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8 Page letter with comments on the L.Q.S. system & various exhibits. 

Exhibit G - 1 Before the Az. Corp. Comm. -- PROCEDURAL ORDER 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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6. I I  

7. 11 

8. 11  

9. I 1  

10. 11  

11. I 1  

12. 11  

G - 2 Steve Gay, OperatorlManager 12/29/05 report. 

G - 3 Resolved ... reopen rate case ...... Further Resolved ..... 

G - 4  

G - 5  

G - 6  

G - 7  

G - 8  

G - 9  

G -  10 

G-11 

John Gay 2/20/05 Comparison of costs of Arsenic 
units at each well with combined of 6 & 7 at Well 6 

Miller Brooks 7/1/05 Plans, Costs, etc for Arsenic 
treatment at each well. (flof/ {) 

John Gay 1 /20/06 letter to other Directors 8 
Interested parties -- need $1 80,000 savings per year 
to make combined at #6 as cost effective as arsenic 
units at each well. 

John Gay 9/14/05 letter to Judge Rodda asking for 
Intervention to try to stop out of control spending by 
L.Q.S. Board of Directors majority. 

John Gay 1 /9/06 letter to other Directors & 
Operation people --Money problems, When 
Manager leaves, New well possibility, etc. 

John Gay 4/18/05 letter to Mike Redmond, PDEQ 
Minimun storage, $600,000 Arsenic vs $1,789,375 

3 pages Ron Kozoman’s exhibits to show 21 9.90% 
increase in rates for some customers. 

John Gay trying to use Westland’s figures to 
compare costs of Arsenic units at each well 
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with combined of 6 & 7 at well 6 

13. Exhibit G - 12 Manager showing L.Q.S. savings of $40,200 
per year because we use Elec. Interrupt Service 
(Watch what do in future so do not loose this.) 
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1241 W. Calle De La Plaza 
Sahuarita, Az. 85629 
January 22,2006 
Phone (520) 625 - 3327 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket Control ? 
400 W. Congress, Tucson, Az. 
(I do not know how to address this letter. I phoned 628-6550 on Jan. 12, 
2006 and Reg Lopez told me to deliver to Suite 218 in the North Building 
and he would distribuite as required.) 

INTERVENOR’S PAPERS & DOCUMENTS FOR DOCKET NO. W-0158A-04-0178, 
W-0158A-05-0326, and W-01583A-05-0340 

1. 
it states near the bottom of Page 3 “The exact type of recovery 
mechanism has not yet been defined.” I therefore believe thatif I can 
show the Commission that my idea has merrit it may be approved. 

In my Exhibit G-1 (Before the Az. Corp. Comm. --PROCEDURAL ORDER) 

2. 
January 1,2005 the Commission was very definite on what and when 
L.Q.S. had to do about arsenic and we were to be in compliance on 
January 23,2006. I have never had any information in writing that this 
date was being extended. In fact, I even heard that there might be fines, 
etc. if we were not in compliance. My voting as a Director of L.Q.S. was 
based on this written order. 

On the Decision 67455 that the Commission ordered to be effective 

In Exhibit G-2 (Steve Gay, Operator/Manager 12/29/05 report to the 
Directors) under 4. Arsenic ADEQ time frame: Steve says he talked to 
John Calkins (I don’t know his title, or whom he is with), and at our 
Directors meeting of 1-1 9-06 Steve spoke about our extension time for 
being in compliance. He states, “For LQS it will mean that in the 1st qtr. of 
2007 ADEQ will have our Point of Entry’s (POE’S) sampled for arsenic . . . . . . . ’ I  

So I have some hear-say information now, but I still do not have anything 
written by the Commission saying we have an extension in time for 
compliance. So again, this lack of written orders from the Commission has 
influenced my voting as a Director. 
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3. 
Resolved ..... long-term indebtedness ........ etc. ) on April 27, 2005 I voted 
as a Director for this resolution. All five resolutions were in general terms 
to get the ball rolling with the Commission, and nothing tied us down to a 
particular plan so I was in favor of the 5 resolutions. 

In my Exhibit G-3 (Resolved ... reopen rate case, Be It Further 

ARSENIC TREATMENT PROPOSALS 

A. Phelps Dodge paid Malcolm Pirnie and they came up with four 
alternatives which ranged in capital costs from $1,080,000 to $1,280,000 
with annual operation and maintenance costs from $1 66,000 to $318,000. 
On two of the alternatives they assumed turnkey media replacement of 
twice a year. They did mention in three of the alternatives, “Blending will 
assist in controlling sulfate, it it becomes an issue.” Sulfates are an issue in 
the water company that adjoins us on the south so I do not know if this is 
why Phelps Dodge had this report done. In any case, they weren’t 
considered partly because their 0 & M annual costs were so high. 
(In Commission’s Docket W-0158A-04-0178 and in Decision 67455 of Jan. 
1,2005 “Staff has calculated a preliminary estimate of arsenic removal 
costs for LQS’s system using ADEQ Arsenic Master Plan (“AMP”). Staff’s 
estimate includes $1 86,992 in capital costs, $1 24,122 for annual 
operations and maintenance costs and $28,049 in engineering costs. 
However, we make no finding in this Decision as to the reasonableness of 
Staff’s estimates or any costs that may be incurred by LQS to meet the 
new arsenic MCLs.”) 

B. Steve Gay went to a lot of meetings on the subject, talked to sales 
people and engineers, and on Sept. 27,2004 Kaycee, Steve, and I went to 
Mesa to a big show where the vaious companies had displays and 
engineers to explain and answer questions. L.Q.S. even joined an 
organization which was working on the subject. 

c. 
to do engineering to assist with the arsenic removal. 

On January 10,2005 we signed a contract with Westland Resources 

D My notes show I received on 2-1 6-05 Westland’s February 2005 
report “LAS QUINTAS WATER COMPANY DRAFT WATER SYSTEM MASTER 
PLAN.” 



I 

January 22,2006 Page 3 

My G-4 Exhibit goes into great detail showing costs of a arsenic system 
with units at each well for $580,000 over all, compared to Westland’s 
central arsenic plan costing $1,279,000 or $1,598,750. You will note I 
sent copies of this on February 20,2005 to Westland, Mike Wood, and 
Rohn Householder. I have never received any phone calls back 
questioning these facts, or anything in writing. As I recall, (and Steve Gay 
also recalls it, and I do not know about Kaycee) at a Directors meeting 
after they had copies of G-4 Rohn said, “Oh, that is just the salesman 
talking.” It is not important whether Rohn said anything, but I thought he 
did, so my wife and I hired the engineering firm Miller Brooks 
Environmental, Inc. to see what they might come up with. 

On June 7,2005 I sent Miller Brooks an advance of $1,000 and signed 
the paper work for them to do the engineering for Exhibit G-5. We paid 
them over $7,000 total and I think they did a fine job. (Some years ago I 
worked for the U.S. Navy doing engineering upgrading mostly on 
submarines. 1 would pull the plans of the particular submarine, make my 
drawings and list of materials and when this was approved the material 
would be purchased. All this time the submarine could be at sea half 
the world away. The submarine was scheduled into the San Francisco 
Naval Shipyard for the modifications after all plans were done and 
material purchased and in the Shipyard’s warehouse. So with that 
experience I did the same sort of thing with Miller Brooks. I took photos 
and made drawings so they did not have to come from Phoeniox to LQS 
property. ) Miller Brooks Environmantal’s design was, I felt, far superior to, 
and much more practical than Westland’s design, and could be put in for 
about one half of the cost. 

