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MEMORANDUM 1 

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (“Cal 2 

Advocates”) examined application material, data request responses, and other 3 

information presented by Liberty Park Water (“Park”) and Liberty Apple Valley Ranchos 4 

Water (“Apple Valley”) in Application (“A.”) 24-01-002 et al. to provide the California 5 

Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”) with recommendations in the 6 

interests of ratepayers for safe and reliable service at the lowest cost.  Roy Keowen 7 

prepared this report under the general supervision of Program Manager Richard 8 

Rauschmeier, Program & Project Supervisor Hani Moussa, and Project Lead Suliman 9 

Ibrahim. Peter Chau is Cal Advocates legal counsel. 10 

 Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 11 

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect presented 12 

in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any particular issue 13 

connotes neither agreement nor disagreement of the underlying request, methodology, or 14 

policy position related to that issue.15 
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CHAPTER 1  - HEAD OFFICE AND GENERAL OFFICE: 1 
EXPENSES AND ALLOCATION  2 

I. INTRODUCTION  3 

This chapter discusses recommendations to the Commission on Liberty’s Test 4 

Year (TY) 2025 general office expense and rate base forecasts.  Liberty proposes to 5 

include in rates for Park and Apple Valley 62% of the total general office expenses in TY 6 

2025. 7 

General office expenses for Liberty consist of general office expenses and home 8 

office expenses.  Liberty’s general office expenses are shared among several of Park’s 9 

unregulated and regulated business units.  Home office expenses consist of shared costs 10 

from additional business units after Liberty acquired Park.  Liberty adds the home office 11 

allocation to general office expenses and then allocates the expenses to various business 12 

units.  13 

Liberty’s general offices expenses result from Liberty’s current business structure 14 

which has evolved over more than a decade.  Today, Liberty Park Water and Apple Vally 15 

Ranchos are wholly owned subsidiaries of Liberty Utilities, which is a wholly owned 16 

subsidiary of Algonquin Power & Utilities Corporation (APUC).  Liberty’s general office 17 

expenses result from two acquisitions and two post-acquisition rate cases, as explained 18 

below. 19 

Prior to acquisition by Western Water Holdings, LLC in 2011, Park was the 100% 20 

parent company for Apple Valley.   21 

In A.11-01-019, Western Water Holdings, LLC acquired Park and Apple Valley.F

1  22 

In A.14-11-013, Liberty acquired control of Park and Apple Valley from Western 23 

Water Holdings, LLC.  The transaction includes a list of requirements to ensure the 24 

transaction is fair to ratepayers, for example, that the transfer of ownership will not 25 

 
1 D.11-12-007. 
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adversely affect Park or Apple Valley’s provision of regulated service water service to 1 

customers.F

2  The transaction was finalized in January of 2016.F

3 2 

In A.18-01-002 and A.18-01-003, Liberty’s TY 2019 rate cases, the Commission 3 

allowed into rates “Head Office” expenses.F

4  Head Office expenses are additional layers 4 

of allocated parent companies’ and business unit expenses from Algonquin Power & 5 

Utilities Corp, Liberty Utilities, Canada (LUC) and Liberty Utilities Service Corp 6 

(LUSC). 7 

In A.21-07-003 and A.21-07-004, Liberty’s TY 2022 rate cases, Liberty added on 8 

the business unit Liberty / Algonquin Business Services (LABS) to Head Office costs.  9 

The Commission’s approved TY 2022 general office levels are shown in Table 1 (note: 10 

the adopted amounts include home office expenses).F

5  11 

In this general rate case (GRC) proceeding, Liberty seeks to include in rates 12 

additional general office expenses in TY 2025.  13 

The Commission should use two factors to determine general office expenses: the 14 

unallocated expense and the allocation factor.  The Commission should determine a 15 

reasonable level of unallocated expenses and then a fair allocation between business 16 

units. 17 

The Commission’s rules for the allocation of general office expenses are found in 18 

its Standard Practice U-6-W.  Standard Practice U-6-W allocates general office expenses 19 

based on the equally weighted-average of direct operating expenses, gross plant, 20 

employee count and customer count (4-factor methodology).  Instead of following the 21 

Commission’s rules, Liberty uses its own internally created Cost-Allocation Manual 22 

(CAM) to allocate general office costs.  Liberty’s CAM allocates the expenses differently 23 

than Standard Practice U-6-W. 24 

 
2 D.15-12-029 at Ordering Paragraph 1. 
3 A.21-07-003 and A21.07-004, Exhibit C, “General Office Test Year”, at 2.  
4 D.21-01-001. 
5 D.23-03-003. 
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Table 1 compares Liberty’s proposed TY 2025 general office expense and the last 1 

adopted TY2022 levels. 2 

Table 1: Liberty’s Request Compared to Approved Rates 3 

 
TY 2022 

Commission 
Approved in 

D.23-02-003 5F6 

Liberty 
Proposed 
General 
Office 

Expenses 
for TY 
20256F7 

Increase / 
(Decrease) in 

General Office 
Expenses 

Compared to 
TY 2022 

Percent Change 
 

 A B (B-A) (B-A)/A 

Unallocated 
Expense Total 13,870,794 19,480,543 5,609,749 40% 

Apple Valley 
Domestic 3,685,424 5,332,416 1,646,992 45% 

Apple Valley 
Irrigation 7,551 28,046 20,495 271% 

Park Water 4,296,971 6,703,540 2,406,569 56% 

Total 
Allocation 7,989,946 12,064,002 4,074,056 51% 

4 

 
6 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
7 A.24-01-002 and A,24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tabs “AVR DOM CY”, “AVR Irr CY” and 
“PW CY”. 
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Table 2 compares Liberty’s proposed TY 2025 allocation factors and the last 1 

adopted TY 2022 allocation factors. 2 

Table 2: Liberty’s Recorded and Proposed Allocation Factors 3 

 

