
- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH - 
 
 
Formal Complaint of Sam Ray against 
Legacy Sweetwater, Inc. 

 
DOCKET NO. 25-2280-04 

 
ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT 

 
 

ISSUED: February 13, 2026 
 

1. Procedural History and Factual Background 

On September 11, 2025, Sam Ray (“Complainant”) filed a formal complaint 

(“Complaint”) against Legacy Sweetwater, Inc. (LSI). The Complaint raises numerous 

issues pertaining to LSI’s alleged delay in connecting Complainant’s service, fees 

attendant to that connection, and standby fees LSI charged during a period that LSI 

had advised customers to boil water from its system.  

Complainant alleges he contacted LSI to inquire about the process to connect 

his service on or about May 20, 2025.1 Complainant attached copies of some 

correspondence with LSI, indicating one of LSI’s representatives initially informed 

Complainant LSI was not scheduling connections at that time because of a legal 

dispute with the community’s homeowner’s association (HOA). However, Complainant 

also attached an email from LSI, dated May 30, 2025, explaining the connection 

application could be found on the HOA’s website. Thereafter, disagreement erupted 

between Complainant and LSI concerning charges billed during a period that LSI had 

advised customers to boil water from the system. Though the PSC could not discern 

precise dates from the Complaint, Complainant does not contest LSI’s representation 

 
1 Complaint at 4. 
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that Complainant submitted a completed application to LSI to connect his service on 

or about June 22, 2025,2 and correspondence attached to the Complaint indicates LSI 

received Complainant’s payment for the connection fee on or after July 21, 2025.3 LSI 

connected Complainant’s service on or about August 6, 2025.  

On the day LSI connected his service, Complainant alleges LSI wrongfully 

required him to procure and purchase a $90 fitting,4 notwithstanding Complainant’s 

payment of the $3,000 connection fee. Complainant further alleges the delay in his 

connection caused a delay in obtaining his building permit and caused him damages 

because water was not available on the date Complainant first planned to pour 

concrete.  

Finally, Complainant alleges LSI wrongfully billed him and other customers 

during the period LSI advised customers to boil water from LSI’s system.5  

As remedy, Complainant asks the PSC order: (1) LSI to “cancel all billing for 

Legacy Mountain HOA customers for the time a boil order was in effect”; (2) LSI 

compensate Complainant $1,000 for “delay of water connection causing delay of 

 
2 See LSI’s Answer and Motion to Dismiss at 2.  
3 See infra at 8; Complaint at Ex. 13. 
4 The Complaint alleges the cost of the fitting was “nearly $90” but Complainant asks for $200 in 
reimbursement, presumably because of the additional time and expense associated with procuring the 
fitting from a remotely located vendor. See Complaint at 2, 7. 
5 Complainant cites a criminal statute governing deceptive business practices, Utah Code § 76-6-
507(2)(c). 
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[Complainant’s] building permit”; and (3) LSI reimburse Complainant $200 for a fitting 

LSI required Complainant to purchase to connect his service.6  

On October 14, 2025, LSI filed its Answer and Motion to Dismiss (“Motion”). LSI 

concedes it issued a boil advisory, representing that an employee of the Utah 

Department of Environmental Quality initially recommended LSI issue the boil 

advisory due to a temporary “dry pipe” condition. While LSI represents it has since 

remedied that issue, LSI has “chosen not to rescind the boil advisory, due to ongoing 

backflow prevention violations on the part of certain … customers.”7  Nevertheless, LSI 

argues “boil advisories are sometimes necessary or advisable, out of an abundance of 

caution, and a water provider cannot be expected to provide free water service every 

time such an advisory is issued.”8 

With respect to the alleged delay in Complainant’s connection, LSI represents it 

“responded promptly to all of Complainant’s inquiries.”9 LSI represents Complainant 

failed to submit the required connection application until June 22, 2025, and 

subsequently failed to pay the $3,000 connection fee until August 27, 2025. LSI alleges 

it put Complainant on the “install list” on July 21, 2025, “notwithstanding 

Complainant’s failure to pay the fee,” and informed Complainant that “meters take a 