One notes when compring Exhibits G-4 and G-5 that on Well # 7  both 
are using Model EAS-3008 but the price quotd on G-4 was only good until 
22 June 04, and on G-5 the price was more and good until 13 May 05. 
The G-4 price was for $229,000 and the G-5 for $243,000. That is one of 
the reasons I had $580,000 for G-4 and Miller Brooks has $71 2,000 for G-5. 

COST COMPARISON BETWEEN CENTRAL UNIT AND AT EACH WELL 

5. Applicant’s Exhibit A-1 which is a March 2005 report shows on 
Appendix A costs of $1,789,375. In Applicant’s Exhibit A-13 which is a 
September 2005 report I can not find any costs. Exhibit 2 in Applicant’s 
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Exhibit A-1 is the plans for the central unit at Well #6. Appendix C in 
Applicant’s Exhibit A-1 3 is again the # 6  well site layout. Between the two 
there are lots of changes and Steve Gay told me the other day that there 
are major changes in the plans that are now comming out from the ones 
shown in Exhibit A-13. From what I see, many of these changes are going 
to make the cost go up so there is a good chance now that the 
$1,789,375 figure of 3/24/05 will not cover what Westland has in their 
plans now. 

6. 
and the Miller Brooks costs are, there is about $1,000,000 difference 
between the two. This is the reason I wrote the Exhibit G-6 because if I 
can get either of the other two Directors to agree with me L.Q.S. will have 
saved about $1,000,000 and have a more reliable system. 

In any case, it doesn’t reaally matter what the final Westland costs, 

7. In the second paragraph on the second page in my September 
14th letter to Judge Rodda (Exhibit G-7) I partially explain why I want to 
be an intervenor as soon as possible because the manager and other 
two Directors are spending money to implement the Westland proposal 
because they think it is in effect. In my Exhibit G-8 in paragraph #11  I 
explain to the other two Directors that we have had to sell $94,917 of our 
investments this year just to operate. 

If 1 am correct in my paragraph # 1  in this letter, backed up by my 
Exhibit G-1 we are wasting a lot of money if the Corporation Commission 
decides that Westland’s central unit is too costly. 

8. My letter of April 18,2005 to Mike Redmond, Pima County Dept. of 
Environmental Quailty (Exhibit G-9) was given to Mr Redmond when I 
met him at his office at 8 AM on April 19,2005. Paragraph #7 and #8 deal 
with minimum required storage and he figured it out right then and said 
we were 0.k. Later that day I handed copies of this letter to Steve Gay 
and Lany Robertson and mailed Rohn’s and Mike’s copies on April 20th. 
When I checked with Rohn and Mike (a few days later ? ) all they 

the ADEQ is the one that actually checks our system for compliance, not 
the Corporation Commission, so here is a man that a few years earlier 1 
was along with him when he checked a new L.Q.S. subdivision pipe 
installation to see if it was o.k., and I am supposed to ask him to sign a 
paper to what he told me. 

I wanted to know was, “Did you get it in writing” My understanding is that 
I 



January 22,2006 Page 5 
Mr Redmond and I talked about Westland’s $1,789,375 system and he 

agreed with me having seen our system that the $600,000 systen would 
be more reliable, and as far as they were concerned, we could change 
engineers at any time. 

COMPARING CUSTOMERS MONTHLY COSTS FOR WATER 
9. 
A-8 or A-9 but frankly 1 was not smart enough so 1 have copied three of his 
pages and I will call them my Exhibit G-10. The bottom area of page 7 is 
the heading for the material on page 8. He shows 5/8 x 3/4 meters 
having a Monthly Minimum of $1 0.00 and then adding the ACRM Charge 
of $21.99 gives a total of $31.99. On the next page 
H-3 Page 1 Witness: Kozoman ) he shows this to be a 21 9.90% increase 
for all people having this size meter. He is figuring this on a proposed debt 
of $1,648,750 which I believe would be a $9.34 rate increase if our 
arsenic removal system only costs $700,000. I would expect many of our 
customers to complain loudly when they are charged an additional 
$21.99 per month and a more reliable system could have been built 
where their additional charge would have been $9.34. 

I wanted to refer to Ron Kozoman’s figures and use his Exhibit 

(Exhibit Schedule 

IS A CENTRAL ARSENIC TREATMENT LOCATION MOST EFFICENT ? 
10. Page 1 of Exhibit G - 1 1 is the written motion I made at the April 27, 
2005 meeting of the Board of Directors. The motion was approved 3 to 0. 
Page 2 is a copy of Page 9 of Applicant’s Exhibit A-1 . They should be 
iden tica I. 

Page 3 is Westland’s “Combined Arsenic Treatment at Well Site 6”. 
The subtotal of this is $1,431,500. 

Page 4 is Westland’s “Individual Arsenic Treatment at Each Well.” 
The subtotal of this is $1,337,000. They forgot to add the 200 gpm 
Adsorption Treatment System for #5 which they had on my page 3 as 
$1 00,000 so when I add this the subtotal is $1,437,000. So using their 
figures it is more expensive to treat at Each Well. 

I do not agree with Westland so I have taken my Page 3 and blanked 
out the Unit, Quantity and Unit price columns so I can show my figures and 
I will give reasons below. This will be my page 5. Page 6 explains with #5 
well exactly what I have been trying to explain we should do at the #6 
well and #7 well. When you don’t have to put in 100,000 gal. to 400,000 
gal tanks and new pumping units and new elec generating units there is 
enough space at each well without moving fencing and the existing 
equipment. The $243,000 and the $1 88,000 I took from my Exhibit G-5 
and these prices were good until 13 May 2005. 
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We Directors were told by Steve Gay that Westland would not make a 
comparison sheet like we asked for. Steve said that they said they had 
already done this. Steve gave me on May 2nd what I call Page 4. This 
was so absurd that I would not even consider it. My reasons were 
1. They forgot to include #5 well for $1 00,000. 
2. They had a 150,000 gallon reservoir at #7 well for $140,000. 
3. They had a 100,000 gallon reservoir at #6 well for $95,000. 
On the two reservoirs I could understand that they did not understand 
what was going on, but my page 6 shows that someone at Westland did 
understand because they wrote nearly an entire page saying #5 will not 
require any modifications to pump directly into the distribution system. 

This # 10 subject on the motion for information I have covered in detail 
because I have the feeling that Mike Wood and Rohn Householder either 
do not understand the L.Q.S. water system, or they do not care. (I am 
happy to hear that Rohn and a couple of other people will tour the 
system in a few days. I may be wrong, but I do not think Rohn has ever 
been to #6 well where this central unit is proposed, even though the 
proposal which he continuouly backs will cost over $1,000,000.) 