Test Year 
2022 General 

Office 
Expenses 
Allocation 
Factor7F8 

Test Year 
2025 General 

Office 
Expenses 
Allocation 
Factor8F9 

Increase / 
(Decrease) in 

General Office 
Allocation Factor 
Compared to TY 

2022 

Percent 
Change 

 A B (B-A) (B-A)/A 

Apple 
Valley 

Domestic 
26.6% 27.4% 0.8% 3% 

Apple 
Valley 

Irrigation 
0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0% 

Park 
Water 31.0% 34.4% 3.4% 11% 

Total 
Allocation 57.6% 61.9% 4.3% 7% 

 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 5 

• Adopt an allocated TY 2025 expense of $3,021,623 for Park, 6 
$2,403,682 for Apple Valley – Domestic, and $12,219 for Apple 7 
Valley - Irrigation. 8 

• Adopt TY 2025 general office expenses using a five-year average of 9 
Liberty’s recorded total general office expense escalated to 2025.  10 

• Allocate general office expenses using an allocation factor of 57.6% as 11 
approved in D.23-02-003. 12 

 
8 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
9 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tabs “AVR DOM CY”, “AVR Irr CY” and 
“PW CY”. In these tabs,  Liberty provides the total allocated expenses which is divided by the total 
unallocated expense to determine the allocations factor (percent of total expenses). 
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• Deny Liberty’s request to include $16.1M in rates for the Customer 1 
First IT project and should remove $976,336 for depreciation and 2 
$774,548 for maintenance costs associated with this project.  3 

Table 3 below summarizes the differences between Liberty’s and Cal Advocates’ 4 

forecasts. 5 

Table 3: Summary of Recommendations 6 

Test Year 2025 General Office Expenses 

 Liberty Cal Advocates Difference Difference 
in Percent 

 (A) (B) (C) (D) (A - C) (C-A) / A 

Total 
Expenses $19,486,891  

100% 
 $8,828,340  

100.0% 
 $10,658,551  

-54% 
 

Allocated 
to PW $6,746,362  

34.4% 
 $2,734,892  

31.0% 
 $4,011,470  

-59% 
 

Allocated 
AVR 

Domestic 
$5,366,690  

27.4% 
 $ 2,345,661  

26.6% 
 $3,021029  

-56% 
 

Allocated 
AVR 

Irrigation 
$27,282  

0.1% 
 $4,806  

0.05% 
 $22,476  

-82% 
 

Allocated 
Total 

$12,140,333 
  

61.9% 
 $5,085,358  

57.6% 
 $ 7,054,975  

-58% 
 

 7 
Cal Advocates recommends $5M for TY 2025 versus Liberty’s $12.1M. Cal Advocates 8 

arrived at its recommendation after analysis of Liberty’s previously adopted TY 2022 9 

rates compared to Liberty’s recorded expenses.  The analysis revealed that Liberty’s 10 

current rates are already excessive both in expense and in allocation and thus it is not 11 

necessary to increase rates for TY 2025.  Because Liberty’s previously adopted TY 2022 12 
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budget resulted in excessive rates, an alternative method to forecast TY 2025 general 1 

office expense allocation is necessary.  2 

Cal Advocates recommends using a 5-year average of recorded expenses, 3 

escalated to 2025 and allocated by the Commission’s last adopted allocation factor.  The 4 

5-year average anchors forecasted rates to actual expense levels.  The last adopted 5 

allocation of 57.6% should be applied to the 5-year average of recorded expenses since 6 

that was the last known allocation level the Commission deemed reasonable.  7 

III. ANALYSIS  8 

A. Organizational Structure 9 

Public Utilities Code Section 854 specifies rules for acquisitions and mergers.F

10  10 

One of the first requirements of the code is that before authorizing a merger or 11 

acquisition, the Commission should find the proposal provides short-term and long-term 12 

benefits to ratepayers.F

11  As such, the acquisition of Park by Algonquin in 2016 should 13 

have financially benefited ratepayers.  Instead, customers are being burdened with 14 

additional costs resulting in increased rates.  In the merger proceeding, Liberty promised 15 

the transaction would not negatively affect ratepayers.F

12  The Commission found there 16 

were no immediate downsides to the transaction.  So far, the transaction and subsequent 17 

rate cases have resulted in more cost to ratepayers than before, but with dubious 18 

additional benefits.  Liberty’s general office expenses have steadily increased but without 19 

a commensurate decrease in Liberty’s rates since the acquisition took place.  Liberty 20 

seeks to continue increases in this general rate case (GRC).  21 

 
10 California Public Utilities Code Sec. 854, 
https://california.public.law/codes/ca_pub_util_code_section_854. 
11 California Public Utilities Code Sec. 854 (b)(1) 
https://california.public.law/codes/ca_pub_util_code_section_854. 
12 D.15-12-029, Appendix A at p.8, Provision 3.15 states “The transfer of ownership and control will not 
adversely affect Park Water’s or AVR’s provision of regulated water service to customers, or practices 
relating to operations, financing, accounting, capitalization, rates, depreciation, maintenance, or other 
matters relating to the public interest or utility operations.” 
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Table 4: Comparison of Main Office Allocation Expenses Before the Acquisition 1 
(2015), After the Acquisition (2022) and Test-Year 2025 Request 2 

Apple Valley Liberty 
TY 

  
2015 2F13, 

3F
14 

20224F15, 

5F
16 2025 

Main Office 
Allocation 1,749,786 3,200,486 4,430,352   

Total Operating Exp 11,773,536 12,221,824 23,756,050  

% of total 15% 26% 18% 

        

Park  

Main Office 
Allocation 2,520,644 4,710,146 5,601,656  

Total Operating Exp 19,459,409 22,487,608 38,608,316  

% of total 13% 21% 15% 
 3 

Table 4 (above) shows Liberty’s recorded data for 2015 and 2022 and Liberty’s 4 

TY 2025 estimate. 2015 was the last year before the acquisitions and 2022 was the last 5 

year in which Liberty filed its annual report to the Commission.  Table 4 shows that 6 

general office expenses have increased in dollars and in the percentage of total expenses, 7 

driving up customer rates.  8 

While Liberty’s costs and allocations have been increasing, Liberty’s customer 9 

growth has been stagnant.  Liberty’s 2019 to 2023 average customer growth rate is just 10 

0.62%.F

17  This means that Liberty is asking the same customers to pay additional costs 11 

for the same water service they’ve been receiving in the past, with no new services or 12 

benefits. In fact, Liberty’s customer service quality has been deteriorating as discussed in 13 

