existing budget 
appropriations. 

The amendment may provide long-term financial benefit by preserving the Agency’s 
ability to pursue or participate in potential future recoveries, billing adjustments, or 
negotiated resolutions related to disputed State Water Project charges. 

 
ACTION 
 
Authorize the General Manager to execute the Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and 
Waiver Agreement with the California Department of Water Resources, in substantially 
the form presented, subject to final review and approval by staff and legal counsel. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
1. Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and Waiver Agreement. 



1 

ELEVENTH AMENDMENT TO TOLLING AND WAIVER AGREEMENT 

This ELEVENTH AMENDMENT TO TOLLING AND WAIVER AGREEMENT 

(“Eleventh Amendment”), which shall be effective as of June 1, 2026 (“Effective Date of 

Eleventh Amendment”), is entered into by and between the _________________ (“AGENCY”) 

and the CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES (“DWR” or “The 

Department”).  AGENCY and DWR are referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as 

the “Parties.”  

RECITALS 

A. In 2007, the Parties entered into a Tolling and Waiver Agreement (“Agreement”),

and thereafter entered into the First Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2007 

(“First Amendment”), Second Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2008 

(“Second Amendment”), Third Amendment with an effective date of September 15, 2009 

(“Third Amendment”), Fourth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2010 

(“Fourth Amendment”), Fifth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2012 (“Fifth 

Amendment”), Sixth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2015 (“Sixth 

Amendment”), Seventh Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2017 (“Seventh 

Amendment”), Eighth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2019 (“Eighth 

Amendment”),  Ninth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2021 (“Ninth 

Amendment”), and Tenth Amendment with an effective date of December 15, 2023 (“Tenth 

Amendment”). Except as otherwise set forth in this Eleventh Amendment, capitalized terms have 

the meanings given to such terms in the Agreement, as amended.  

B. Among other things, the Agreement, as currently amended through the Tenth

Amendment, tolls the statute of limitations with regard to certain Claims beginning with the 

Effective Date of the Agreement through and including June 1, 2026.  The Claims specified in 

the Agreement, as amended through the Tenth Amendment, include, with certain exceptions, 

DWR’s bills to the Contractors for calendar year 2007 through and including May 2026, but do 

not include bills for subsequent years.  DRAFT
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 C. Thus, in the absence of an amendment to extend the tolling period beyond June 1, 

2026, AGENCY will be required to formally protest and/or take other legal action to preserve its 

rights to pursue Claims under the Agreement, as amended, upon expiration of the tolling period 

on June 1, 2026.  In addition, in the absence of an amendment to the Agreement regarding the 

SWP bills for 2027 and 2028, AGENCY will be required to formally protest its SWP bills for 

2027 and 2028 and/or take other legal action to preserve any claims it may have with respect to 

such bills. 

 

 D. The Parties currently are engaged in good faith discussions concerning a possible 

resolution of the claims related to the SWP bills issued for calendar years 2007 through and 

including 2026 and certain other claims related to the State Water Project.  In order to facilitate 

these discussions, the Parties agree that the applicable tolling period for pursuing Claims as set 

out in the Agreement, as amended, (with the exception of the issues set out in Exhibit 1, Exhibit 

2A, Exhibit 2B, Exhibit 2C, Exhibit 2D,  Exhibit 2E, and Exhibit 2F) should be extended 

through June 30, 2028, and that claims related to the SWP bills issued by DWR for 2027 and 

2028, including any revisions made on or before June 30, 2028, should also be tolled. 

 

 E. The Parties also recognize that there may be issues that they are not able to 

resolve through good faith discussions and that a Party to this Agreement and/or a Contractor 

which has entered into a similar, but separate, tolling and waiver agreement with DWR may 

desire to seek formal dispute resolution or other legal action on such issues before the end of the 

tolling period on June 30, 2028.  Accordingly, the Parties have included procedures in this 

Agreement, as amended, and DWR has included similar procedures in its tolling and waiver 

agreements with other Contractors to allow any party (including DWR) to exclude issues from 

the tolling provisions before the end of the tolling period and to have such exclusion apply to and 

bind DWR and all other Contractors with tolling and waiver agreements with DWR. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, AGENCY and DWR, for good and adequate consideration, the 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, agree to the following: 

 
TERMS OF ELEVENTH AMENDMENT 

 1.  The text in Paragraph 1(b) of the Agreement, as amended by the  
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Tenth Amendment, is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following text, shown here in 

italics: 

(b) (i) The term “Claims” is broadly defined to include any and all claims for relief, 

actions, suits, causes of action, damages, debts, costs, demands, losses, liabilities and 

obligations of whatever nature, whether legal or equitable, and notices of contest under 

Article 29(g) of the State Water Contracts that arise out of or are related to: (1) the 

Metropolitan Claim; (2) the use, prior to July 1, 2006, of revenue bond proceeds and 

commercial paper note proceeds to pay “costs incurred for the enhancement of fish and 

wildlife or for the development of public recreation”; (3) the related establishment, 

restatement or adjustment of charges and rate reductions under the State Water 

Contracts; (4) the accounting for the costs of the San Joaquin Drainage Program; (5) the 

allocation of the costs of certain facilities in the Delta to the purposes of the development 

of public recreation and the enhancement of fish and wildlife; (6) DWR’s bills to the 

Contractors for calendar year 2007 through and including June 30, 2028, including any 

revisions to such bills made on or before June 30, 2028; provided that the term “Claims” 

does not include the issue set out in Exhibit 1, attached hereto, effective January 1, 2009;  

the issues set out in Exhibit 2A, attached hereto, effective January 1, 2016; the issues set 

out in Exhibit 2B, attached hereto, effective January 1, 2018; the issues set out in Exhibit 

2C, attached hereto, effective January 1, 2020; the issues set out in Exhibit 2D, attached 

hereto, effective January 1, 2022; the issues set out in Exhibit 2E, attached hereto, 

effective January 1, 2024; and the issues set out in Exhibit 2F, attached hereto, effective 

June 1, 2026.  To the extent the issue set out in Exhibit 1 was heretofore included within 

the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for such issue as used in 

Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 31, 2008. To the extent the issues set out in 

Exhibit 2A were heretofore included within the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period 

Expiration Date for such issues as used in Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 

31, 2015.  To the extent the issues set out in Exhibit 2B were heretofore included within 

the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for such issues as used in 

Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 31, 2017. To the extent the issues set out in 

Exhibit 2C were heretofore included within the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period 

Expiration Date for such issues as used in Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 

31, 2019. To the extent the issues set out in Exhibit 2D were heretofore included within 
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the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for such issues as used in 

Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 31, 2021. To the extent the issues set out in 

Exhibit 2E were heretofore included within the terms “Claims”, the Tolling Period 

Expiration Date for such issues as used in Paragraph 4 shall be deemed to be December 

31, 2023. To the extent issues set out in Exhibit 2F were heretofore included within the 

term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for such issues as used in Paragraph 

4 shall be deemed June 1, 2026. In addition, the term “Claims” shall not include any 

issue to the extent such issue is excluded from the term “Claims” pursuant to the 

provisions of Paragraph 1(b)(ii) or 1(b)(iii).  