1 1. Interrupt Service (IS) I am including as Exhibit G-12 a page Steve 
Gay, our manager, wrote some time ago. H e  shows that L.Q.S. saves 
over $40,200 per year by using interrupt service. If we go with Westland’s 
proposal we need to watch carefully, or L.Q.S.’s expenses in the future will 
be $40K per year more. Steve has been manager for about 20 years and 
it is his dedication and experience that makes this system work. Steve 
gave us notice several months ago that he is leaving on March 31,2006. 
He has tried, and I have tried, to get information from the two Phelps 
Dodge Directors as to what they plan to do when Steve leaves, and at 
the Director’s meeting last week I asked point blank and they said in a 
week, or two, we might have some information. The only other L.Q.S. 
field employee is Gary Hatcher who is leaving at the same time and we 
need to get somone now to be trained by Gary. 

NEW ORLEANS WATER TANK LOCATION 
12. I assume that qualified engineers stamped approval to build levees 
and construct homes that were destroyed by water a few months ago in 
New Orleans. As I hear it, people in the hard -hit areas had no clean 
drinking water and could not flush toilets. Applicant’s Exhibits A-1 and A- 
13 both show in their proposals 400,000 Gallon Reservoirs at #6 well 
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location. Westland shows the cost for this reservoir to be $325,000. If the 
L.Q.S. franchise area had a major disaster we probably could fill gallon 
jugs of water from the water in this tank, but would be no help in flushing 
toilets in any homes left. 

We have two storage tanks on the old Anamax property at an 
elevation to give proper water pressure to our franchise area. A few years 
ago we got a second easement where the tanks are, so there is now 
enough room to build a large tank where the north small tank is now. 
Near the bottom of page 1 on Exhibit G-2 is a comment that our lawyer 
does not like the wording of the easement. 

On January 12th I phoned Harold Metz of Twin Buttes Properties, who 
now own the property and I explained our situation and he said he would 
check with their lawyer, I think in Cleveland. At the L.Q.S. Director’s 
meeting last week we instructed our Manager, Steve Gay, to get in 
writing what our lawyer didn’t like so we could correct the problem, if 
there is one. I checked with Steve yesterday and he had nothing from 
our lawyer as he is on vacation. Today, January 24th, I phoned Harold 
Metz with that information. He suggested we have our lawyer write up 
what he likes and present it to the Twin Buttes Properties people. 

Twin Buttes Properties owns about 77 acres of undeveloped property in 
the L.Q.S. franchise area, so I would think they would like L.Q.S. to operate 
smoothly. 

CONCLUSION 

Monthly Financial reports for September 2005. With no October, 
November, and December financial reports available, and then in my 
Exhibit G-8 saying on#l 1 that we had used $94,917 of our savings in less 
than one year one can see how difficult it is for us three Directors to make 
sensible decisions. 

In our Decision No. 67455 we asked for a return of 30.97% and this was 
all Kent Alme’s idea who was a Director then. Seeing how the 
Commission wrote this up in the Decision I have always wondered if they 
felt our organization was like Enron, with crooks running it, and gave us a 
bad time and made it necessary to come right back for another rate 
increase before we went broke. Therefore, when I have seen our offering 
a proposal costing about $1,000,000 more than I feel will be necessary for 
a more reliable system, I felt I must speak up and be an intervenor. 
Assuming that our lawyer is used to answer most of my intervenor items (At 
the 1 /19/06 meeting neither Kaycee who types the checks or Steve who 
signs them could tell us what the lawyer’s wages are) and not Kaycee at 

At our Director’s Board meeting on January 19,2006 we received the 
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$1 6.37 per hour, or Steve at $27.80 per hour, these proceedings will cost 
L.Q.S. (and our customers) lots of money . 

If I can just get one of the two Phelps Dodge Directors to see the 
advantages of saving $1,000,000 and vote with me, everything will be 
over. If they have strong beliefs and will explain them to me, and they 
make sense, then I will vote with them and L.Q.S. will not have to spend all 
of this money on lawyer’s fees. 

1-22-06 DOC 

Yours truly 

J. 
J 
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

COMMISSIONERS 

JEFF HATCH-MILLER, Chairman 
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 
MARC SPITZER 
MIKE GLEASON 
KRISTIN K. MAYES 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO. FOR A 
RATE INCREASE. 

~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _  ~ ~ ~~ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO. FOR 

INDEBTEDNESS TO FINANCE WATER 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AND ASSURE 
COMPLIANCE WITH NEW ARSENIC RULES. 

AUTHORITY TO INCUR LONG-TERM 

-. 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO. FOR AN 
OPINION AND ORDER TO (i) RE-OPEN THE 
RECORD IN A RECENT RATE CASE SO AS TO 
CONSIDER EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF AN 
ARSENIC COST RECOVERY MECHANISM, 
AND (ii) MODIFY RATE CASE DECISION IN 
ORDER TO ADD AN ARSENIC COST 
RECOVERY MECHANISM AS AN 
AUTHORIZED RATE AND CHARGE. 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

Y“ 
DOCKET NO. W-01583A-04-0178 

DOCKET NO. W-O1583A-05-0326 

DOCKET NO. W-O1583A-05-0340 

‘.; 

PROCEDURAL ORDER 

”z 

By Procedural Order dated August 18, 2005, upon request of the parties, the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (“Cormission”) suspended the procedural schedule that had been set in 

the above captioned matter. 

On November 15, 2005, Commission Utilities Division Staff (“Staff ’) and Las Quintas 

Serenas Water Company (“Las Qunitas” or “Company”) jointly proposed the following procedural 

schedule: 

Las Qunitas files-dire-ct testimony and exhibits December 7,2005 

Staff/Intervenors file direct testimony and exhibits 

Las Quintas files rebuttal testimony and exhibits 

January 25,2006 

February 21 , 2006 

j.Yane\PO\Arsenic\LaQuintaPOSsetsHearing doc 1 
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Hearing 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that a hearing in the consolidated matters shall commence 

3n March 1, 2006, at 1O:OO a.m., or as soon thereafter as is practical, at the Commission’s offices, 

Room 222,400 West Congress, Tucson, Arizona. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that direct testimony and associated exhibits to be presented at 

hearing by Las Qunitas shall be reduced to writing and filed on or before December 7,2005. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that testimony and associated exhibits to be presented at hearing 

by Staff or any Intervenors shall be reduced to writing and filed on or before January 25,2006. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any rebuttal testimony and associated exhibits to be 

presented at hearing by Las Quintas shall be reduced to writing and filed on or before February 21, 

2006. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any surrebvttal testimony and any rejoinder testimony shall 

be presented orally at the hearing. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any objections to any testimony or exhibits that have been 

prefiled as of February 2 1,2006, shall be made on or before February 27,2006. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all testimony filed shall include a table of contents that lists 

the issues discussed. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any substantive corrections, revisions, or supplements to 

pre-filed testimony shall be reduced to writing and filed no k te r  than five days before the witness is 

scheduled to testify. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the parties shall prepare a brief, written summary of the 

pre-filed testimony of each of their witnesses and shall file each summary by 3:OO p.m. on February 

