


While the utility has asserted that valve work is underway and will materially improve reliability, the record
does not establish the scope, completion, or operational effectiveness of such work. The need for staff to request
invoices and proof of completion confirms that these claims remain unverified. Until the utility produces paid
invoices, completion dates, valve locations, and evidence of operational testing, assertions of improved
reliability should be afforded no weight in support of rate relief.

Second, recordkeeping failures undermine the reliability of all operational claims.

PSC rules require accurate outage logs for interruptions affecting a material portion of customers. Staff’s
demand for historical outage records dating back to 2022 indicates that required logs were incomplete or
missing. A utility that cannot demonstrate basic compliance with recordkeeping requirements has not met the
threshold necessary for favorable ratemaking treatment.

Third, extreme unaccounted-for water reflects a lack of operational control.

The docket reflects unaccounted-for water at levels consistent with systemic leakage, metering inaccuracies, or
data integrity failures. These conditions reflect internal control deficiencies, not unavoidable external factors.
Rate increases should not precede demonstrated control of losses and verified remediation progress.

Fourth, employee cost allocation and internal controls remain unresolved.

Filings reflect overlapping employee roles across affiliated entities without contemporaneous time tracking or
clear cost allocation. Absent documented segregation of duties and costs, the Commission cannot determine
whether expenses proposed for recovery were prudently incurred by the regulated utility. This alone warrants
denial or deferral of any rate relief.

Fifth, the current proposals conflict with the sworn affidavit executed at acquisition.

At the time control of the utility was obtained, the owner executed a sworn affidavit representing that necessary
funding would be secured to address capital and operational needs. The practical effect of the utility’s current
requests is to shift financial risk to existing customers before operational competence and controls are
demonstrated. This undermines the reliance interests created by that affidavit and the regulatory expectations
attendant to a transfer of control.

Sixth, customer testimony has been inadequately addressed.

I personally testified at the customer meeting and raised specific concerns regarding service reliability,
management practices, and cost controls. The response received was generic and failed to address the substance
of those concerns. This pattern of dismissing customer input further erodes confidence in management and
reinforces the need for Commission oversight.