 

 (ii) Any Party (including DWR) to this Agreement may elect to remove one or 

more of the issues set out in Exhibit 3 from the term “Claims” by giving 60 days advance 

written notice to DWR and the other Contractors which have tolling and waiver 

agreements with DWR with a tolling period expiration date that has been extended to 

June 30, 2028.   Such notice shall specify the effective date of such exclusion and shall 

apply to and be binding upon DWR and the other Contractors listed in Exhibit 4 which 

have a tolling and waiver agreement with DWR with a tolling period expiration date that 

has been extended to June 30, 2028.  Exhibit 4 contains a listing of all water contractors 

which entered into the previous tolling and waiver agreement amendment extending the 

tolling period to June 1, 2026, and which are expected to enter into amendments to 

extend their tolling periods to June 30, 2028.  To be effective, such notice must be 

received by DWR and shall be effective as to all other Contractors with tolling and 

waiver agreements with DWR with a tolling period expiration date that has been 

extended to June 30, 2028, even if one or more of such Contractors do not receive such 

notice.  The effect of such notice by one Party or by any Contractor with a tolling and 

waiver agreement with DWR shall be to exclude such issue or issues from the term 

“Claims” in this Agreement and in the tolling and waiver agreements of DWR and the 

other Contractors listed in Exhibit 4 with a tolling period expiration date that has been 

extended to June 30, 2028.  To the extent the issue or issues set out in the notice were 

heretofore included within the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for 

each such issue as used in Paragraph 4 shall be the issue exclusion date so specified in 

the notice. 
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 (iii) Any Party (including DWR) to this Agreement may elect to remove one or 

more issues (other than those listed in Exhibit 3, which are addressed in Paragraph 

1(b)(ii)) from the definition of the term “Claims” by giving 120 days advance written 

notice to DWR and the other Contractors which have tolling and waiver agreements with 

DWR with a tolling period expiration date that has been extended to June 30, 2028;  

provided, however, that such Party (if other than DWR) shall notify DWR at least 30 days 

in advance of the issuance of such 120 day notice and allow DWR the opportunity to 

discuss the matter with that Party.  The Party shall use its best efforts to describe clearly 

in the notice the issue or issues to be excluded and shall specify the effective date of such 

exclusion.  The notice shall apply to and be binding upon DWR and the other Contractors 

listed in Exhibit 4 which have a tolling and waiver agreement with DWR with a tolling 

period expiration date that has been extended to June 30, 2028.  To be effective, such 

notice must be received by DWR and shall be effective as to all other Contractors with 

tolling and waiver agreements with DWR with a tolling period expiration date that has 

been extended to June 30, 2028, even if one or more of such Contractors do not receive 

such notice.  The effect of such notice by one Party or by any Contractor with a tolling 

and waiver agreement with DWR shall be to exclude such issue or issues from the term 

“Claims” in this Agreement and in the tolling and waiver agreements of DWR and the 

other Contractors listed in Exhibit 4 with a tolling period expiration date that has been 

extended to June 30, 2028.  To the extent the issue or issues set out in the notice were 

heretofore included within the term “Claims”, the Tolling Period Expiration Date for 

each such issue as used in Paragraph 4 shall be the issue exclusion date so specified in 

the notice. 

 

2. The text in Paragraph 4 of the Agreement, as amended by the Tenth Amendment, 

is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following text, shown here in italics:   

The Tolling Period Expiration Date is June 30, 2028;  provided that DWR may, upon 

giving 60 days advance written notice to Agency, change the Tolling Period Expiration 

Date to a date earlier than June 30, 2028,  if the sum of the maximum Table A amounts 

for all Contractors who enter into an Eleventh Amendment to the Tolling and Waiver 

Agreement with DWR (plus the Table A amount for the County of Butte, if the County 
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enters into an Tenth Amendment to the Tolling and Waiver Agreement with DWR) is less 

than 95% of the sum of the maximum Table A amounts; and provided further that the 

Tolling Period Expiration Date as to any specific issue may be set at an earlier date 

pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 1(b)(ii) or 1(b)(iii).  For the time period between 

the Effective Date of the Agreement and the Tolling Period Expiration Date, inclusive 

(the "Tolling Period"), Agency and DWR agree that, except as provided for in this 

Agreement, all Periods of Limitation applicable to all Claims between the Parties, 

including without limitation those described in the Metropolitan Claim, shall be tolled 

and waived, shall not run or expire, and shall not operate in any manner so as to 

prejudice, bar, limit, create a defense to or in any way restrict Claims between the 

Parties. Except as provided in Paragraph 2 herein, after the Tolling Period Expiration 

Date, the Parties shall have the same rights, remedies, and damages each of them had on 

the Effective Date of the Agreement and the Tolling Period shall be excluded from any 

time calculation in determining whether any period of limitations has run;  provided, 

however, that with regard to Claims pertaining to DWR’s  bills to the Contractors for 

calendar year 2007 through and including June 30, 2028,  AGENCY shall have until 60 

days from the Tolling Period Expiration Date to submit notices of contest to DWR for 

Claims pertaining to any such bills for calendar year 2007 through and including June 

30, 2028.   Except for the Parties' waiver of the Statute of Limitations as provided herein 

and except as provided in Paragraph 2 herein, this Agreement shall not operate as a 

waiver of any Claims or defenses that either Party may have against the other.    

 

3.   Exhibit 1, entitled “Issue Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective January 1, 

2009”, which title was changed by the Fifth Amendment, remains unchanged as a part of this 

Agreement and is attached.    

 

4. Exhibit 2, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” for Purposes of the 

Tolling and Waiver Agreement Extension Beginning January 1, 2013”, which was added by the 

Fifth Amendment, did not have any issues listed and was therefore deleted in its entirety and 

replaced in the Sixth Amendment by Exhibit 2, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term 

“Claims” Effective January 1, 2016”. Exhibit 2 subsequently was renumbered as Exhibit 2A, but 
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remained entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective January 1, 2016. Exhibit 

2A is attached to the Sixth Amendment and remains a part of this Agreement. 