27,2006. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that copies of summaries shall be served upon the Presiding 

Officer, the Commission.ers, and the Commissioners’ aides, as well as the parties of record. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that intervention shall be in accordance with A.A.C. R14-3-105, 

except that all motions to intervene must be filed on or before February 14,2006. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that discovery shall be as permitted by law and the rules and 

2 
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regulations of the Commission, except that: until February 1, 2006, any objection to discGvery 

requests shall be made within 7 days’ of receipt and responses to discovery requests shall be made 

within 10 days of receipt; thereafter, objections to discovery requests shall be made within 5 days and 

responses shall be made in 7 days; the response time may be extended by mutual agreement of the 

parties involved if the request requires an extensive compilation effort. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, in the alternative to filing a written motion to compel 

discovery, any party seeking discovery may telephonically contact the Commission’s Hearing 

Division to request a date for a procedural hearing to resolve the discovery dispute; that upon such a 

request, a procedural hearing will be convened as soon as practicable; and that the party making such 

a request shall forthwith contact all other parties to advise them of the hearing date and shall at the 

hearing provide a statement confirming that the other parties were contacted.2 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any responses to motions shall be filed within five days of 

the filing date of the motion. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any replies shall be filed within five days of the filing date 

of the response. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that public notice of the hearing in this matter shall be provided 

in the following form and style, with the heading in no less than 12 point type and the body in no less 
I 

than 10 point type: 

On May 15, 2005, Las Quintas Serenas Water Co. (“Company”) filed with the 
Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) an application for authority to 
implement a charge to recover the cost of new water treatment facilities needed to 
comply with new federal government drinking water standards. The new federal 
standards, which become effective January 23, 2006, reduce the maximum level of 
arsenic allowed in drinking water from 50 to 10 parts per billion. On May 2,2005, the 
Company filed a Finance Application seeking authority to incur long-term debt in the 
amount of $1,648,750 associated with the capital improvements needed to treat 
arsenic. The exact type of recovery mechanism has not yet been defined. If approved 
by the Commission, an additional charge to allow for recovery of the costs associated 

“Days” means calendar days. 
The parties are encouraged to attempt to settle discovery disputes through informal, good-faith negotiations 

1 

2 

before seeking Commission resolution of the controversy. 

3 
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with arsenic treatment would be effective in the second quarter of 2006, and would 
increase the average monthly residential bill by an as yet undetermined amount. 
Copies of the Company's application and other filings are available for public 
inspection during regular business hours at the Company's office [COMPANY 
INSERT ADDRESS AND CONTACT INFORMATION MERE] and at the 
Commission's Docket Control Center, 1200 West Washington, Phoenix, Arizona 
85007 or its Tucson office 400 W. Congress, Suite 218, Tucson, Arizona 85701. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing on this matter beginning March 1, 2006 
at 1O:OO a.m. at the Commission's offices, Room 222, 400 West Congress Street, 
Tucson, Arizona. Public comments will be taken on the first day of the hearing. 

The law provides for an open public hearing at which, under appropriate 
circumstances, interested parties may intervene. Intervention shall be permitted to any 
person entitled by law to intervene and having a direct and substantial interest in the 
matter. Persons desiring to intervene must file a written motion to intervene with the 
Commission no later than February 14,2006. The motion to intervene must be sent 
to all parties of record, and shall contain the following: 

1. The name, address, and telephone number of the proposed intervenor 
and of any entity upon whom service of documents is to be made if 
different from the intervenor; 

2. A short statement of the proposed intervenor's interest in the 
proceeding; and 

A statement certifling that a copy of the motion to intervene has been 
mailed to all parties of record in the proceeding. 

The granting of intervention, among other things, entitles a party to present sworn 
evidence at the hearing and to cross-examine other witnesses. However, failure to 
intervene will not preclude any interested person or entity from appearing at the 
hearing and providing public comment or from filing wrirten comments in the record 
of the case. You will not receive any further notice of this proceeding unless you 
request it. 

3. 

If you have any questions about this application, or want further information on 
intervention, you may contact the Consumer Servies Section of the Commission at 
1200 W. Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 or call 1-800-222-7000. 

The Commission does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to its 
public meetings. Persons with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation 
such as a sign language interpreter, as well as request this document in an alternative 
format, by contacting Linda Hogan, ADA Coordinator, voice phone number 6021542- 
3931, E-mail LHogan@,azcc.gov. Requests should be made as early as possible to 
allow time to arrange the accommodation. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Las Quintas shall cause a copy of the above-ordered notice 

o be published in a newspaper of general circulation in its service area no,later than December 21, 

!005, and shall file certification of publication as soon as practicable after publication has been 

:ompleted. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Las Quintas shall mail a copy of the above-ordered notice 

to each of its customers by First Class United States mail no later than December 21,2005; and shall 

file certification of mailing as soon as practicable after mailing has been completed. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that notice shall be deemed complete upon publication and 

mailing of same, notwithstanding the failure of an individual to read the notice. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Ex Parte Rule (A.A.C. R14-3-113 - Unauthorized 

Communications) applies to this proceeding and shall remain in effect until the Commission’s 

Decision in this matter is final and non-appealable. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the time periods specified herein shall not be extended 

pursuant to Rule 6(a) or (e) of the Rules of Civil Procedure. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Presiding Officer may rescind, alter, amend, or waive 

any portion of this Procedural Order either by subsequent Procedural Order or by ruling at hearing. 

i ‘  
DATED this /&‘2ay of November, 2005. 

/ / ADMIT~ISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
/’ L 

Copies of the foregoing mailed 
t h i s m  day of November, 2005 to: 

Mr. Steve Gay 
General Managedoperator 
Las Quintas Serenas Water Company 
16965 Camino De Las Quintas 
P.O. Box 68 
Sahuarita, AZ 85629 

Lawrence V. Robertson Jr 
Munger Chadwick PLC 
333 N Wilmot Suite 300- 
Tucson, AZ 8571 1-2634 

John S. Gay 
1241 W. Calle De La Plaz 
Sahuarita, Arizona 85629 
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Christopher Kempley, Chief Counsel 
Jason Gellman 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Ernest Johnson, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Arizona Reporting Service, Inc. 
2627 N. Third Street, Suite Three 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-1 103 

Secretary to Jane L. Rodda 
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LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO. 
P. 0. BOX 68 

SAHUARITA, A2 85629 
(520) 6254040 ~~h I I  .b * f. 

648-3520 Fax G- 2 
Does the Board want a meeting in Dec. 2005, or January 2006? 

#1 .LQS Viability: 

it will not be able to operate successfully. 
I am extremely concerned that LQS will be getting into a financial situation where 

ACC coordination (ACRM) Expended to date Outstanding 
$ 19,566.40 $7,882.23 
$ 1,720.00 $ 00 

Legal 

ACC specialty Accountant $ 13,313.19 $ 00 
Account 

WestLand Engineering $ 4,110.46 $4,794.25 
LQS Office costs $ 466.44 $ 298.82 

$39,176.47 $ 12,975.30 

These costs are all related to acquiring ACC authority to accrue debt and are not 
considered a part of the Arsenic Recovery Mechanism (ACRM). More money is expected 
to be spent throughout this procedure. LQS will not have an opportunity to recover these 
costs until the next rate case at which time the ACC will determine what part of these 
costs will be allowed (ifany) in tbe company’s future rates. 