 
6 Complaint at 7. 
7 Motion at 4. 
8 Id. at 5. 
9 Id. at 6. 
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few weeks to get in” and promised him service by the end of August 2025.10 LSI 

represents it “accelerated [Complainant’s] installation and completed the work on 

August 6,” 2025.11 

LSI represents that it received a check from Complainant for the $3,000 

connection fee on July 17, 2025, but notes Complainant issued a stop payment order 

on the check. LSI states the “electronic payment from Complainant’s bank was not 

received by [LSI] until August 27, 2025.”12 

As for the $90 fitting that Complainant procured and purchased, LSI argues it is 

responsible for “running the service line from the main to the meter, and setting the 

yoke and meter” and “[t]he property owner is responsible for connecting his service 

lateral from the meter to the home.”13 While Complainant was responsible for that 

portion of the connection, LSI alleges it nevertheless did Complainant a favor by 

installing the fitting and completing the portion of the connection for which 

Complainant was responsible.   

LSI asks the PSC to dismiss the Complaint because LSI “has not violated any 

provision of law, [PSC] order or rule, or … tariff for which relief can be granted.”14 

 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. at 3. 
13 Id. at 6. 
14 Id. at 7. 
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On October 15, 2025, Complainant filed his Response to the Motion (“Response”) 

generally reasserting his claims and expressing frustration that the HOA is “tied-up in 

litigation over water issues with [LSI] that could drag on for years” and pleading that 

customers’ only recourse is to seek relief through the PSC.15  

2. Discussion, Findings, and Conclusions 

LSI is a small private water company that serves customers who have 

purchased lots for cabins located in a mountainous region of Sanpete County. LSI has 

previously represented to the PSC it serves 63 connected customers with an 

additional 96 standby customers.16 Complainant suggests that roads to the service 

territory may be closed under inclement winter weather conditions.17 

a. Because Complainant Has Not Alleged Facts Suggesting LSI Violated 
Any Applicable Provision of Law or Tariff, the PSC Dismisses the 
Complaint. 

 
Complainant first contends that LSI’s charging customers for service, standby 

or otherwise, during a period for which LSI had advised customers to boil water 

drawn from its system was somehow unlawful. However, Complainant cites no law 

suggesting that a water utility may not charge for service during periods that the 

utility has issued such a notice. The PSC is aware of no such authority.  

 
15 Response at 2. 
16 See Request of LSI for Exemption, Docket No. 25-2280-02, Request for a Letter of Exemption filed 
Mar. 11, 2025. 
17 See Complaint at 3 (“I am now racing to get my cabin weather tight before snowfall when the roads 
will be closed”). 
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Utah law requires charges to be just and service to be adequate.18 Certainly, 

receiving notice that water from the system should be boiled is a concerning and 

inconvenient circumstance for customers. A utility should remedy whatever conditions 

that give rise to such notice as soon as it is reasonable and practicable for the utility 

to do so. Whether a utility acts reasonably and responsibly to remedy such a condition 

is a fact and context specific inquiry. 

However, Complainant’s allegations do not meaningfully address the conditions 

giving rise to the advisory to boil water. Instead, Complainant asserts as a matter of 

law that LSI may not charge for utility service during a period when such a notice is in 

effect. The PSC concludes, in the absence of legal authority suggesting otherwise, that 

LSI’s billing customers during the period of the boil advisory was not, on its face, a 

violation of law. 

With respect to Complainant’s allegation concerning the fitting LSI required him 

to provide, Complainant describes the fitting LSI required him to purchase as “needed 

to connect my waterline” and complains that LSI told him the $3,000 connection fee 

“was to set the meter, NOT connect my water line.”19 (Emphasis in original.] 