 

 5. Exhibit 2B, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective 

January 1, 2018”, is attached to the Seventh Amendment and remains a part of this Agreement. 

 

6. Exhibit 2C, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective 

January 1, 2020”, is attached to the Eighth Amendment and remains a part of this Agreement. 

 

7. Exhibit 2D, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective 

January 1, 2022,” is attached to the Ninth Amendment and remains a part of this Agreement,  

 

8. Exhibit 2E, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective 

January 1, 2024,” is attached to the Tenth Amendment and made a part of this Agreement,  

 

 9. Exhibit 2F, entitled “Issues Not Included in the Term “Claims” Effective, June 1, 

2026,” is attached to this Eleventh Amendment and made a part of this Agreement.  

 

10.  Exhibit 3, entitled “Issues that May be Excluded from the Term “Claims” upon 60 

Days Advance Notice”, which was added by the Fourth Amendment, is amended by listing 

additional issues, if any, to issues 1 and 2 previously listed therein, and such Exhibit 3 as 

amended is attached and remains a part of this Agreement. 

   

11. Exhibit 4, entitled “Contractors which Signed Prior Tolling Agreement 

Amendment Extending Tolling Period to December 31, 2023 and which are Expected to Enter 

into Amendment to Extend Tolling Period to June 1, 2026,” which was added by the Tenth 

Amendment, is deleted in its entirety and replaced by Exhibit 4 entitled “Contractors which 

Signed Prior Tolling Agreement Amendment Extending Tolling Period to June 1, 2026, and 

which are Expected to Enter into Amendment to Extend Tolling Period to June 30, 2028,” which 

is attached and made a part of this Agreement. 
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 12.  All other terms and conditions of the Agreement, as amended, are unchanged by 

this Eleventh Amendment and shall remain in full force and effect. 

 

 13. In consideration of the extension of the tolling period provided by this Eleventh 

Amendment, the Parties intend to continue to use their best efforts to discuss and seek to resolve, 

in a timely manner, as many of the remaining issues as practicable that have been tolled by this 

Agreement or that have otherwise been raised in the resolution process established in response to 

this Agreement. 

 

 14. Each individual signing below represents and warrants that he or she is authorized 

to execute this Eleventh Amendment on behalf of the respective Party to this Eleventh 

Amendment and does so freely and voluntarily.  

 

15.  Each Party warrants and represents that, in executing this Eleventh Amendment, it 

has relied upon legal advice from counsel of its choice; that the terms of this Eleventh 

Amendment have been read and its consequences have been completely explained to it by 

counsel; that it fully understands the terms of this Eleventh Amendment; and that it knows of no 

reason why this Eleventh Amendment shall not be a valid and binding agreement of that Party.  

 

 16. The Parties agree that this Eleventh Amendment will be executed using DocuSign 

by electronic signature, which shall be considered an original signature for all purposes and shall 

have the same force and effect as an original signature.  

 

17. All Parties will receive an executed copy of this Eleventh Amendment via 

DocuSign after all Parties have signed. 
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DATED: _______________________           __________________________________ 
      Ann K.B. Carroll  
      General Counsel 

      Department of Water Resources   
           

 
DATED: _______________________           __________________________________ 

      Name: 
      Title:  

      For Agency 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 
 

ISSUE NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS”  
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2009 

 
 

 
1. The validity of charges for costs incurred by DWR at Perris Reservoir for beach sand, the 

ADA fishing pier, and marina repairs and relocation, which have been billed to and 

included in the annual Statements of Charges issued to Metropolitan Water District, 

Coachella Valley Water District and Desert Water Agency for calendar years 2008 and 

2009. 
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EXHIBIT 2A 
 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016 
 
 
 

 
FOR THE COMPLETE LIST OF “ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE 

TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016” PLEASE 

REFER TO EXHIBIT 2 IN THE SIXTH AMENDMENT.  THOSE 

ISSUES ARE DEEMED INCORPORATED HEREIN AS THOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH IN THIS EXHIBIT 2A. 
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EXHIBIT 2B 
 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018 
 
 
 

  
FOR THE COMPLETE LIST OF “ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN 

THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2018” PLEASE 

REFER TO EXHIBIT 2B IN THE SEVENTH AMENDMENT.  

THOSE ISSUES ARE DEEMED INCORPORATED HEREIN AS 

THOUGH FULLY SET FORTH IN THIS EXHIBIT 2B. 
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EXHIBIT 2C 
 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2020 
 
 
 

FOR THE COMPLETE LIST OF “ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN 

THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2020” PLEASE 

REFER TO EXHIBIT 2C IN THE EIGHTH AMENDMENT.  THOSE 

ISSUES ARE DEEMED INCORPORATED HEREIN AS THOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH IN THIS EXHIBIT 2C. 
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EXHIBIT 2D 
 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2022 
 
 

 
FOR THE COMPLETE LIST OF “ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN 

THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2022” PLEASE 

REFER TO EXHIBIT 2D IN THE NINTH AMENDMENT.  THOSE 

ISSUES ARE DEEMED INCORPORATED HEREIN AS THOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH IN THIS EXHIBIT 2D. 
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EXHIBIT 2E 
 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2024 
 

 
  

FOR THE COMPLETE LIST OF “ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN 

THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2024” PLEASE 

REFER TO EXHIBIT 2E IN THE TENTH AMENDMENT.  THOSE 

ISSUES ARE DEEMED INCORPORATED HEREIN AS THOUGH 

FULLY SET FORTH IN THIS EXHIBIT 2E. 
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EXHIBIT 2F 

 

ISSUES NOT INCLUDED IN THE TERM “CLAIMS” EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2026 

 

1. Whether costs for the funding and repayment methodologies associated with the SAP/CARA 
implementations were charged incorrectly, including the treatment of these costs as O&M in 
the Statements of Charges when these projects provide benefits for several future periods.  
Resolution:  The Department determined that the costs were properly included in the 
Contractors’ charges. The contract does not permit these costs to be capitalized under Article 
1(ap) (previously Article 1(hh)) of the Water Supply Contract. Article 1(ap) does not define 
SAP/CARA implementation as a project that can be financed through the WSRB. The 
updated Capitalization policy has been provided to the Contractors.   

2. Whether the Department incorrectly treated costs as capital or minimum within the 
Statements of Charges, as determined by the field divisions.  Resolution:  The Department 
reviewed this claim and determined the claim is too broad in nature. Hence, no changes were 
necessary.  

