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August 3, 2026

Utah Public Service Commission
Heber M. Wells Building, 4th Floor
160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 144558

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4558
psc@utah.gov

Re: Docket No. 25-2280-03 — Legacy Sweetwater, Inc.’s Request for a Rate Increase
Customer comments of Roger and Elayne Tuttle, Lot 29, Hollows Subdivision

Dear Commissioners:

We own Lot 29 in the Hollows subdivision and are connected customers of Legacy
Sweetwater, Inc. We write to comment on the Company’s request for a general rate
increase, and on the interim rates that took effect June 12, 2026.

We want to be clear at the outset about what we are not saying. We do not dispute that
a water utility must charge enough to operate safely and sustainably, and we accept
that a rate that has not changed since 2006 is probably too low today. Our objection is
not to the existence of an increase. It is that this particular increase has been granted,
so far, on a record that is remarkably thin — and that the burden of proving a rate is just
and reasonable belongs to the Company, not to its customers.

Four things concern us most.

1. We are being billed for water we cannot drink.

Our system has been under a boil water order since 2025. We are now paying $251.00
per month — a tenfold increase — for water that cannot be used for drinking, cooking,
or brushing our teeth without boiling it first.

At the May 27, 2026 hearing, the Company testified that the Division of Drinking Water
was willing to lift the boil order, and that Legacy Sweetwater chose not to lift it. The
presiding officer confirmed this on the record, summarizing that the Division "was willing



to lift the boil order and out of an abundance of caution, the company elected not to,"
and the Company’s witness answered, "Correct."

We do not question the Company’s stated safety rationale. We question the economics
of it. A utility cannot simultaneously maintain that its service is adequate enough to
justify a tenfold rate increase and that it is not safe enough to deliver drinkable water.
Whatever the reason for the order, the customers did not create the condition and
should not be the only ones bearing its cost.

2. The claimed operating losses have never been documented.

At the May 27 hearing, the Company’s witness testified that Legacy Sweetwater has
been losing "between 20,000 and 30,000 a month on average over the last 3 to 5
years." That figure was offered from memory. Asked for the number moments earlier,
the witness said, "l would have to go back and look at the books. And | apologize. | don’t
have those specific numbers in front a me."

No party questioned that testimony, because no customer was represented at the
hearing. We would ask the Commission to require it be substantiated with primary
documents:
(a) Monthly profit-and-loss statements for each of the last five years, tied to
bank records rather than summaries prepared for this case;
(b) Federal tax returns (Form 1120) for Legacy Sweetwater, Inc. The Division of
Public Utilities identified their absence as a deficiency on April 8, 2026, and we
do not believe they have been produced;
(c) W-2s, 1099s and payroll registers supporting every salary, wage and benefit
dollar in the revenue requirement;
(d) Invoices and cancelled checks for the major repair items, including the three
booster pumps described in testimony as costing roughly $15,000 each;
(e) Areconciliation of the $800,000 figure. It appears in the record two different
ways — as accumulated operating subsidies from the parent company over 36
months, and, in Exhibit C, as "Repair of Infrastructure past two years (Not on
Books)." Those are not the same thing, and they carry different consequences for
rates. Customers are entitled to know which it is.
There is also a question of history that we think the Commission should ask. For many
years this system was maintained by one man, Corky Maughan, working part-time.
Whatever its other problems, it did not appear to cost $20,000 to $30,000 a month to
run. We would like to understand how much of the present cost structure reflects
genuine physical need in an aging system, and how much reflects a change in how the
Company is staffed, housed and accounted for.



3. The affiliate relationships need to be examined before rates are set, not after.
Legacy Sweetwater is owned by iMoneyTools LLC, which customers understand to be
related to Tranont. The Company’s witness testified on May 27 that he is a shared
employee of Legacy Sweetwater and its parent, that he is paid on salary rather than by
time, and that his salary was taken out of the rate case. He further testified that Mr.
Anderson is not compensated for his water work, and that the only labor included was
"the guy who runs the machines, who goes and makes the repairs."