 
18 Utah Code § 54-3-1. 
19 Complaint at 2. 
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The PSC has reviewed LSI’s current and effective tariff (Tariff). 20 It provides in 

pertinent part: “The service connection charges shown in this tariff include a meter, 

meter box, a cover and a valved service line to the property line … [e]xcavation and 

installation shall be made by [LSI] from the main line connection to three feet beyond 

the meter.”21 The Tariff further provides: “All service line materials and installation 

shall be provided by the applicant” and “[t]he applicant shall provide a shut-off valve 

on each service line in an accessible location separate from the water meter box.”22 

The Tariff further confirms that the “service connection charge” for “1 [Inch] Service to 

Property Line” is $3,000.23 

Based on the plain language of the Tariff, the PSC finds Complainant has not 

alleged facts suggesting LSI violated any provision of its Tariff or other applicable law 

by charging the standard $3,000 connection fee or by requiring Complainant to 

provide the fitting necessary to connect his service line. 

Finally, as to the alleged delay in connecting Complainant’s service, 

Complainant asks the PSC to order LSI to reimburse him “a modest $1000 for … 

causing delay of [his] building permit and [his] not having water available during [his] 

first concrete pour.”24  

 
20 See LSI Tariff for Water Service in the State of Utah, effective Sept. 26, 2006, available at 
https://commerce.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Legacy-Sweetwater-Tariff_Date-09-26-
06_Docket-06-2265-T01.pdf. 
21 Tariff at ¶ 5. 
22 Id. at ¶ 6.  
23 Id. at Original Sheet No. 3. 
24 Complaint at 7. 
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While the PSC may impose penalties on a utility for violating its tariff or 

applicable law, the PSC has no jurisdiction or authority to award consequential or 

other money damages to a customer.25 Therefore, the PSC concludes it has no 

authority to grant Complainant’s request to be reimbursed for his personal cost and 

inconvenience. 

Further, Complainant identifies no provision of law or Tariff that LSI allegedly 

violated relating to the timing of his connection, and the facts alleged do not suggest 

LSI was solely responsible for any delay in the connection. While someone from LSI’s 

“billing support” appears to have initially suggested to Complainant that his 

connection could be delayed pending resolution of the legal dispute with the HOA, LSI 

sent correspondence shortly thereafter, on May 30, directing Complainant to a 

website to access the application. LSI represents Complainant submitted a completed 

application on June 22, 2025. Complainant does not precisely allege when he paid the 

$3,000 connection fee, but he attached correspondence, dated July 21, 2025, 

indicating Complainant “put a stop order on the check” he formerly mailed and elected 

to instead pay electronically through “bill pay.”26 While LSI maintains it did not receive 

electronic payment from Complainant’s bank until August 27, 2025, LSI completed the 

connection on August 6, 2025, little more than two weeks after Complainant sent the 

email explaining he canceled the check and paid electronically.  

 
25 See Utah Code § 54-7-23. 
26 Complaint at Ex. 13. 
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In sum, the PSC appreciates Complainant’s frustration regarding the boil 

advisory and the cost and time associated with connecting his service. However, the 

PSC is also mindful that LSI is a small company providing service to few customers in 

a relatively remote region, which (as discussed infra at 9-10) appears to be 

experiencing some logistical and financial difficulties. Because the PSC finds 

Complainant has failed to allege facts suggesting that LSI violated any applicable 

statute, regulation, order of the PSC, or provision of its Tariff, the PSC must dismiss 

the Complaint. 

b. Because Documents Attached to the Complaint and LSI’s Recent 
Filing History with the PSC Indicate that Questions Exist Concerning 
LSI’s Ability to Meet Its Service Obligations under Its Existing, 
Decades-Old Rate Structure, the PSC Will Open a Separate Docket 
and Direct the Division of Public Utilities to Investigate Whether the 
PSC Should Initiate a Ratemaking or Other Proceeding. 