(Legal and accounting have been very generous to LQS on what hours have been 
billed to the company). 

Upsizing 250,000 gallon arsenic storage tank to 400,000 gallons: 
WestLand is saying that % of the cost of a 400,000 gallon tank would be $140,000 
which I think LQS cantlot afford the luxury of at this time. It is highly probable that the 
ACC will not allow LQS to recoup the cost of the additional storage, as they may rule it 
not useful, unless the engineers can prove that it enhances the plant. 

Larry Robertson looked at the LQS easement for the storage tanks on # 3 tailings 
and said that at the discretion of the Grantor, LQS could be moved off at any time at 
LQS’s expense and that the Grantor does not need to give LQS another easement. Larry 
also suggests that LQS not show this easement to the ACC as they may remove or 
subtract a portion of the current rate base for this storage facility. 

If LQS should have # 7 well go down, # 5 well cave in and only # 6 well 
operating at the new arsenic plant capacity of 550 GPM natural gas and have only 
250,000 gallons storage with boosters + 90,000 gal storage on # 3 tailings, then this 

~ 
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This is what the minimurn storage required by ADEQ and PDEQ is. This also includes 
the new 239 homes of Santa Cruz Meadows and other homes recently built. LQS could 
get ANAMAX Park to reduce waierhg and probably keep the customers all in water for 
an extended the.  (Pages 7& 8 attached of Nov. 2003 Managers report) 

I do not know if there is a reasonable possibility of using the proposed cost of # 5 
well arsenic treatment plant to either increase pumping capacity of # 6 well or more 
storage to offset # 5 well pumping (200 GPM X 60 minutes X 24 hours = 288,000 
gallons per day) 

at # 5 well, then # 5 well will not be firnctional for what ever reason and then the ACC 

# 6 well is currently overdue for a major overhaul, of about $35,000 dollars. I am 
waiting until after the arsenic plant is installed, so the new bowls would be set up for the 
new pump curve needed to operate at lower pressure and larger volume for the arsenic 
treatment plant. 

LQS has approX;nately $220,550 remaining value in stocks & mutual fhds. 
LQS sold $28,257 of stock to cover expenses in Nov. 2005 
Johnson & Johnson $18,504.21 
Intel $ 4,945.42 
SBC Communications $ 4,808.36 

2. Kaycee’s wages to be re-evaluated: 

3. Gary Hatcher has resigned with an effkctive date no later then March 3 1,2006. He is 
very willing to train his replacement on water meter reading and sequencing. 

Does the Board want a fulltime person in this position? 
A person on call all the time? 
A person with mechanical, water or electrical background? 
What price range is the Board willing to pay, and is part time work and call out 

What is being paid in the water industry, ($14 for a water meter reader) or like 
worth more per hour or less per hour than hlltime employees. 

the day labors ($8 per hr.) or skill based pay compensation (start $12, and possibly 
achieve $25  per hr. as in Tucson Water) 

2 



4. Arsenic ADEQ time fiarne: 

I talked to John Calkins (1-800-2345677 ext 771-4617) on 10/12/05 about the 
extension time for mpliance for Arsenic. pbr 
Waf ~ P ~ ~ o f E a b r y ‘ s  W E ’  
theMAPprogramlfthesarnplesarelessthan 1OPPBthemteroompanyiSin 
compliance and the next samples will be taben in 2010. If the samples are 10 PPB or 
higher in the 1st Qtr in 2007, then quarterly sampling will begin ibr tb,e rest of the year, 
and ifthe average yearly samples are less than 10 PPB, then the water company will be in 

I 

I compliance and MAP will sample LQS again in 2010. 

This has been conhned by the ADEQ web site. 

LQS received an EPA Email saying that the EPA has now made an “arsenic 
Virtual Trade Show” site with training scheduled on how to use the site on January 10, 
2006. 

5.  ACC progress: 

John Gay is mw signed up as an intervener in the pending applications for the 

LQS’s Lawyer requests that intervener’s requests for information be submitted in 
arsenic recovery mechanism and the authority to approve debt. 

writing, so the company will have documentation of what is provided. 

After all kinds of data requests and phone cunferences, the ACC and LQS are on 
track for the procedural hearing schedule as per Judge Rodda . 

Westland progress: 

The surveying and alignmerit for the water line firom # 7 well to # 6 well is 
completed. 

A Hydrologist is working through WestLand Resources on whether the # 6 well 
site needs to be raised to keep it o d  of the sand wash and which sand washes need to be 
bored under in order to keep the time and cost of permitting down. 

6. System operation: 

The radio SCADA system Has been having problems for some time. First 
communication &om # 6 well to the office was sporadically not working. M e r  changing 
antennas, using the tank SCADA as a repeater and lots of testing, the # 6 well radio was 
changed out for a new one. # 6 SCADA works great now, but twice now the total 
SCADA radio system seemed jammed with nothing working. The radio manu&cture 
troubleshooting technicians think it could be one of the radios jamming in send mode and 
locking the whole band. This would be like using a CB radio and having the mike keyed 
so only interference could be heard. The factory representatives say that this has 
happened a few times out of thousands of radios in operation. 

checked by looking at its lights and seeing what is happening. 
We are now waiting for the system to jam again so each radio can be physically 

3 



. 
7. LaCanada & Santa Cruz Meadows: 

As fhr as LQS is concerned, La Canada is completed except the raking of the 
valve boxes and completing the modifications on the maps. (as built) 

LQS has installed two new 1 %” water meters on La Canada for landscape which 
the Town will eventually be paying the water bill on. 

I 
Smta Cruz Meadows is actually being built. Brushing started the first week of December 
with Starting the water line tie-ins on Dee. 12,2005. This is great and will help LQS by 
looping in ## 6 & 7 wells into the system and allowing much greater flows with less 
pressure loss. 

8. County bi-yearly inspection: 

PDEQ inspected the water system on 12/7/05 and found no out of compliance 
issues. 

9. Nancy Freeman: 

She is still writing articles in the Green Valley paper about polluted water, but 
LQS is receiving few comments h m  our customers about her articles. 

Nancy is orgarriZhg a meting at the U of A on January 23,2006 for the purpose 
of discussing the possibility of how to save the aquifer by recharging storm water. John & 
Steve are planning on going. 

10. Town study of “whether the town wants to get into the water business.” 

The S a h h t a  Sun Oct. 30,2005 had an article about the town hkhg a consultant 
to look into the prospects of supplying roads, sewer, water and schools in the area. 

Mike Lytle, Manager for Rancho Sahuarita Water asked if LQS was for sale as 
possibly they would be interested in buying. 

1 1. Grumpy customers: 

Our famify is still getting people walking into the house looking for the water 
company or calling our house phone number for the water company. This is happening 
less and less. 