3. Whether the Department incorrectly treated project costs for the aqueduct and other 
significant asset refurbishment projects as O&M or replacements, instead of capitalizing 
them based on the betterment criteria.  Resolution:  The Department reviewed this claim and 
determined the claim is too broad in nature. Hence, no changes were necessary.  

4. Whether the statewide alpha cost centers 2200AAC051, 2210AAC051 and 1101AAC099 are 
improperly allocating to all reaches for the AAC series alphas.  Resolution:  The Department 
determined that the AAC alpha series was incorrectly allocated, which resulted in the 
reallocation of approximately $23,644,545 to the proper alpha cycle.  

5. Whether the Department acted improperly in not allocating statewide MAD and MAF alpha 
cost centers to all plants.  Resolution:  The Department revised the allocation factors for the 
statewide MAD and MAF alpha cost centers since the year 2000. This was reflected in the 
2024 Statements of Charges.  

6. Whether 5 of the 50 invoices assessed were related to the construction of the Southern Field 
Division O&M Headquarters in Pearblossom, California, and the costs related to these 
invoices were improperly charged directly to Pearblossom Pumping Plant.  Resolution:  The 
Department moved approximately $25 million to an alpha cost center to distribute costs to all 
reaches in the Southern Field Division of O&M.  

7. Whether the coastal reallocation calculation incorrectly allocated minimum costs to Santa 
Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Santa Barbara) and the San 
Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (San Luis Obispo) in the 
2000 to 2022 Statements of Charges by excluding costs for the County of Butte, Plumas 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Plumas), the City of Yuba City, and 
a potential future Contractor - San Joaquin, resulting  in an overstatement of costs of 
approximately $5,354 and $269 to Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo, respectively.  
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Resolution:  The Department determined that the costs were properly included in the 
Contractors’ charges. The coastal reallocation calculation methodology correctly excluded 
O&M costs for the City of Yuba City, County of Butte, and potential future Contractor - San 
Joaquin because they don't have a Transportation Minimum - Attachment 4B. The City of 
Yuba City and County of Butte are not participants in O&M costs; they are located along the 
Feather River. For a potential future Contractor - San Joaquin, costs are suspended as there's 
no Contractor in place yet; therefore, there's no Contractor from which to recover the costs. 
Plumas has an Attachment 4B and costs were included for all years, except for years 1998 - 
2002, which were excluded due to the PCL agreement.  For years 2000 - 2002, costs 
excluded totaled approximately $83. The Department used an alpha allocation cycle - 
FAD908 for the coastal reallocation calculation because it facilitated the removal of costs 
from coastal branch reaches 33b, 34, and 35. As a consequence, there were nominal costs that 
were allocated to conservation reaches, that would not be recovered from Feather River 
contractors, so costs were reallocated. The purpose of this reallocation is to meet the 
requirements of DWR Contract Number B-80976, dated October 1, 1996.  The Department is 
meeting this requirement through the temporary allocation of costs through an alpha 
allocation cycle, while developing a formal process that takes into consideration the 
contractors’ service areas, billing components affected, cost recovery methods and timing of 
repayment of costs.  

8. Whether multiple invoice costs for 2016 – 2018, totaling approximately $526,774, were 
related to extraordinary minimum costs but had costs incorrectly charged through annual 
facilities operations and maintenance minimum cost centers.  Resolution:  The Department 
determined that the costs were properly included in the Contractors’ charges. Per the 
Department’s policy, extraordinary project costs should be over $250,000. The invoice cost 
amounts were all under $250,000.  

9. Whether administrative charges related to the Cap-and-Trade program of approximately 
$135,000 in 2013 and $81,000 in 2015 were transferred from the variable component to the 
Off-Aqueduct component and have not yet been billed.  Resolution:  The Department sent out 
revised 2013 and 2015 Off-Aqueduct Power invoices, in April and June of 2023, to include 
the unbilled amounts.   

10. Whether the coastal reallocation was calculated using B132-18 Minimum Table B-2 
Proportional Use of Facilities Factors (PUFF) vs. B132-19 Minimum Table B-2 PUFF, 
causing an incorrect reallocation of approximately $20,532 in costs among the Contractors.  
Resolution:  The Department updated the Coastal reallocation with the latest Table B-2 
PUFF.   

11. Whether costs for the 2019 F-series and S-series alpha allocation cycle percentages, totaling 
approximately $140,145,855, were not subsequently updated from estimates to actuals for 
reach 33A, in the 2021 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department updated the 
2019 F-series and S-series alpha allocation cycle costs for reach 33A, and costs were 
reallocated among the Contractors. This was reflected in the 2023 Statements of Charges.  

12. Whether costs, totaling approximately $33,678, were understated for reaches EBX-R3B and 
EBX-R3E and overstated in the remaining reaches, in the F-series estimated allocation 
percentages in the 2021 Statements of Charges, resulting in an increase in total direct labor 
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amounts used to calculate the estimated F-series alpha allocation for reaches EBX-R3B and 
EBX-R3E by $31,756 and $1,922, respectively.  Resolution: The Department determined that 
the costs were properly included in the Contractors’ charges. The allocation factors were 
updated from estimates to actuals as part of the 2022 Statements of Charges. Additionally, 
the estimated factors for the 2022 Statement of Charges were calculated appropriately for 
reaches EBX-R3B and EBX-R3E. The F-series estimated allocation percentages were part of 
projections and not actual costs; hence, no changes were necessary since the allocation 
factors are annually updated to reflect the actual costs in the Statements of Charges.  

13. Whether costs, totaling approximately $243,478, were understated for reaches EBX-R3B, 
EBX-R3D, and EBX-R3E and overstated for the remaining reaches, in the S-series estimated 
allocation percentages, in the 2021 Statements of Charges, resulting in an increase in total 
salaries and wages amounts used to calculate the estimated S-series alpha allocation for 
reaches EBX-R3B, EBX-R3D, and EBX-R3E by $234,277, $988, and $8,213, respectively.  
Resolution: The Department determined that the costs were properly included in the 
Contractors’ charges. The allocation factors were updated from estimates to actuals as part of 
the 2022 Statements of Charges. Additionally, the estimated factors for the 2022 Statement of 
Charges were calculated appropriately for reaches EBX-R3B, EBX-R3D, and EBX-R3E. The 
S-series estimated allocation percentages were part of projections and not actual costs; hence, 
no changes were necessary since the allocation factors are annually updated to reflect the 
actual costs in the Statements of Charges.  

14. Whether the Department improperly allocated the costs through V-PAT017 for years prior to 
2018, which has caused the low voltage wheeling transmission costs to be allocated to 
pumping plants that do not receive low voltage power.  Resolution:  The Department moved 
approximately $5 million from 2006 to 2017 to properly allocate low voltage wheeling 
transmission costs.  