 
Exhibits attached to the Complaint suggest LSI may be experiencing serious 

difficulties in meeting its service obligations under its existing rate structure.27 LSI’s 

recent filing history with the PSC also prompts questions regarding the sufficiency of 

LSI’s rate structure. Twice in 2025, LSI initiated dockets with the PSC to increase rates 

but subsequently withdrew or elected not to prosecute those requests.28 In those 

previous filings, LSI represented its “costs have increased significantly, and [its] 

 
27 See, e.g., Complaint at Ex. 2 (correspondence explaining the Division of Drinking Water had advised 
that rates should be “10 times higher” and potential for bankruptcy). 
28 See LSI’s Request for a Rate Increase, Docket No. 25-2280-01, Notice of Intent to File a Request for a 
Rate Increase filed Jan. 14, 2025; LSI’s Request for a Rate Increase, Docket No. 25-2280-03, Notice of 
Intent to File a Request for a Rate Increase filed Jul. 30, 2025. 
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system is in need of repairs.”29 Earlier, in 2022, LSI submitted a notice of intent to 

request a rate increase, but again LSI did not further pursue the request.30 

LSI also filed a request to be exempted from the PSC’s regulation in 2025 and 

later withdrew the request.31 Correspondence attached to the Complaint suggests LSI 

may have been advised to seek the exemption because of a pressing need to increase 

its rates.32 

LSI has previously represented to the PSC its most recent effective rate 

increase stems from a proceeding in 2006,33 and LSI’s tariff currently on file with the 

PSC is dated September 26, 2006.34  

Given the foregoing, the PSC is concerned that rate or other regulatory 

proceedings may be necessary to ensure LSI has the means to provide adequate 

service to its customers. The PSC will issue a separate notice to open an investigatory 

docket and direct the Division of Public Utilities to investigate and make 

recommendations as to whether additional regulatory proceedings are warranted. 

  

 
29 Id.  
30 See LSI’s Request for a Rate Increase, Docket No. 22-2280-01. 
31 See Request of LSI for Exemption, Docket No. 25-2280-02. 
32 See Complaint at Ex. 2. 
33 See LSI’ Request for a Rate Increase, Docket No. 25-2280-03, Notice of Intent to File a Request for a 
Rate Increase filed Jul. 30, 2025 (explaining that, prior to 2025, LSI’s last rate increase occurred in 
September of 2006). 
34 See LSI Tariff for Water Service in the State of Utah, effective Sept. 26, 2006, available at 
https://commerce.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Legacy-Sweetwater-Tariff_Date-09-26-
06_Docket-06-2265-T01.pdf. 
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3. Order 

For the foregoing reasons, the Complaint is dismissed.  

 DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, February 13, 2026. 
 
 
/s/ Michael J. Hammer 
Presiding Officer 
 

Approved and Confirmed February 13, 2026, as the Order of the Public Service 

Commission of Utah. 

/s/ Jerry D. Fenn, Chair 
 
 
/s/ David R. Clark, Commissioner 
 
 
/s/ John S. Harvey, Ph.D., Commissioner 

 
Attest: 
 
 
/s/ Gary L. Widerburg 
PSC Secretary 
DW#343871 
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Notice of Opportunity for Agency Review or Rehearing 
 

 Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §§ 63G-4-301 and 54-7-15, a party may seek 
agency review or rehearing of this written order by filing a request for review or 
rehearing with the PSC within 30 days after the issuance of the order. Responses to a 
request for agency review or rehearing must be filed within 15 days of the filing of the 
request for review or rehearing. If the PSC fails to grant a request for review or 
rehearing within 30 days after the filing of a request for review or rehearing, it is 
deemed denied. Judicial review of the PSC’s final agency action may be obtained by 
filing a Petition for Review with the Utah Supreme Court within 30 days after final 
agency action. Any Petition for Review must comply with the requirements of Utah 
Code Ann. §§ 63G-4-401, 63G-4-403, and the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure.  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I CERTIFY that on February 13, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
was delivered upon the following as indicated below: 
 
By Email: 
 
Sam Ray (samuellynnray@gmail.com) 
 
Christopher E. Bramhall (cbramhall@kmclaw.com) 
Kirton McConkie 
Shane Berry (shane@legacymountain.com) 
Legacy Sweetwater, Inc. 
 
Patricia Schmid (pschmid@agutah.gov)  
Patrick Grecu (pgrecu@agutah.gov)  
Assistant Utah Attorneys General 
 
Madison Galt (mgalt@utah.gov) 
Division of Public Utilities 
   

/s/ Melissa R. Paschal   
Lead Paralegal 
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