 
13 Park Water’s 2015 Annual Report to the Commission, at 41. 
14 Apple Valley Ranchos’ 2025 Annual Report to the Commission, at 41. 
15 Liberty Utilities (Park Water) Corp. Annual Report to the Commission, at 53. 
16 Liberty Utilities (Apple Vally Ranchos Water) Corp. Annual Report to the Commission, at 54. 
17 Liberty’s 100-day update workpaper “Update”. 
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greater detail in the Customer Service section of the Public Advocates testimony,F which 1 

details how Liberty failed to meet performance standards in multiple categories in 2 

2023.F

18 3 

In a GRC, a utility must demonstrate the reasonableness of every dollar in its 4 

revenue requirement.F

19  Increased costs may be justified if they are necessary and 5 

ratepayers receive benefits of equal or greater value.  Liberty has provided no evidence 6 

that this is the case.  Liberty has not performed a cost/benefit analysis to determine if the 7 

additional expenses are justified.F

20  When asked to show cost savings, Liberty pointed to 8 

an example of positions that were approved in the last GRC decision (D.23-02-003) but 9 

were repurposed for efficiency.F

21  10 

There are two problems with this answer.  First, existing positions that are already 11 

factored into rates are fully paid for by ratepayers until the Commission specifically 12 

makes a downward adjustment to Liberty’s rates in a subsequent GRC.  This means that 13 

by “repurposing” the positions to a different business unit, Liberty is cross-subsidizing 14 

Liberty’s other business units with positions fully paid for by its captive ratepayers. 15 

These ratepayers are now only getting a fraction of the positions they originally funded 16 

while still paying the full rate.  Rather than more benefit at less cost, captive ratepayers 17 

are actually getting less benefit for their money.  18 

Liberty does not recommend a reduction in labor costs in this GRC.  Instead, 19 

Liberty recommends a substantial increase.F

22  If the Commission adopts Liberty’s 20 

proposed labor costs, ratepayers would see no benefit from repurposing these positions. 21 

 
18  Cal Advocates “Report and Recommendations on Customer Service, ESJ & Action Plan, and 
Administrative and General Other Expenses.” 
19 D.96-12-066, at 5. 
20 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-002, Q.1. 
21 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-002, Q.1. 
22 D.04-06-018 “Interim Order Adopting Rate Case Plan” at p. defines a significant expense as greater 
than or equal to 1% of TY gross revenues.  
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Further, Liberty’s TY 2025 general office forecasts a 50% increase over its 1 

Commission approved budget for 2022, despite serving the same customer base.F

23,
F

24,
F

25 2 

One of the expected benefits of a merger is cost savings through synergies and 3 

efficiencies, which should translate to savings for Liberty’s customers since the 4 

acquisition.  Instead of realizing these savings, Liberty seeks to significantly increase its 5 

general office expense budget in TY 2025 to $12M, up from $7.9M in 2022. 6 

Ratepayers must be protected from excessive costs resulting from Liberty’s 7 

acquisition.  The merger was approved based on Liberty’s assurances of added benefits 8 

and lower costs.  After nearly a decade, Liberty has not demonstrated any added benefits 9 

while costs have significantly increased.  Liberty’s current proposal continues this trend 10 

of increased costs with little tangible ratepayer benefits.  11 

The Commission approved the acquisition partly based on the “ratepayer 12 

indifference” standard.F

26  This standard ensures that ratepayers should remain unaffected 13 

by change in the ownership of their water system and not be burdened with higher rates 14 

because the owner added layers of expense.F

27  The Commission should ensure ratepayer 15 

indifference by limiting Liberty’s expense allocations to 15% for Apple Valley and 13% 16 

for Park’s total operating expenses.  This approach will ensure ratepayers remain 17 

indifferent to general office expenses post-acquisition, as originally promised. 18 

 
23 D.04-06-018 “Interim Order Adopting Rate Case Plan” at p. defines a significant expense as greater 
than or equal to 1% of TY gross revenues. 
24 In D.23-03-003 and D.23-03-004, the Commission adopted $7.9M in allocations. Liberty proposes an 
allocation of $12.1M in Test Year 2025. ($12.1 – $7.9) / $7.9 = 51%. 
25 Liberty’s average customer growth rate is less than 1% annually.   
26 D.15-12-029 Decision adopting the Settlement Agreement and Conditionally Approving the Application 
at 11-12.  
27 D.11-12-007 Conditionally Approving the Application for Authority for Western Water Holdings, 
Carlyle Infrastructure Partners Western Water, and Carlyle Infrastructure Partners to Acquire and 
Control Park Water Co. and Apple Valley Ranchos Water Company at 5. 
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B. Liberty’s Increase in Allocated Expenses is Unnecessary 1 

Liberty requests a $4M increase in allocated general office expenses in TY 2025.F

28 2 

The Commission should deny this request.  The amounts approved in Liberty’s last GRC 3 

are more than adequate to cover Liberty’s expenses.  An additional increase in general 4 

office allocations is not necessary and harms ratepayers.  5 

Liberty’s approved 2022 general office expense and the allocated amounts were 6 

excessive as demonstrated in Tables 5, 6, and 7: 7 

Table 5: Liberty’s TY 2022 Commission Approved General Office Expenses 8 

 
Adopted in 
D.23-02-003 

for Test Year 
2022929 

Percent of Total 

Total Unallocated 
Expense $13,870,794 100.00% 

Allocated to:   

Apple Valley Domestic $3,685,424 26.57% 

Apple Valley Irrigation $7,551 0.05% 
Park Water $4,296,971 30.98% 

Sum Allocations $7,989,946 57.60% 
 9 

Table 5 demonstrates the total adopted allocated expense for TY 2022 was $7.9M 10 

which makes up 58% of Liberty total general office expenses.  In response to discovery,F

30 11 

Liberty provided the historical allocated expenses in Table 6: 12 

  13 

 
28 See Table 1. 
29 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
30 Cal Advocates Data Request RK-031. 
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Table 6: Recorded Total General Office Expenses, and AllocationsF