However, Sunday Nov. 20,2005 I was woken up by someone ringing my door bell, 
wanting their water turned back on at the W p & .  (They forgot to pay their bill) I 
charged LQS $42.68 for 1 !4 hour straight time to turn the water back on and also check 
the office computer for system operations. The ACC has given LQS $20 dollars for a 
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turn on and $30 dollars for after hour’s (week days before 8 A. M. or after 5 P. M. and 
weekends) at customers request. At this time LQS is only charging the $20 re- 
establishment fee to all customers regardless oftime frame, trying to keep customers 
happier. If the Board wants, LQS can charge a $30 dollar he €or after hours and 
weekend re-estabbhment (by customer request) as per the current rate tarif€ At this time 
only one board member lives in the LQS franchise and the other Board members are not 
known and are not neighbors of mad customers who vent themselves on the phone, in the 
grocery stores, at the bank, or during public events. 

Sahuarita Post office is now sending some LQS mail to Phoenix, to be sorted and 
then sent back to Sahuaxita The delivery time for apiece of mail sent &om S a h d  to 
get to LQS post office box varies h m  1 day to 3 days with the record being received in 5 
weeks. When LQS turns customers off for iack of payment and the customer complains 
that the check is inthe mail, LQS accepfs their claim as valid, tums the water on and if 
the check is soon delivered with a post mark date to m&their claim, the $20 dollar 
reconnect fee is waived. 

LQS is getting lots more grumpy customers in the office and in the field. 

12. Fire Sprinklers: 
Robert Brown fiom Unity Church 

Mr. Brown keeps calling and coming in saying that his architect says that the 
water company requires tbat they have a 4” water line for their fire sprinklers in the 
building that they are going to build. He has checked with Community water and says 
that they allow some special deal that a fke sprinkler line does not need to be paid for and 
that Community water installs a small meter to check for leaks but no charge is applied 
for the fire sprinklers. 

There was a complaint filed with the ACC by Mr. Brown about what LQS says 
that LQS has to charge for a 4” meter under ACC rules. (LQS first Written complaint) 
Richard klartinez hmthe ACC is who is on the case, says that LQS can onlydo at this 
time what is being done, but he suggests that LQS consider asking ACC for a jjre 
sprinkler tariff similar to what Community Water has. Richard also says that there is 
some code that says that all commercial buildings must have a 4” water service line for 
sprinklers. 

Norris West of Cornrndy Water (625-8409) says that they charge the applicant 
what it costs Comunity Water to install the fire sprinkler system to their main and then 
there is a double check valve with a meter to register water leab. The ACC have given 
Community Water a monthly tariff for each fire sprinkler size. 

Mike Lytle of Rancho SAuarita (399-1 105) says that for homes over 3,600 sq. R. a 34’’ 
meter is installed and the customer pays the standard tariff for this meter. 

The Town requires that fire sprinklers be installed in all new homes of 3,600 sq. 
R. or larger. 
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For new subdivisions the Town is requiring that LQS install 1 % meter service 
lines for ‘ZT” branch services instead of the normal 1” service line. This is to support 
sprinklers on %” meters. 

This scenario comes up about once a year for new commercial buildings and 
about twice a year for large homes with sprinklers installed. 

Steve Gay 
OperatorManager 
12/29/05 



From: "Larry Robertson" <hnobertson@mungerchadwkk.m> 
To: "Kaycee Conger" <LQSWater@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26,2005 11 :40 AWI 
Attach: agreement (fnl).doc 
Subject: Suggested Corporate Resolutions 

Attached for review and consideration by the mem- of the Board of Directors and you is a draR of 
suggested corporate r e s o l u ~ o ~ ,  and the pre€iory recitaI provisions, which would authorize the filing of - 
the two draft applications I transmitted to you last week. In addition, these resolutions would also 
authorize the filing of an application far long-term financing authorization to fund implementation of 
those recommendations set forth in WestLand Resources Plan which relate to non-arsenic water system 
capital improvements. I have not drafted that application as yet. The resolutions are set up so that the 
Board of Directors can choose to adopt dl or only some of them, and I Will prepare the final set of 
recital provisions and corporate resolutions once we know the decision(s) of the Board of Directors. 

Call me if you have any questions. otherwise, I will plan to be in attendance at the Board of Director's 
Meeting in your offices at 10:30 tomorrow morning. 

M ~ ~ G ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~  
John F. Munger 
Munger Chadwick, P.L.C. 
333 N. Wilmot, Suite 300 
Tucson, Arizona 8571 1 1 

520-72'f-1900 (office) 
520-747-1 550 (fax) 
j f m u n _ g e r ~ m u n g e r ~ ~ d ~ ~ . w m  

The information in this mai l  and in any attachments is confidentiai aRd may be privileged. if you are not the 
intended recipient, please destroy this message, delete any copies held on your systems and noti% the sender 
immediately. You should not retain, copy of use this email for any purpose, nor disclose all or any part of its 
content to any other person. 
Although this email and any attachments are believed to be free of any Virus or other defect that might a e i n y  
computer system into which it is received and opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure tha 
virus free and no responsibility is accepted by the sender for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use. 

******----- *irHn*+t*i+i+m-*-*** 



WHEREAS, the United States Envirowzental on Agency (‘%PA”) has 
promulgated regulations, effective January 23,2006 which reduce the allowable concentration of 
arsenic in potable water systems fiom 50 parts per billion to 10 parts per billion; and, 

F 

WHEREAS, the Company’s water system is subject to the‘ EPA’s +new arsenic 
concentration regulations; and, 

WHEREM, each of the Company’s water system wells produces water with arsenic 
concentration in excess of the new arsenic concentration level to be allowed under the EPA’s 
regulations; and, 

WHEREAS, the Company Will have to make certaifl capital investment and incur certain 
operation and maintenance expense in order to place its&% a position where it can comply with 
the EPA’s new arsenic concentration regulations; and, 

WKEREAS, at the Company’s request, WesfLand Resources, Inc. C‘WestLand‘’) has 
prepared a “Water System and Arsenic Master Plan” (“Plan”) for the Company which, if 
implemented, would enable the Company to comply with the EPA’s new arsenic concentration 
regulations and to achieve certain other water system hpmvements recommended by 
WestLand; and 

WHEREAS, the revenues and rates and charges for water service retxntly authorized by 
the Arizona Corporalion Commission (“ACC”) will not produce sufficient revenues to allow the 
Company to finance the capital investment and operation and maintenance expense necessary to 
implement those recommendations in .the Plan intended to enable the Company to comply with 
the EPA’s new arsenic concentration regulations; and, 

WHEREM, the revenues and rates and charges recently &rthorized by the ACC also will 
not produce sufficient revenues to allow the Company to finance the other water system capital 
improvements recommended by WestLan& 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors o<the Company hereby adopts the 
folIowing resolutions: 

RESOLVED, the Company and its management are hereby authorized to file such 
application(s) with the ACC as may be necessary in order for the ACC to reopen the Company’s 
recently concluded rate case for the purpose of the ACC considering and adopting an Arsenic 
Cost Recovery Mechanism (“AcRhrp’) which would allow the Company to recover through its 
rates and charges for water service capital costs and certain operation and maintenance expense 
related to the Company’s efforts to comply with the EPA’s new arsenic concentration 
regulations; 