15. Whether the Department improperly charged the Contractors interest in their Statements of 
Charges on $2,359,000 assessed in 2019 and 2020 by the California Independent System 
Operator (CAISO) for FERC-mandated interest on revisions to 2005 to 2010 energy charges.  
Resolution:  The Department determined that the costs were properly included in the 
Contractors’ charges. Energy-related invoices are recorded in SAP at the time services are 
rendered, known as the service period, or value date. Hence, these FERC-mandated interest 
costs are correctly charged to the Contractors in the Statements of Charges.  

16. Whether costs for the improvement of the Craig Access Road, totaling approximately 
$3,232,000, were improperly charged to the Contractors instead of the recreation costs 
centers.  Resolution:  The Department reallocated the total project costs of approximately 
$812,952 for the improvement and emergency repairs of the Craig Access Road, and costs 
have been moved to recreation cost centers. The original claim total of approximately 
$3,232,000 was based upon actual and projected costs for the project. The projected costs of 
approximately $2.9 million were excluded from the actual costs.  

17. Whether community outreach events costs, totaling approximately $496,000, that appear to 
benefit the Department as a whole and not specifically the SWP, were improperly charged 
entirely to the SWP.  Resolution:  The Department reallocated costs of approximately 
$486,283, for years 2014 – 2019, from SWP cost center (FA WR2345SAA9030000) to 
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NON-SWRDS cost centers (FA WR10250400260000 and WR10250250010000). The 
remaining costs of $9,027 in 2020 and $738 in 2019 were used for a 3D Map of SWP and 
Vehicle Wrap of SWP, hence these costs were correctly charged to the SWP in the 2022 
Statements of Charges.  

18. Whether costs for a turnout, totaling approximately $104,000, were improperly included in 
the calculation of the transportation capital component in the 2022 Statements of Charges.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the calculation of the transportation capital 
component for the turnout costs. This was reflected in the 2023 Statements of Charges.   

19. Whether costs totaling $680,000 for the Buena Vista Pumping Plant were improperly 
allocated to the Gianelli Pumping-Generating Plant.  Resolution:  The Department created a 
new plant maintenance order and moved the cost to the proper functional area.  

20. Whether the 2020 to 2035 costs for San Luis facilities used in the calculation of the 2022 
Delta Water Charge were not updated from the prior calculated amounts resulting in 
minimum costs being understated by approximately $14 million.  Resolution:  The 
Department corrected the San Luis facilities (MCOSANLUIS) minimum costs in the 2022 
calculations for 2020 - 2035. The related costs were reflected in the 2023 Statements of 
Charges.  

21. Whether the Commercial Door Company invoices related to claim schedule numbers 
1341055, 1346694, 1356131, and 1357872 include costs related to work performed at the 
Buena Vista Pumping Plant, Chrisman Pumping Plant, Edmonston Pumping Plant, and 
Badger Hill Pumping Plant, but had costs totaling approximately $40,989 improperly 
allocated to the San Joaquin Field Division through alpha cost center 2300FFN90.  
Resolution:  The Department reallocated costs for the Commercial Door invoices, totaling 
approximately $40,989, to the plants where the work was performed.   

22. Whether the Barc Industries and Development invoices related to 66 claim schedule numbers 
include costs related to work performed at Lost Hills and the Edmonston Pumping Plant, but 
had costs improperly allocated in the amount of $805,300 to the San Joaquin Field Division 
through alpha cost center 2300FFN907.  Resolution:  The Department reallocated costs for 
the Barc Industries and Development invoices related to janitorial services, totaling 
approximately $628,863, to the plants where the work was performed. The remaining costs of 
$176,437 were allocated correctly to the alpha cost center 2300FFN907, as those costs were 
for work performed at the Field Division Administration building (SJFD O&M center) and 
the Area Control Center (ACC) which supports the whole San Joaquin Field Division.   

23. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection LP invoice related to claim schedule numbers 
1400458 and 1402516 includes costs related to the Edmonston Pumping Plant (CA-R17E), 
but had those costs improperly charged to the Chrisman Pumping Plant (CA-R15A).  
Resolution:  The Department moved approximately $29,446 to the Edmonston Pumping 
Plant and the correction was done in 2021.  

24. Whether outdated debt service amounts were used to determine the FERC P2426 relicensing 
charges for 2021 in the variable component.  Resolution:  The Department reduced the FERC 
P2426 relicensing charges for debt service in the variable component, by approximately 
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$80,000 for 2021, as a result of the use of an updated debt service schedule. This was 
reflected in the 2024 Statements of Charges.   

25. Whether outdated debt service amounts were used to determine the Tehachapi Second 
Afterbay charges for 2020 and 2021 in the variable component.  Resolution:  The Department 
reduced the Tehachapi Second Afterbay charges for debt service in the variable component, 
by approximately $41,000 for 2020 to 2021, as a result of the use of an updated debt service 
schedule. This was reflected in the 2024 Statements of Charges.   

26. Whether $117,000 of USBR costs were improperly revised to partially allocate to the SWP 
instead of to USBR.  Resolution:  The Department determined that the initial allocation was 
incorrect due to the improper charge of cost objects to multiple functional areas, and a 
reallocation was performed to rectify the issue.  

27. Whether outdated debt service amounts were used to determine the Devil Canyon Second 
Afterbay charges for 2020 in the variable component.  Resolution:  The Department 
increased the Devil Canyon Second Afterbay charges for debt service in the variable 
component, by approximately $7,000 for 2020, as a result of the use of an updated debt 
service schedule. This was reflected in the 2024 Statements of Charges.   

28. Whether fish salvage operations costs, totaling approximately $126,000, were improperly 
allocated division wide instead of being allocated directly to the fish facility.  Resolution:  
The Department moved costs, of approximately $126,394, for the fish salvage operations to 
the Skinner Fish Facility, in May 2024.  

29. Whether the costs for the 2021 downstream distribution totaling $8.4 million were 
improperly allocated for the 2023 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department’s 
billing system showed the 2021 downstream distribution properly reflected in the project 
purpose allocation. Hence, no changes were necessary.  

30. Whether costs for 2021, totaling approximately $8,710,410, were incorrectly calculated due 
to the incorrect unit variable OMP&R component of the transportation charge per Table B-
17, and applied to the water deliveries for each Contractor.  Resolution:  The Department 
corrected Table B-17 and Table B-18 for 2021, and this was reflected in the 2024 Rebill of 
the Statements of Charges.  