31 1 
 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
      

Total Expenses 
(Before 

Allocation) 
8,742,628 8,581,237 10,095,901 9,237,665 8,134,079 

Allocated to 
Park Water 3,576,752 3,442,759 4,740,147 4,524,938 3,752,960 

Allocated to 
Apple Valley-

Domestic 
3,026,416 2,894,901 3,648,228 3,687,623 3,087,388 

Allocated to 
Apple Valley - 

Irrigation 
6,078 3,045 2,180 9,901 7,573 

Total Allocated 
Expenses 6,609,245 6,340,705 8,390,555 8,222,462 6,847,920 

  2 

Table 6 shows that Liberty’s recorded allocated expense was $6.8M in TY 2022, 3 

which was $1.1M lower than the authorized amount.  Table 7 compares Liberty’s 4 

adopted TY 2022 allocation and recorded allocated expense. 5 

Table 7: Liberty’s adopted TY 2022 allocation  6 
and recorded allocated expense. 7 

Allocated Expense 
Adopted in D.23-02-003 

for Test Year 2022F

32 

Recorded 
Allocated 
Test Year 

2022F

33 

Allocated 
Difference Percent Change 

(A) (B) (A-B) (B-A) / A 
$7,989,946 $6,847,920 $1,142,026 -16.7% 

 8 

  9 

 
31 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-031.  Liberty’s response confirmed that the 
$8.1M in 2022 is the total unallocated general office expense for 2022. 
32 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
33 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-031. 
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Table 7 demonstrates that Liberty was overfunded by $1.1M in TY 2022. 1 

Customer rates will continue to increase in attrition years 2023 and 2024 due to the 2 

escalation methodology prescribed by the Class A Water rate case plan.F

34  Liberty’s 100-3 

day update provided Cal Advocates with recorded data for attrition year 2023. Table 8 4 

shows the unallocated expense total for 2023 and compares it to 2022: 5 

Table 8: Comparison of Liberty’s 2022 General Office Expense to 2023 6 
 2022 2023 Difference 
 (A) (B) (A-B) 

Liberty's 
Recorded, 

Total, 
Unallocated, 

General Office  
Expense 

5
35 

$8,134,079 $6,237,785 $1,896,294 

 7 

Table 8 shows that Liberty’s recorded total unallocated general office expenses 8 

decreased by $1.8M from 2022 to year 2023.  However, Liberty customers would not 9 

benefit from such a decrease because the Commission has already adopted a budget, 10 

covering 2022 to 2024, in D.23-02-003.  The Commission should adjust Liberty’s rates 11 

downwards to match Liberty’s recorded general office expenses on a forward-looking 12 

basis, beginning in TY25.   13 

The analysis demonstrates that Liberty has been overfunded for general office 14 

expenses in TY 2022 and in attrition year 2023.  The analysis also demonstrates Liberty’s 15 

request to increase general office expenses by $4M in TY2025 is unnecessary.  Liberty 16 

recorded data does not justify additional rates.  Any request to increase rates should be 17 

denied since it will further burden ratepayers.  18 

 
34 D.04-06-018, Interim Order Adopting Rate Case Plan, at 10-15. 
35 Liberty’s 100-day update of “GO25 Expenses.xlsx” at Tab “Expense Detail”, Line 433. 



 

1-13 

C. Liberty’s Customers are Paying More than Their Fair 1 
Share of General Office Expenses  2 

Liberty estimates total general office expenses and then allocates them using an 3 

internally created Cost Allocation Manual.F

36
  Liberty used the same methodology in 4 

Liberty’s last (TY 2022) GRC, in which the Commission agreed with Liberty’s forecast, 5 

but with minor modifications.F

37  As discussed above, Liberty’s methodology has resulted 6 

in captive ratepayers paying more than their fair share of the general office expenses. 7 

Instead of relying on Liberty’s forecast again in this case, the Commission should base 8 

Liberty’s expenses on recorded expenses and the Commission adopted allocation factor.  9 

This will ensure Liberty’s customers are only paying their fair share of general office 10 

expenses.  11 

Table 9 shows Liberty’s total unallocated general office expenses, the allocations 12 

to Park and Apple Valley, the total amount allocated and the percentage of total for each 13 

approved in Liberty’s TY 2022 GRC: 14 

Table 9: General Office Expenses Adopted in D.23-02-003 15 

 
Adopted in D.23-02-003 

for Test Year 2022 
Rates8F38 

Percentage of Total 
General Office 

Expenses 

Unallocated Total 
General Office 

Expenses 
13,870,794 100% 

Apple Valley 3,685,424 27% 

Apple Valley Irrigation 7,551 0% 

Park Water 4,296,971 31% 

Total Expense Allocated 7,989,946 58% 

 16 

 
36 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-003, Exhibit C. General Office Report, at 2-3. 
37 D.23-02-003, at 35-45, the Commission makes agrees with Liberty’s home office expense allocation, 
Liberty’s allocation factors, and requests for new positions but limits some short-term incentive pay and 
excludes long-term incentive pay. 
38 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
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Table 9 above demonstrates the Commission expected Liberty customers to pay 1 

$7.9M for general office expenses, which equals 58% of the total unallocated general 2 

office expenses of $13.8M in 2022.  Cal Advocates issued a data request for Liberty’s 3 

recorded general office expenses from 2018 to 2022.  Table 10 shows Liberty’s response: 4 

 5 
Table 10: Recorded Total General Office Expenses, and Allocations 6 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 9F39 
      

Total Expenses 
(Before 

Allocation) 
8,742,628 8,581,237 10,095,901 9,237,665 8,134,079 

Allocated to 
Park Water 3,576,752 3,442,759 4,740,147 4,524,938 3,752,960 

Allocated to 
Apple Valley-

Domestic 
3,026,416 2,894,901 3,648,228 3,687,623 3,087,388 

Allocated to 
Apple Valley - 

Irrigation 
6,078 3,045 2,180 9,901 7,573 

Total Allocated 
Expenses 6,609,245 6,340,705 8,390,555 8,222,462 6,847,920 

Percent of 
Total 

Unallocated 
Expenses 

76% 74% 83% 89% 84% 

 7 

Table 10 demonstrates that Liberty’s recorded total unallocated expense was much 8 

lower than forecasted ($13.8M v $8.1M) and that Liberty customers are paying a larger 9 

percentage of total expenses than the Commission approved for Liberty in TY 2022 (58% 10 

v. average of 81%).  Liberty’s response reveals two things: 1) that Liberty over-11 

forecasted its general office expenses in Test Year 2022; and 2) that Liberty’s Park and 12 