BE IT N-THER RESOLVED, the Company and its management are hereby authorized 
to file with the ACC an application requesting authorization to incur long-term indebtedness in 
an amount suficient to &le the Company to make the capital investment necessary to 

concentration regulations; 
i implement those recommendations in the Plan related to compliance with the EPA’s new arsenic 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Company and its management are hereby authorized 
to file with the ACC an application r e q u h g  authorization to incur long-term indebtedness in 
an additional amount sufficient to eaable the Company to make the capital bvestment necessary 
to implement the remaining water system recommendations set forth in the Plan; * 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Company and its management are hereby 
authorized to file an application with the Water lnfiastructure Financing Authority of Arizona 
(“WIFA’’) requesting grants and/or loans in an amount or amounts sufficient to enable the 
Company to utilize such long-term financing authorization(s) as the Company may receive fkom 
the ACC; and 

BE IT mJRTHER RESOLVED, the Company and its management are hereby authorized 
to retain such consulting and professional services as may be necessary to implement the 
foregoing resolutions. 

c 
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February 20,2005 John Gay’s comments on Westland Resources’ 
Las Quintas Serenas Water Company Draft Water Sustem Master Plan 

1. I feel that it is a very inclusive fine report. 

2. On page 1 1  Average Day of Peak month of 627 Gpm is different than 
Steve’s September, October, November 2003 report where he said June 
to July 2003 used 21,349,000 gallons and he used a 16 hour day to come 
up with 741 Gpm. I am probably wrong, and it isn’t important. 

3. For Westland’s info I do not think we mentioned we had a large 
extension cord in the #5 well storage shed and to try it out for times of no 
electricity we rented a Cat generator and test ran both #5 well (had its 50 
H.P. turbine motor then) and #6 well. 

4. In the Westland report you suggest we drill a new well sometime. I 
would like to see that be a top priority and included with the suggestions 
on how to treat for the arsenic. 

5. On Feb. 17th I made a report and gave it to Steve on how to use the 
existing well and pipes on #5 well and take a portion of the 200 Gpm 
flow and run it thru a Severn Trent Model EAS - 1205 and into a 3,350 Gal. 
galvanized tank and use a 2” pump to put the treated water back into 
the well flow going into our system. Steve gave some suggestions, but 
saw no great problems with this idea so I will proc9ed with costs and 
comments on using this idea at each of our three wells. 

6. For all of the following I am using the quote that Jeff Pals of Hennesy 
sent us on March 31,2004. I was very interestgin pushing ahead quickly 
and getting a packaged deal from Hennesy on the ground and 
operating so we later got some better prices that the March 31st, but I 
am using that as it covered all three wells. 

7A. # 5  Well Model EAS -1 205 Adsorbers & Media $74,000 
Capacity 200 Gpm, Treatment 1 14 Gpm, Auxiliary Equip. $1 0,000 

John’s tanks, piping , elec. etc. $10,000 giving a total about $100,000 

7B. # 6  Well Model EAS -1 606 Adsorbers & Media $1 61,000 
Capacity 400 Gpm, Treat. 300 Gpm, Aux. Equipment $1 0,000 

John will probably have to go to 3 or 4” pipe Total about $200,000 



7C. #7 Well Model EAS -3008 Adsorbers & Media $219,000 
Capacity 800 Gpm. Treatment 533 Gpm 
John’s will probably need 6’’ pipe. 

Aux. Equip. $1 0,000 
Guess total about $280,000 

7A, 78, and 7C Totals $100,000 + $200,000 + $280,000 = $580,000 

8. This compares with Westland’s $1,279,000 

9. I am now going to cornparre Westlands with Johns. 
9A. Item # 1  Site Demolition Westland $10,000 John Zero 

9B. Site Piping Well Site #6 Westland $100,000 John $40,000 
9C. Concrete Slabs for Site Equip. “ $14,000 John $lO,OOO? 
9D. 8” water main from # 7  to #6 “ $1 12,500 “ Zero 
9E. 250,000 gallon reservoir. ” $2 1 2,500 ” John would 

like to see some of this money (or all) in a tank on the hill where 
customers will have water when there is no electricity --Also take 
some of this money and start things going on a new well. 

9F. 850 Gpm transfer pumps Westland $200,000 John Zero as his 
idea has us using all of our present wells and pumps without any 
changes. 

(All wells will remain the same, just add arsenic removal equipment.) 

9G. 1,250 Gpm Adsorption Removal Unit $500,000 John $580,000 
which is three separate units so if anything goes wrong with one the 
other two are independant and can produce water to drink. 

9H. 200 Gpm Unit for #5 Well Westland $85,00Q John zero as 
already included in 9G of $580,000. 

91. Fencing at #6 Well ------------ Westland $15,000 John Zero If this 
idea has any merit when Westland designs the system John’s 
guesses could by way off --- They probqbly are! 
Remove Bowls on #6 and # 7  wells. Westland $30,000 
John is leaving the wells just like they are now. 

9J. 

9K. 25% Engineering and Contingencies Westland $31 9,750 John 
wonders if his should be nearly Zero as he plans to use off the shelf proven 
units at each well. So should we be comparing John’s $580,000 to 
Westland’s $1,279,000, or really with their $1,598,750 ? 

John Zero 

10. Other than wages, the purchase of power is one of our largest 
expenses and runs about $20,000 per year. I do not know if we explained 
to Westland that by using interruptible power we pay about half price. 
We have been doing this for 18 or 20 years and Trico changes the name 
and how they apply it but usually it makes our power be about half price. 
One time it was called “Time Of Day.” Steve now knows by the 



temperatore the day before, and the 10 P.M. wether report, and if it is a 
weekend what he has to plan for the next day. 

11. I do not know the details of Westland,s plans at #6 well but it looks 
like we will not be able to use the #6 well on natural gas when Trico turns 
off our electricity so the half priced power will be gone. 

12. Also it looks like the 250,000 gallon reservoir at #6 well will be of no 
value when Trico turns off our power. 

13. Westland may think John is unhappy with their report. No, John thinks 
they did a fantastic job to turn out what they did for us to look at and 
make suggestions. After all Steve has run the system for 20 years and 
John has been Pres., Vice Pces., Manager, Co-Manager, etc. for 40 years. 
I may be getting senile, but I still remember a few things. Westland has 
been involved for maybe 2 or 3 months. 