31. Whether the costs for the Hyatt-Thermalito credit to the Delta Water Charge were incorrectly 
charged to system power costs for 2020 and 2021, resulting in an understatement of costs to 
the Contractors of approximately $1,453 in 2020 and an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of approximately $986,989 in 2021.  Resolution: The Department determined 
that the costs were properly included in the Contractors’ charges. This was updated within 
CAB. The Department no longer uses UCABS as of October 2022. As a result, no further 
action is needed. 

32. Whether contractor revenues in the Delta Water Charge calculation in 2020 - 2022, totaling 
approximately $3,951,127, were incorrectly adjusted based on an interface error between the 
Financial Accounting System (an SAP module) (PR5) and the Utility Cost Allocation and 
Billing System (an SAP module) (UCABS).  Resolution:  The Department made adjustments 
in the Cost Allocation Billing (CAB) system to reflect the correct values for the Contractor 
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revenues, and it was reflected in the 2023 Statements of Charges. The UCABS system would 
not be reflective of this update, as that system is no longer being used by the Department, as 
of Oct 31, 2022.  

33. Whether costs were overstated for Desert Water Agency by approximately $96,623 due to a 
formula error in the payments received portion of Attachment 4E when calculating the capital 
cost component, in the 2022 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department corrected 
the payments received formula in Attachment 4E, for Desert Water Agency, for the capital 
cost component of the EBE transportation charges, in the 2022 Statements of Charges.   

34. Whether the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration invoices for annual water 
rights fees of $100 from 2015 to 2022, totaling approximately $800, included billing errors 
charged to MFAC001 alpha allocation cycle.  Resolution:  The Department requested a 
reversal of the erroneously charged fees from the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB), totaling approximately $800, but the SWRCB denied the Department’s request. 
Hence, no changes were made.  

35. Whether the Stantec Consulting Services invoices related to claim schedule numbers 
1417740 and 1423474 were double billed to statewide alpha allocation cycle MGAC001, 
totaling approximately $80,119 in the 2024 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The 
Department reversed the double billed amounts of approximately $30,565 and $49,554, 
totaling approximately $80,119 for invoices related to claim schedule numbers 1417740 and 
1423474, in February 2024.   

36. Whether Capstone Fire and Safety invoices, totaling approximately $52,000, related to claim 
schedule numbers 1431358, 1432577, 1442334 and 1427314 were double billed in the 2024 
Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department reversed the double billed amounts, 
totaling approximately $52,000, for Capstone Fire and Safety invoices in November 2023.  

37. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection LP invoice, totaling approximately $32,420, 
related to claim schedule number 1400458 was double billed to the San Luis Field Division 
through the M-FFJ907 (CA-R3 to CA-R7) alpha allocation cycle.  Resolution:  The 
Department reversed approximately $32,420 for the Johnson Controls Fire Protection LP 
invoice in 2023.  

38. Whether cost corrections related to JVSWP2109049, totaling approximately $636,249, were 
double posted when performing the reallocation between alpha cost center 2103FAD890 to 
cost center 2133300000, resulting in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $636,249 
in the 2024 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double 
postings related to JVSWP2109049, totaling approximately $636,249, for the reallocation of 
costs from cost center 2103FAD890 to cost center 21333000000, in the Cost Allocation 
Billing system.  

39. Whether costs, totaling approximately $2,708,556, should be reallocated among the 
Contractors since the M-PAT401 Plant Allocation Factors calculated in the 2022 Preliminary 
Allocation of Power Costs were not updated within the Cost Allocation Billing system.  
Resolution:  The Department updated the M-PAT401 Plant Allocation Factors, and costs 
totaling approximately $2,708,556 were reallocated among the Contractors, in November 
2023.  
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40. Whether costs, totaling approximately $10,698,567, were overstated to the Contractors due to 
the commercial paper interest being improperly included in the Delta Water Charge 
calculation, while the commercial paper interest should not impact the Delta Water Rate.  
Resolution:  The Department excluded commercial paper interest in the Delta Water Charge 
calculation, in the 2025 Statements of Charges.  

41. Whether the Stantec Consulting Services invoice of approximately $72,956 related to claim 
schedule number 1415007 was double billed to CA-R30.  Resolution:  The Department 
reversed the double billed amount of $72,956, for invoice number 1813914 related to claim 
schedule number 1415007, in December 2023.  

42. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoices were inappropriately billed to the Oroville Dam and 
Powerplant as credit memos issued to the Contractors which caused an overstatement of costs 
to the Contractors of approximately $115,965 in 2015 and approximately $131,685 in 2016.  
Resolution:  The Department reversed the improper billing amount in 2023.  

43.  Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoices related to claim schedule numbers 1317204, 1316640, 
and 1394240 were double billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant which caused an 
overstatement of costs to the Contractors of approximately $57,982 in 2015 and 
approximately $15,023 in 2020.  Resolution:  The Department has reversed the double billing 
of $15,023 in 2023 and, although the Financial Accounting System (PR5) currently shows a 
duplicate amount of $57,982, this amount has been appropriately credited to invoice No. 
7004005919.   

44. Whether the salary allocation factors were not based on actual costs, causing costs totaling 
approximately $250 million in 2022 to 2024 to be incorrectly allocated.  Resolution:  The 
Department corrected the salary allocation factors to allocate based on actual costs. This was 
corrected in the Rebill of the 2024 Statements of Charges.  

45. Whether the allocation of a $649,000 Angeles Tunnel reimbursement was incorrectly applied 
to the recreation cost centers instead of water supply cost centers.  Resolution:  The 
Department reallocated two LADWP Angeles Tunnel payments to water supply; one for a 
2021 payment, Invoice 22-184-U in the amount of $649,463 and another for a 2022 payment, 
Invoice 23-188-U in the amount of $708,834. These payments were reversed from the 
recreation component and applied to the water supply, Transportation Minimum component 
in August 2023.  

46.  Whether MWD’s 2023 payment in the transportation replacement component was 
improperly decreased by $950,000 to reflect the actual amount billed.   Resolution: The 
Department corrected this in the rebill of the 2024 Statements of Charges. Hence, no changes 
were necessary.  

47. Whether Delta Fish Agreement costs totaling approximately $561,000 for 2022 were 
improperly excluded from the variable component.  Resolution:  The Department has 
reclassified approximately $561,000 from the minimum component to the variable 
component as the projects are associated with mitigating fishery impacts at the Harvey O. 
Banks Delta Pumping Plant.  
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48. Whether a credit to reflect the forfeiture of a $2.4 million deposit for the development of a 
solar energy facility was double posted.  Resolution:  The Department reversed the double 
posting of a $2.4 million credit, which reflected the forfeiture of a security deposit for the 
development of a solar energy facility, in August 2023.  