Apple Valley customers are paying more than their fair share of total general office 13 

expenses, between 74-89% of the total unallocated general office expenses, instead of the 14 

 
39 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-031, Attachment “Q1b RK-031 Recorded 
Expenses.xlsx.”. 
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58% approved by the Commission for TY 2022.  In other words, even though Liberty’s 1 

recorded expenses were significantly less than projected, Liberty did not reduce Park and 2 

Apple Valley’s share of expenses ratably.  3 

If the Commission adopts Liberty’s general office forecast, ratepayers will 4 

continue to pay more than their fair share of expenses.  Table 11 below shows Liberty 5 

proposed increases to general office expenses. 6 

Table 11: Liberty Proposed General Office Increases and Percentages 7 

 

General Office 
Expense and 

Allocation 
Adopted in D.23-
02-003 for Test 

Year 2022 
Rates 0F40 

Liberty's 
Projected Test 

Year 2025 
General Office 
Expense and 
Allocation1F41 

Increase 
(Decrease) 

Percent of 
Total 

Increase 

 (A) (B) (B-A)  

Unallocated 
Total General 

Office Expenses 
13,870,794 19,480,543 5,609,749 100% 

Apple Valley 3,685,424 5,332,416 1,646,992 29% 
Apple Valley 

Irrigation 7,551 28,046 20,495 0% 

Park Water 4,296,971 6,703,540 2,406,569 43% 
Total Expense 

Allocated 7,989,946 12,064,002 4,074,056 73% 

 8 

 Table 11 demonstrates that Liberty proposes a $5.6M increase in total general 9 

office expenses, $4M of which will be allocated to Park and Apple Valley.  The table also 10 

demonstrates 73% of Liberty’s total general office expense increases in TY 2025 will be 11 

paid by Park and Apple Valley ratepayers.  73% is in line with Liberty’s recorded 12 

expense allocations meaning that not only have ratepayers been paying more than their 13 

fair share of general office expenses, but Liberty plans for customers to continue paying 14 

 
40 D.23-02-003, Appendix D. 
41 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tabs “AVR DOM CY”, “AVR Irr CY” and 
“PW CY”. In these tabs, Liberty provides the total allocated expenses which is divided by the total 
unallocated expense to determine the allocations factor (percent of total expenses). 
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more than their fair share of general office expenses in the future as well.  A 73% 1 

allocation is not justified.  Liberty’s own CAM projects an allocation factor for TY 2025 2 

of just 62%, which is a 4% increase over TY 2022 amounts.F

42 3 

In Liberty’s last GRC for TY 2022, the Commission agreed with the utility’s 4 

general office expense forecast, which included the use of Liberty’s CAM and other 5 

expense assumptions, with relatively minor modifications.F

43  Because the recorded 6 

expenses were much less and allocations were much higher than the amount adopted by 7 

the Commission, the Commission should use an alternative method to estimate Liberty’s 8 

TY 2025 expense allocation. 9 

The Commission should use a five-year average of recorded, unallocated expense 10 

multiplied by the last adopted allocation factor, with escalation, to estimate Liberty’s TY 11 

2025 general office expense and allocation.  Liberty’s recorded total general office 12 

expense fluctuates from year-to-year without a clear increasing or decreasing trend, so 13 

using a five-year average of Liberty’s unallocated expenses will reasonably capture 14 

Liberty’s typical or average level of general office expense.  The average should be 15 

multiplied by the Commission’s last adopted allocation factor, which for both Park and 16 

Apple Valley is 57.6%.  The product of Liberty’s average record expenses and allocation 17 

factor should be escalated to 2025 dollars.  This methodology will ensure Park and Apple 18 

Valley customers are only paying their fair share of expenses beginning in TY 2025. 19 

Until then Liberty ratepayers are paying excessive rates for general office expenses.  20 

D. Liberty’s Requests 21 
Based on its recorded costs, Liberty does not need to add costs for TY 2025 and 22 

that Park and Apple Valley customers have been paying more than their fair share of 23 

general office expenses. 24 

 
42 See Table 2 of this report. 
43 D.23-03-003, at 35-45. 
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1. A&G Payroll Expense  1 
Liberty forecasts TY 2025 general office labor expense using an internally created 2 

workpaper for years 2024, 2025, and 2026.F

44  However, Liberty’s forecast methodology 3 

results in TY 2025 labor expenses that are significantly more than the last recorded 4 

(2022) expense level without reasonable justification.  While the Class A Water rate case 5 

plan allows Liberty to use any reasonable forecasting methodology of TY expenses, it is 6 

not reasonable for Liberty to over-forecast an expense.  7 

Analysis of Liberty’s recorded labor expenses from 2018 to 2022 reveals that 8 

Liberty’s general office labor expenses have steadily declined since 2018.  Table 13 9 

shows Liberty’s recorded A&G payroll expenses as reported in Liberty’s workpaper:  10 

Table 13: Liberty’s Recorded A&G Payroll Expense by Year 11 
 Annual A&G Payroll Expense5F45 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Amount $4,500,549 $4,104,164 $3,847,282 $2,974,809 $2,796,716 

 12 

Table 13 shows A&G payroll expense gradually decreased from $4.5M in 2018 to 13 

$2.7M in 2022.  Continuing this downward trend would result in a lower TY 2025 14 

amount, yet Liberty forecasts $11.6M, which is over 300% more than the 2022 expense. 15 