Exhibit C, filed April 10, 2026, nonetheless shows $120,000.00 in "Salaries & Wages —
Office Employees," plus $9,847.99 in payroll taxes and $15,960.61 in pension and
benefits — roughly $145,800, or close to half of the operating expenses in the request
once the disallowed loan payment is set aside. We do not understand how that line is
consistent with the testimony, and we would ask the Commission to require the
Company to reconcile the two.

The same exhibit includes $24,332.65 in transportation expense and $12,043.71 in fuel
and mileage — over $36,000 a year in vehicle costs for a system with 63 active
connections — along with $12,426.00 in office rent and $6,600.00 in HOA fees paid by
the water company. Each of these may be entirely proper. None of them has been
tested.

We are grateful that the Commission has already directed the Division to audit the
payroll allocation from iMoneyTools LLC so that ratepayers are not cross-subsidizing the
parent company. We ask that the audit be completed, and its results placed in the
record, before final rates are set rather than afterward.

4. Customers should not be asked to fund the consequences of the Company’s own
billing failures. Since August 2025, customer after customer has told this Commission
the same thing: that standby fees went uncollected for years while other owners paid
faithfully; that invoices arrived sporadically or not at all; that checks were sent and never
cashed; that owners were told they owed nothing and then billed thousands of dollars
years later; and that one owner was told in 2015 he would be "grandfathered." One
customer estimated the Company was collecting only about twenty percent of what it
was owed.

If revenue was lost because the Company did not bill for it, that is a shortfall of its own
making. We do not believe it is just and reasonable to close that gap by charging the
customers who have paid all along. Before final rates are set, we ask that the



Commission require a complete accounting of amounts billed, amounts collected, and
amounts written off for each of the last five years.

On the Homeowners’ Association’s participation
We support the Legacy Mountain Homeowners’ Association’s petition to intervene, filed
July 17, 2026, and we ask the Commission to grant it.

The Company has opposed that petition on the ground that the Association "is not a
customer" and therefore has no interest in the outcome. We would respectfully observe
that the Association petitioned on behalf of its members, and its members are
unquestionably customers. We would also observe that at the May 27 hearing, the
Company’s own witness testified that before deciding not to lift the boil water order, he
"spoke to the HOA and specifically the president and [Craig], who’s over water." The
Association has a board member responsible for water. The Company has treated it as
the appropriate channel for water matters for years.

We are more troubled by the Company’s alternative request: that if intervention is
granted, the Association be required to reimburse Legacy Sweetwater for the legal,
consulting and administrative costs of responding to it. The practical effect of that
condition would be to put a price on customer participation. We would note that the
Company’s own legal expenses are already embedded in the rates it seeks — Exhibit C
shows $25,255.31 in legal expense with a $20,000.00 increase, rising to $45,255.31. If
that is approved, customers will fund the Company’s side of this proceeding through
their monthly bills. Asking them to fund both sides is not a balance we think the
Commission intends.

What we ask the Commission to do

1. Grant the Legacy Mountain Homeowners’ Association’s petition to intervene,
without conditioning it on reimbursement of the Company’s costs.

2. Order a full audit before final rates are set — of the Company’s books, its
billing and collection records, and its cost allocations with iMoneyTools LLC and
any affiliated entity — with the results placed in the record and available to the
parties.

3. Require primary documentation — tax returns, payroll records, invoices and
bank statements — for every material expense in the revenue requirement,
including the claimed $20,000 to $30,000 in monthly losses and the $800,000
subsidy.

4. Condition any further increase on demonstrated service adequacy, including
resolution of the boil water order and a documented plan for the system
deficiencies the Company has described.



5. Set final rates substantially below the $251.00 interim rate unless and until
the Company proves, with evidence rather than testimony from memory, that a
higher rate is required — and order refunds of amounts collected above the final
rate, as the June 12, 2026 order contemplates.

We recognize the Commission’s difficult position. A water system that cannot cover its
costs eventually fails, and that helps no one on this mountain. But the answer to
nineteen years of deferred rate relief is not to grant, without testing, whatever number
the Company puts forward. It is to establish what this system actually costs to run,
honestly accounted for, and then set a rate that covers it.

We appreciate the Commission’s attention, and we intend to participate in the October
28, 2026 public witness hearing.

Respectfully submitted,
Roger and Elayne Tuttle

Lot 29, Hollows
Connected customer, Legacy Sweetwater, Inc.