49. Whether projected 2023 water deliveries were improperly included in the calculation of the 
2025 Statements of Charges.  Resolution:  The Department found an error in the CAB logic 
that included both actual and projected water deliveries when actual water deliveries were 
interfaced into CAB. The Department has resolved this defect.  

50. Whether the Department incorrectly calculated the transportation variable plant unit rate per 
Table B-17 by including projected and actual water deliveries in the analysis, resulting in an 
overstatement of variable costs in the amount of $4,179,887 and an understatement of 
minimum costs of $4,179,887 to the Contractors, and also impacting the downstream 
calculation.  Resolution:  The Department corrected this issue in January 2025, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statements of Charges. The issue occurred and was corrected in the 
CAB backend table design by removing the projected data from the Annual Water Delivery 
Table.  

51. Whether the Department incorrectly calculated the 2023 Value of Recovery Generation 
(VORG) mill rate for Mojave by using an incorrect mill rate amount of $245.27 for projected 
annual generation instead of $257.20.  Resolution:  The Department made adjustments in the 
2024 rate redetermination for Mojave. Energy users remain the same, and the Department’s 
calculation model has incorporated the adjusted amount for the remaining years in 2024-
2035. Additionally, the mill rate trues-up annually, resulting in the mill rate adjusting every 
year.   

52. Whether Safety Management Systems LLC invoice related to claim 1393028 was double 
billed to the Oroville Field Division through the M-MFA010 alpha allocation cycle. The 
original and revised invoice total were both billed. This resulted in an overstatement to the 
Contractors of $10,947. Resolution:  The Department reversed the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges.  

53. Where Safety Management Systems LLC invoice related to claim 1396317 was double billed 
to the Oroville Field Division through the M-MFA010 alpha allocation cycle. The original 
and revised invoice total were both billed. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $25,720.  Resolution:  The Department reversed the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

54. Whether Safety Management Systems LLC invoices related to claim 1396316 were double 
billed to the Delta Field Division through the M-FFE907 alpha allocation cycle and Oroville 
Field Division through the M-MFA010 alpha allocation cycle. This resulted in an 
overstatement to the following alpha allocation cycles: M-FFE907 of $67,872 and M-
MFA010 of $8,854. The overall overstatement to the Contractors is $76,726.  Resolution:  
The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

55. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection, LP invoice related to claim 1437508 was double 
billed to the Delta Field Division through the M-FFE907 alpha allocation cycle. This resulted 
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in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $2,895.  Resolution:  The Department 
reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

56. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection, LP invoice related to claim 1445204 was double 
billed to the Upper Feather River Division through the M-FDA907 alpha allocation cycle. 
The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

57. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1403944 was double billed to 
statewide alpha allocation cycle M-GAC001. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $7,979.  Resolution: The Department reversed the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

58. Whether Patriot Environmental Services invoice was inappropriately billed to the Oroville 
Dam and Powerplant as the invoice was never paid. This resulted in an overstatement of costs 
to the Contractors of $32,248.  Resolution: The Department corrected the incorrect bill, 
which was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges.  

59. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoices related to claim 1394950 were double billed to CA-
R29H. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $4,555. Resolution: 
The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

60. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1403938 was double billed to the 
Oroville Dam and Powerplant. The original and revised invoice total were both billed. This 
resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $133,354.  Resolution: The 
Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

61. Whether All Terrain Water Corporation invoice related to claim 1362077 was double billed 
to CA-R1. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $8,145.  
Resolution The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 

62. Whether Safety Management Systems LLC invoice related to claim 1397054 was double 
billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant. The original and revised invoice total were both 
billed. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $46,390.  Resolution:  
The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

63. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoice related to claim 1391438 was double billed to the 
Oroville Dam and Powerplant. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors 
of $39,895. Resolution:  The Department reversed the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 

64. Whether All Terrain Water Corporation invoice related to claim 1343315 was double billed 
to CA-R3A. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $3,885.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 
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65. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1395128 was double billed to CA-
R29H. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $256.  Resolution:  
The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

66. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1395719 was double billed to the 
Oroville Dam and Powerplant. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors 
of $8,970.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 

67. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1403941 was double billed to the 
Upper Feather Division including the Frenchman Dam and Lake, Antelope Dam and Lake, 
and Grizzly Valley Dam and Lake Davis. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $41,711.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

68. Whether All Terrain Water Corporation invoice related to claim 1363649 was double billed 
to SBA-R1. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $1,817.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 

69. Whether All Terrain Water Corporation invoice related to claim 1361683 was double billed 
to CA-R1. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $5,280.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 

70. Whether Safety Management Systems LLC invoice related to claim 1396317 was double 
billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant. The original and revised invoice total were both 
billed. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $63,395.  Resolution:  
The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

71. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoice was double billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant. 
The original and revised invoice total were both billed. This resulted in an overstatement of 
costs to the Contractors of $514,904.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, 
and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

72. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoices were inappropriately billed to the Oroville Dam and 
Powerplant as credit memos issued related to the invoices were not pushed down to the 
Contractors. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $652,234.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the issue, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement 
of Charges. 

73. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoice was double billed to CA-R3A. The original and revised 
invoice total were both billed. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of 
$303,236.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 
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74. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1394951 was double billed to CA-
R29H. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $965.  Resolution:  
The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

75. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1390832 was double billed to CA-
R28J, CA-R29H, EBX-R3B, and SBA-R5. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $132,094.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

76. Whether All Terrain Water Corporation invoice related to claim 1354467 was double billed 
to CA-R1. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $1,038.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 

77. Whether Safety Management Systems LLC invoice related to claim 1396311 was double 
billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $24,903.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

78. Whether Voith Hydro, Inc. invoice related to claim 1394240 was double billed to the 
Oroville Dam and Powerplant. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors 
of $10,392.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 

79. Whether Andritz Hydro Corporation invoice related to claim 1401858 was double billed to 
CA-R24, CA-R26A, CA-R29F, and CA-R29H. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to 
the Contractors of $120,432.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it 
was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

80. Whether Quinn Rental Services invoice related to claim 1393243 was double billed to CA-
R17E. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $1,448.  Resolution:  
The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of 
Charges. 

81. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection, LP invoice related to claim 1437508 was double 
billed to CA-R1 and SBA-R1. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of 
$20,925.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 

82. Whether Johnson Controls Fire Protection, LP invoice related to claim 1445204 was double 
billed to the Oroville Dam and Powerplant. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $620.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

83. Whether North Tree Enterprises, Inc. invoice related to claim 1369079 was double billed to 
CA-R16A. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $7,410.  
Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 
Statement of Charges. 
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84. Whether North Tree Enterprises, Inc. invoices related to claim 1371703 were double billed to 
CA-R14A, CA-R15A, and CA-R16A. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the 
Contractors of $5,558.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was 
reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

85. Whether North Tree Enterprises, Inc. invoices related to claim 1377166 were double billed to 
CA-R14A and CA-R15A. This resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of 
$4,180. Resolution:  The Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 
2026 Statement of Charges. 

86. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoices related to claim 1357560 were double billed to the 
Oroville Dam and Powerplant. The original and revised invoice totals were both billed. This 
resulted in an overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $456,055.  Resolution:  The 
Department corrected the double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 

87. Whether HDR Engineering, Inc. invoice related to claim 1356349 was double billed to the Oroville 
Dam and Powerplant. The original and revised invoice total were both billed. This resulted in an 
overstatement of costs to the Contractors of $222,219.  Resolution:  The Department corrected the 
double bill, and it was reflected in the 2026 Statement of Charges. 
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EXHIBIT 3 

 
ISSUES THAT MAY BE EXCLUDED FROM THE TERM “CLAIMS” UPON 60 DAYS 

ADVANCE NOTICE 
 

1. The Department of Water  Resources’ change in funding the costs of the San Joaquin 

Valley Drainage  program from the Capital Facilities Account  (as established  pursuant to 

Article 51 (b) (1) of the State Water Contract) prior to 2006 to operations and maintenance 

costs beginning in 2006, but not including the Department’s retention of unused Capital 

Facility Account balances in 2006 and  2007 for anticipated future year 

capital  expenditures (which retention issue shall not be subject to exclusion upon 60 days 

notice). 

 

2. All Claims arising out of or related to the determination, allocation and/or payment of 

fish and wildlife enhancement and recreation costs incurred in constructing, operating 

and maintaining the State Water Project Perris Reservoir and any of its appurtenant, 

ancillary or related facilities, including, but not limited to, such costs associated with any 

actions taken at Perris Reservoir to address seismic safety issues. (“Claims” as used in 

this item 2, does not include the issue described in Exhibit 1, item 1.) 
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EXHIBIT 4  
        

CONTRACTORS WHICH SIGNED PRIOR TOLLING AGREEMENT AMENDMENT 
EXTENDING TOLLING PERIOD TO JUNE 1, 2026, AND WHICH ARE EXPECTED TO 

ENTER INTO AMENDMENT TO EXTEND TOLLING PERIOD TO  
JUNE 30, 2028 

 
Valerie Pryor, General Manager 
Alameda County FC&WCD, Zone 7 
100 North Canyons Parkway 
Livermore, CA  94551 

Mark Gilkey, Executive Director 
Dudley Ridge Water District 
286 W. Cromwell Ave 
Fresno, CA  93711-6162 

 
Ed Stevenson, General Manager 
Alameda County Water District 
43885 So. Grimmer Blvd. 
Fremont, CA  94537 

Scott Sills, General Manager 
Empire West Side Irrigation District 
P.O. Box 66 
Stratford, CA  93266 

 
Matt Knudson, General Manager 
Antelope Valley/East Kern Water Agency 
6500 West Avenue N 
Palmdale, CA  93551-2855 

Jim Ciampa, General Counsel 
Kern County Water Agency 
P.O. Box 58 
Bakersfield, CA  93302 

 
Brad Stephens, County Counsel 
Butte County 
25 County Center Drive, Suite 210 
Oroville, CA  95965 

Kyria Martinez, County Administrative 
Officer 
County Of Kings 
1400 West Lacey Blvd 
Hanford, CA  93230 

 
Matthew Stone, General Manager 
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency 
27234 Bouquet Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA  91350 

James Chaisson, General Manager 
Littlerock Creek Irrigation District 
35141 N.87th Street East 
Littlerock, CA  93543 

 
Phillip Marler, Utilities Director 
City of Yuba City 
1201 Civic Center Blvd 
Yuba City, CA  95993  

Marcia Scully, General Counsel 
Metropolitan Water District 
P.O. Box 54153 
Los Angeles, CA  90054 

 
Jim Barrett, General Manager 
Coachella Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1058 
Coachella, CA  92236 

Adnan Anabtawi, General Manager 
Mojave Water Agency 
13846 Conference Center Drive 
Apple Valley, CA  92307 

 
Jennifer Spindler, General Manager 
Crestline/Lake Arrowhead Water Agency 
P.O. Box 3880 
Crestline, CA  92325 

Christopher Silke, District Engineer 
Napa County FC & WCD 
1195 Third Street, Room 201 
Napa, CA  94559 
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Esther Saenz, General Manager 
Desert Water Agency 
P.O. Box 1710 
Palm Springs, CA  92263-1710 

Anthea Hansen, General Manager 
Oak Flat Water District 
P.O. Box 1596 / 17840 Ward Avenue 
Patterson, CA  95363 

 
Dennis LaMoreaux, General Manager 
Palmdale Water District 
2029 East Avenue Q 
Palmdale, CA  93550 

Melanie Richardson, Interim Chief Executive 
Officer 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5750 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, CA  95118 

 
Heather Dyer, Chief Executive General 
Manager 
San Bernardino Valley MWD 
380 East Vanderbilt Way 
San Bernardino, CA  92408 

Chris Lee, General Manager 
Solano County Water Agency 
810 Vaca Valley Parkway 
Vacaville, CA  95688 

 
Jose Reynoso, General Manager 
San Gabriel Valley MWD 
P.O. Box 1299 
Azusa, CA  91702 

Jacob Westra, General Manager 
Tulare Lake Basin WSD 
1001 Chase Avenue 
Corcoran, CA  93212 

 
Lance Eckhardt, General Manager 
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
1210 Beaumont Avenue 
Beaumont, CA  92223 

Gregg Stakaluse, Director 
Ventura County Watershed Protection District 
800 S. Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, CA  93009-1600 

         and 
Kate Ballantyne, Deputy Director 
San Luis Obispo County FC&WCD 
976 Osos Street, Room 206 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93408 

Michael Flood, General Manager 
Casitas Municipal Water District 
1055 Ventura Avenue 
Oakview, CA  93022-9622 

 
 
Peter K. Thompson, Executive Director 
Central Coast Water Agency  
255 Industrial Way 
Buellton, CA  93427-9565 
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