Table 14 shows Liberty’s payroll forecast.  16 

Table 14: Liberty’s Payroll Expense Forecast.F

46 17 
Year 2022 2023 2024 2025 

A&G 
Payroll 
Expense 

     
2,796,716   N/A  

     
10,875,149  

     
11,676,723  

 18 

 
44 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 2025 Payroll CONFIDENTIAL.xlsx”. 
45 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tab “Sum CY-Recorded” Row 15. 
46 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tabs “Sum CY-Recorded” Row 15. 
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Table 14 demonstrates Liberty’s general office payroll increases by over $8M 1 

from 2022 to 2024 and is the largest of Liberty’s projected expenses increase. Liberty 2 

does not explain this increase in Liberty’s testimony. Liberty’s testimony states: 3 

“Liberty Park General Office labor costs for 2025 are estimated based on 4 
forecasted headcount, employee compensation in effect during 2023, 5 
estimates of annual salary adjustments to be granted during 2024 and 2025, 6 
and overtime and incentive pay by individual employee.  In addition, the 7 
applicable burden rate is utilized to calculate total labor cost, inclusive of 8 
benefits and related expenses, by individual employee, and projected 9 
overtime, standby, and incentive pay by individual employee.F

47”  10 
 11 

Liberty’s payroll forecast is in its own separate workpaper.  Figure 1 shows a 12 

sample of Liberty’s labor forecast workpaper: 13 

Figure 1: A Sample of Liberty’s Labor Forecast Workpaper  14 

<< BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >> 15 

48 16 

<< END CONFIDENTIAL >> 17 
 18 

As described, Liberty’s workpaper lists out each position, base salary, merit 19 

increases, bonuses and burdens to estimate expenses for 2024 and again for TY 2025.  In 20 

2025 Liberty estimates << BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >>21 

 
47 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-003, Exhibit C, General Office Report, at 18.  
48 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 2025 Payroll CONFIDENTIAL.xlsx” at Tab “PR Calc.”   
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 <<END CONFIDENTIAL>> of which is expensed.  Cal Advocates asked 1 

Liberty to provide the information for 2022 in the same format Liberty had presented for 2 

2024 and 2025, for comparison.  Figure 2 shows Liberty’s response to Cal Advocates 3 

Data Request: 4 

 5 
Figure 2: Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-011 6 

<< BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >> 7 

49 8 

<< END CONFIDENTIAL >> 9 
  10 

 
49 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-011, Q5. 
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Liberty responded that the 2022 data was not available. Without a comparison to 1 

2022, it is impossible for Cal Advocates to determine how Liberty’s forecast compares to 2 

its recorded expense or to evaluate the reasonableness of Liberty’s TY 2025 assumptions. 3 

Cal Advocates also asked Liberty to justify and support the increase from << 4 

BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >>  << END CONFIDENTIAL**] to 5 

$10.8M. Liberty responded that the comparison must be done on the net allocated basis, 6 

and that the true recorded labor expense for Liberty is calculated differently and is 7 

actually << BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >>  << END CONFIDENTIAL >> in 8 

2022.  Figure 3 shows Liberty’s calculation of payroll expenses that is comparable to 9 

their 2024 and TY 2025 forecasts.  10 

Figure 3: Liberty’s Calculation of Recorded Labor Costs on a Net Allocated Basis 11 
<< BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >> 12 

50 13 

<< END CONFIDENTIAL >> 14 
  15 

 
50 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-011, Attachment “Q5b 011-RK GO 2022 
Payroll.xlsx”. 
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Figure 3 demonstrates Liberty’s calculation that adds up to <<BEGIN 1 

CONFIDENTIAL>>  <<END CONFIDENTIAL>> in 2022. It also shows a 2 

comparison to the net allocated amount for 2025, is <<BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL>> 3 

 <<END CONFIDENTIAL>>.  Figure 4 shows Liberty’s calculation of 4 

payroll expenses that is compared to Liberty’s projected 2025 net allocation. 5 

 6 
Figure 4: Liberty’s and Calculation of Liberty’s 2025 Net Allocation. 7 

<< BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >> 8 

 9 
<< END CONFIDENTIAL >> 10 

 11 
Figure 4 shows Liberty’s calculation of expenses on a net allocated basis.  The 12 

problem with Liberty’s response is that, even though the allocated expenses are 13 

increasing modestly, it does not justify how Liberty’s unallocated expense could increase 14 

from << BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL >>  << END CONFIDENTIAL >> to 15 

$10.8M in 2024. 16 

Cal Advocates conducted two virtual meetings with Liberty regarding Liberty’s 17 

payroll request.  The first meeting on January 31, 2024, ended with Liberty promising to 18 

look into the issue further and provide a supplement response.  After no further response 19 

from Liberty, Cal Advocates followed-up on March 7th and met virtually with Liberty on 20 

March 11th, again ending with Liberty’s promise to provide an explanation after Liberty’s 21 
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Liberty’s increase in payroll is not the only issue with Liberty’s forecast.  1 

Liberty’s forecast contains several faulty assumptions.  For example, Liberty’s forecast 2 

assumes full employment with new, expensive positions; has no vacancy adjustments; 3 

includes merit increase rates that exceed forecasted labor rates; includes bonus pay; and 4 

includes a column labeled “burdens” for overhead costs without any specific breakdown 5 

of the individual costs.F

56  Liberty did not provide any evidence that a cost benefit analysis 6 

or time studies had been conducted to justify the new positions.F

57 7 

Liberty’s proposed increases to rates for general office expenses are unnecessary 8 

and captive customers are already paying more than their fair share of expenses based on 9 

the recorded data.  Liberty’s payroll request, its largest increase in expenses, is unjustified 10 

as well.  11 

Therefore, it is reasonable to use an alternate method to forecast TY 2025 general 12 

office expenses.  As suggested throughout this report, the Commission should use a five-13 

year average of Liberty’s total recorded general office expenses and use the Commission 14 

last adopted allocation factor, escalated, to estimate TY 2025. 15 

2. Head Office Expense 16 
Liberty’s second largest increase in TY 2025 is its allocations expense. Allocation 17 

expense consists of allocated Liberty head office expenses.  Head Office are additional 18 

business units the Commission allowed Liberty to include in rates.  Table 15 shows 19 

Liberty’s recorded and projected Head Office Allocations:  20 

 
56 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 2025 Payroll CONFIDENTIAL.xlsx” at Tab “PR Calc.”   
57 Liberty's Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-007. 
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Table 15: Liberty’s Recorded and Projected Head Office AllocationsF

58 1 

Year 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Difference 
between 2022 
Recorded and 

TY 2025 
Projected 

Allocations 

Percent 
Change 

 (A) N/A  (B) (B-A) (B-A)/A 
APUC-

Four 
Factor 

$751,024 N/A $824,760 $857,750 $106,726 14.2% 

LABS 
Business 
Service-

Four 
Factor 

371,509 N/A 534,427 555,804 184,295 49.6% 
 

LABS 
Corp 

Service-
Four 

Factor 

773,982 N/A 1,148,725 1,194,673 420,691 54.3% 

LUC-Four 
Factor 201,139 N/A 269,915 280,712 79,573 39.5% 

LABS US 617,008 N/A 641,688 667,356 50,348 8.1% 
Total $2,714,662 N/A $3,419,515 $3,556,295 $841,633 31% 

 2 

Table 15 demonstrates that Liberty’s proposed head office expenses increase from 3 

an actual $2.7M in TY 2022 to $3.5M in TY 2025, an increase of $841K.  Liberty’s 4 

testimony states that Liberty’s head office expenses are forecasted based on recorded 5 

2022, escalated to TY 2025 and that further details regarding the expense are contained in 6 

Liberty’s workpapers.F

59 7 

A review of Liberty’s workpapers reveals that Liberty’s head office expenses 8 

contained significant, unexplained increases in their head office expenses which were not 9 

 
58 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-003, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx ” at Tab “Expense Details”. 
59 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-003, Exhibit C, “General Office Report” at 25. 
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justified in Liberty’s testimony.  Table 16 shows Liberty’s business units and annual 1 

expenses: 2 

Table 16: Liberty’s Recorded Head Office Expenses 3 
  Liberty's Unallocated Head Office Expenses 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

APUC 0F
60 10,434,863 14,286,146 18,315,020 22,046,319 24,873,710 25,196,239 

LABS 1F61 
Business 
Service 

7,763,438 9,550,633 9,773,405 8,661,079 13,918,397 13,147,447 

LABS 2F62 
Corp 

Service 
10,819,881 14,424,535 16,420,439 18,516,275 28,137,629 28,137,627 

LUC 3F
63 5,780,869 5943318 4,314,111 6,084,636 4,345,582 5,525,713 

LABS 4F64 
US 58,287 410789.51 331,577 416,860 617,008 N/A 

Total 34,857,338 44,615,421 49,154,553 55,725,169 71,892,325 72,007,026 

Percent 
Change N/A 28.0% 10.2% 13.4% 29.0% 0.2% 

 4 

Table 16 demonstrates that Liberty’s unallocated head office expenses increase 5 

steadily and significantly from year-to-year from $34.8M in 2018 to $72M in 2023.  It is 6 

not reasonable for Liberty to include these increases and provide little to no justification 7 

in testimony.  The Commission should require Liberty to justify specific increases in 8 

head office expenses in subsequent GRCs. 9 

Liberty’s customers are already overburdened and already paying more than their 10 

fair share of allocated general office expenses.  Liberty’s allocations are the second 11 

largest driver of Liberty’s proposed $4M increases in TY 2025 general office allocations.  12 

 
60 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “HO25 APUC Expenses.xlsx.”. 
61 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “HO25 LABS Expenses.xlsx.”. 
62 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “HO25 LABS Expenses.xlsx”. 
63 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “HO25 LUC Expenses.xlsx”. 
64 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-002, “GO25 Expenses.xlsx” at Tab “Expense Details”. 
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It does not make sense to forecast an unjustified increase in head office allocations when 1 

Liberty customers are already paying more than necessary.  The Commission should 2 

deny Liberty’s forecast of its Head Office expenses.  3 

The Commission should use a 5-year average of total general office expenses, 4 

allocated by Liberty’s last allocation factor, escalated to TY 2025 to estimate the 5 

expense, which is $5,085,358 for Test Year 2025.  6 

3. Liberty’s Customer First Project Rate Base and 7 
Depreciation and Maintenance Expenses 8 

Liberty’s estimate for TY 2025 general office rate base needs to be reduced 9 

because recorded additions for Liberty’s Customer First Project were not reasonably 10 

supported.  The cost of the Customer First IT project was adopted its last GRC and 11 

included in rates.  The project was supposed to provide Liberty with an upgraded SAP 12 

based IT system for $16.2M.  The Commission should reduce Liberty’s plant balances by 13 

the amount that was unsupported.  The following estimate of Liberty’s general office rate 14 

base excludes Customer First project cost. 15 

Table 17: TY 2025 General Office Rate Base 16 

Test Year 2025 LABS - General Office Rate Base 

  Liberty Cal Advocates Difference 
  (A) (B) A-B 

Total $50,118,256F

65   $33,803,716   $16,314,540  
 17 

In Liberty’s last GRC, Liberty and Cal Advocates settled on Liberty’s then 18 

proposed SAP/Customers First project.  The Customer First upgrades were supposed to 19 

provide an “enterprise-wide solution to legacy computer systems.”  In this GRC, Liberty 20 

states that the “Customer First” project was implemented in May 2023.  A review of the 21 

workpapers shows the full cost of the project was added to Park’s rate base in 2023. 22 

Table 18 shows Liberty’s workpaper provided with the application. 23 

  24 

 
65 Liberty 100-day update of “GO25 RCBD.xlsx”. 
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Table 18: Liberty’s Workpaper Showing Additions to GO Rate Base. 1 

F

66 2 

 3 
Cal Advocates asked Liberty to provide a breakdown and support of the $18.4M 4 

costs.  Liberty had $18.6M in total additions in 2023 and another $3.2M in 2024.  These 5 

additions, specifically the $18.4M for software in 2023, are the primary increase in 6 

Liberty’s General Office Rate base.  Cal Advocates requested a breakdown of project 7 

costs and justification.  Liberty provided the following response: 8 

 9 
Figure 5: Excerpt from Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-014 10 

67 11 

  12 

 
66 A.24-01-002 and A.24-01-003, “GO25 RCBD.xlsx”. 
67 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocate Data Request RK-014, Q2. 
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Figure 5 shows Liberty admitting that $16.2M in plant additions presented in 2023 1 

accounts are estimates, not recorded plant expenditures.  The response also states 2 

estimated amounts would be updated in Liberty’s 100-day update.  Cal Advocates issued 3 

a follow-up data request to ask for more Customer First Project information.  The 4 

information requested was a breakdown of adopted project costs, recorded project costs, 5 

and invoice support for project costs.  Figure 6 is an excerpt from Cal Advocates data 6 

request: 7 

 8 
Figure 6: Excerpt from Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-019 9 

68
 10 

 11 
Figure 6 demonstrates that Liberty reaffirms $16.1 was an estimate, no breakdown 12 

exists, and that Liberty promises to provide recorded costs “as soon as they become 13 

available.”  Liberty filed its 100-day update on April 11, 2024.  Liberty updated its 14 

recorded amounts for 2023.  Figure 7 shows Liberty’s 100-day updated workpapers. 15 

16 

 
68 Liberty’s Response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-019, Q1. 
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Figure 7: Liberty’s 100 Day Update Workpapers for GO Plant Additions 1 

 69 2 

 3 
Figure 7 demonstrates that Liberty revised it software costs to $16.3M in 2023. 4 

Cal Advocates asked for Liberty to provide support for the $16.3M.  Liberty provided a 5 

transaction analysis, a summary and supporting invoices: 6 

7 

 
69 Liberty’s 100-day update to “GO25 RCBD.xlsx”. 
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Figure 8: Excerpt from Liberty’s Transaction Analysis 1 
<< Begin Confidential >> 2 

70 3 

<< End Confidential >> 4 

Figure 8 shows the type of information Liberty’s transaction analysis provides.  5 

The report says little about the cost, certainly not enough to determine the reasonableness 6 

of the expense.  Furthermore, the expense is accrued meaning it was not actually paid, 7 

just recorded in Liberty’s books.  Below are the summary details Liberty provided: 8 

 
70 Liberty’s supplemental response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-019, Attachment “Transaction 
Analysis.xlsx”.  Cal Advocates had to follow-up with an email to get the information from Liberty. 
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Figure 9 Summary Details of Liberty’s 2023 Customer First Project Costs 1 

71 2 

 3 
Figure 9 provides Liberty’s summary information about the project. The summary 4 

shows a high-level breakdown of costs, but again no details.  For example, Liberty’s 5 

external labor shows $14.5M, but includes no supporting consultant invoices to help 6 

explain why that amount is reasonable.  As referenced in the summary details, Liberty 7 

also provided some invoices.  Unfortunately, these invoices are from Liberty to itself and 8 

contain no details on the work performed.  Figure 10 shows one of the invoices Liberty 9 

provides as support: 10 

 
71 Liberty’s supplemental response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-019, Attachment “Support 
Summary Details.xlsx”. 
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Figure 10: Liberty’s Customer First Project Invoice to Park Water. 1 

72 2 

 3 
Figure 10 shows Liberty’s invoice to Park for its Customer First project.  Liberty’s 4 

invoice to itself includes no details on the work performed, such as the hours spent, the 5 

hourly rates, the scope of the project, or any other evidence that could be used to assess 6 

the reasonableness of the charges.  Did Liberty’s stated project costs result in any used or 7 

useful assets?  What exactly does customer first foundation in-service mean?  Was this 8 

the total external labor for Liberty’s customer first project?  Did Liberty’s parent 9 

company spend the entire lump sum without much, if any, benefit to Park?  The invoice 10 

does not provide many useful details. 11 

 
72 Liberty’s supplemental response to Cal Advocates Data Request RK-019, Attachment “PW C1 
Invoice.pdf”. 
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Instead, Liberty charges itself a lump-sum amount of $7,769,942.  The 1 

Commission should not allow Liberty to include $7,769,942 in rate base with little 2 

support for the reasonableness of this costs.  This $7,769,942 lump sum is even more 3 

questionable when considering Cal Advocates had to submit multiple Data Requests over 4 

the course of seven weeks (March 1, 2024, to April 25, 2024) before Liberty finally 5 

submitted a self-generated invoice from one area of Liberty’s to another area of Liberty’s 6 

operations.   7 

Because Liberty’s Customer First project costs are unsupported, the Commission 8 

should find it reasonable to use an alternate forecast to project Liberty’s TY 2025 IT rate 9 

base.  The Commission should exclude Liberty’s Customer First project costs from rate 10 

base until Liberty can reasonably support their expenditures with a breakdown justifying 11 

the costs, such as genuine vendor invoices, and the Commission can review the charges 12 

for reasonableness.  The Commission should also remove $976,366 in depreciation 13 

expense and $774,548 in maintenance costs related to Liberty’s Customer First projects. 14 

IV. CONCLUSION 15 
The Commission should deny Liberty’s forecast by adopting the recommendations 16 

contained in this chapter, which reduces Liberty’s total parent company allocation to Park 17 

and Apple Valley to $5M from $12.1M and general office rate base to $32M from $49M 18 

in TY 2025.  19 

  20 
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 1 
OF 2 

ROY KEOWEN 

 3 
Q1. Please state your name, business address, and position with the California Public 4 

Utilities Commission (Commission). 5 
 6 
A1. My name is Roy Keowen, and my business address is 320 West 4th Street, Suite 7 

500, Los Angeles, California 90013.  I am a Financial Examiner in the Water 8 
Branch of the Public Advocates Office. 9 

 10 
Q2. Please summarize your education background and professional experience. 11 
 12 
A2. I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Business Administration, Option in 13 

Accounting, from California State University, Los Angeles. 14 
I have been employed by the Public Advocates Office – Water Branch since 15 
January 2014 and participated in multiple GRCs.  My previous professional 16 
experience includes a Tax Auditor position with the California State Board of 17 
Equalization and as an Office Manager position at a small non-profit organization.    18 

 19 
Q3. What is your responsibility in this proceeding? 20 
 21 
A3. In this proceeding I prepared analysis and testimony addressing Park and Apple 22 

Valley’s proposal for General Office expenses. 23 
 24 
Q4. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 25 
 26 
A4. Yes, it does. 27 
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