2-20-05 DOC 

E mail? or Fax? 9 or 10 A.M. Tues. Feb. 22,2005 to: 
Westland 
Mike W o o d  
Rohn Householder 



LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER COMPANY 1 dfc’lrir- 
WATER ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Retailer: HENNESY MECHANICAL SALES, LLC 
Contact: - 
Mailing Address: 201 S. 26th Street 
City, State, Zip Code: Phoenix, Arizona 85034 
Telephone Number: (602) 996-3444 Facsimile Number: 
E-Mail Addre~s: jeff @hennesymech.com 

Treatment Capacity: 1 MGD Maximum 

Water Analysis: 

Test wen #5 
200 

Temperature 26 
PH L I  6.8-7.7 (7.2 N o d )  
Total As 9.0-10.0 (9.0) 
As (m) 
Auralinity 150 
Hardness 426 
Silica 
sulfate 180 
Sulfide 
Phosphate 
Turbidity 
Suspended Solids 
Antimony <0.0030 
cadmium c0.0005 
Chromium <0.010 
Iron <0.01 
Lead 
Manganese 
Molybdenum 
Selenium -03 
Uranium 5-4 +/- 1.1 
Vanadium 

- 

Well #6 
350 - 425 

26 
7-1-7.5 (7-3) 

12.0-14.0 (14.0) - 
139 
106 
39.2 
37 

<0.05 
~0.06  
0.2 
<5 
~3.0 

g9 
<lo 
<30 
~3.0 

6.4 +/- 1.2 
<20 

Well #7 
600 - 850 

26 
7-2-7-3 

10.0-12.0 (11-0) 

143 
99 

36.9 
30 

~ 0 . 0 5  
~0.06 
0.4 
<5 
<3.0 

- 

<lo 

<2.0 
<lo 

<40 

<30 
~3.0 

6.4 +/- 1-2 
e20 

GPM 

c 
PPB 
PPB 
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Direct / Send Inquiries to: 
Steve Gay; General Manager / Operator 
Las Quintas Serenas Water Company 
Telephone: 520 .6258~40 Facsimile: 520.648.3520 E-Mail: LQSWater@aol.com 

P.O. Box 68, Sahuarita Arizona 85629 
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Client: LasLQlsintasSerema Normal Opemting Fador: 75% 

capacity: 0.29 MGD AsAnalysis: 9.0 pg/L pHAdpstWVaiue: No 

TIt2allnetlt 114 GPM MaxCapacity 16OGPM ResidualsTreat No 

Name of site: well #5 AmbientpH: 720 FemAn Removal: NO 

200 GPM B a W s h  Volume: 3,927 Gals Reagent 

No. of Tmina: I MediaperAdsarber: 69 Ft3 
Model No.: WS-1205 Total Media Pnrentory: 69 Ft3 
Diameter: 5.0 Ft Medii Bed eepth- 3.5 Ft 

Specific Velocity: 5.8 GPM/Ft? Flow Coniigtnation: Paralld w/Bypass 
FeAlkrFZ9moMI: No urn Wbrking Capacityr 254,200 BWs 
Total Footprint 8 Ftx6 Ft cycle Life: 34.8 Months 

Adsorbeis & Media: $74,000 
Auxiliary Equipment $1 0,000 

bist;a8atiOn: $0 

Media Replace i& Disposal: $4,811 
Other Treatment Costs: $0 

Total Capital Costs: . $84,000 Annual Operating Casts: $4,800 

unit Capital costs: $0.292 per &may of Capacity 

Budgetaty Estimate in E M  Mugti :  

Unit Opemting Costs: $ o . o ~ l  per 1,000 Gals mtraaiaff 
Pmduds 224un-04 



Cknt Lakd co Normal Operafing Factor: 75Oh 

~ a m e  of Sib: well #t i  entpH: 7.30 FelMnRemval: No 
AsAdysis: 14.0 pg/L pHAdjustWVaRie: No Capacity 0.58 MGD 

400 GPW BackwashVokane: 5,655-tS Reagent 
Treatment 300 GPM hRaxCapacjty: 460GPM ResiduaIsT' No 

No. of Trains: 2 Media per Adso- 90 Fr' 
Model Nio.: EAS-I606 Total Media Invenaiory: 180 Ft3 

Diameter: 6.0 Ft Media Bed Depth: 3.2 Ft 
Sp3CitICVebCW 5.3 G P W f  FbwConfiguation: ParaWwIBypass 

Nourrits Mrldng Capad& 118,300 BVs FeMn Removal: 
TotalFootprint 16 Ftx8 Ft cyde Li i :  162 Mlonths 

~~ 

Adsorbets & Media: $1 6 I ,000 Media Replace & Disposal: $273 39 

InszallatiOn: $0 

Total Capital Costs: $1 71,000 AmUal operatins costs: $27J 00 

unit Capital c-: $0.297 per Garnay of Capacity 

Budgetary Estimate in Effect Thro~lgh: 

Unit Operating Costs: $0.1 72 per 1 ,OOO q k  FiHra%icsn 
PfOdW%fO 

22Jun-04 



.. 
client ias 

Name of Site: well #? 
Capacity 1.15 MGD AsAnalysis: 1f.O J@L p H A d w a k ;  N 

800 GPM BackkshVokane: 10,053Gais 

ModelNo.: EAS-3008 Total Media Inventory. 321 Ft3 ~ 

Diameter: 8.0 Ft Media Bed Dew 32 Ft 
specific velocity: 5.3 GPW? Flow W g q i i o m  Parabf w/Bypass 
Fe/Mn Removal: Mo units VIRorkin~ Capacity 171,900 BVs 
Total Footprint 20 Ft x I O  Ft cy&? Lh:  23.5 htlonth~ 

I. - ----- IC-= I f  

33% v 

3 
edia Replace & Disposal: $33,203 

miliary Equipment $1 0,000 OtherTrwlmentCosls: $0 Ins&ltatiOn: $0 

otal Capital Costs: $229,000 AnnualOperating Costs: $33,200 
Unit Capiai Costs: $0.199 per GamayofCapaw 

Budgetary Estimate in E%d Through: 
unit Operating Costs: $0.1 05 per 1,000 Gals dCi8gaa8.am 

PPdUCCaS 22Jun-04 



I P - 

Adsorber Vessel 
@ Vertical Pressure Vessel(s), Carbon Steel, 5'0" Straight Side Height 
0 Code Stamped to ASME Section VIII, Division I 

0 Bottom DistributoriCollector 
Interior Coated with NSF 61 Epoxy 

e;p 10'- 0 & Larger: Cone Bottom with Screen Nozzles 
(1) 8 -  0 & Smaller: HeadedLateraf with Well Screen Pipes 

Q Options for Eduction Fill & Vacuum Empty 
9 Media Fill: Gravity Fill & Hydraulic Empty 

0 Carbon Steel Piping, A53 Grade B 

Process Valves 
Q Automatic Influent Flow Inlet Valves 

Manual Valve Tree for isolation, Backwash & Media FilVDrain 

Instrumentation & Specialties 
Q Flow Meter & Totalizer for Each Adsorber 
0 Inlet & Effluent Pressure Gauges 
6 Differential Pressure Gauges for Each Adsorber 

4 -_ 

Optional Control system (as indicated in Requirements) 
8 Painted Steel NEMA I 2  Control Panel with Grounding 

Fully Programmed PLC with Software Documentation 
@ Automated Valves for Isolation and Backwash 

Optional Equipment (as indicated in Requirements) 
6 Acid pH Adjustment - pH PID Loop, Metering Pump, lnline Mixer & Storage 

CO, pH Adjustment - pH PID Loop, Mixing Unit & Storage Tank 
Q FdMn Removal Unit - Pressure Vessel, Automatic Valves & Media 
9 Residuals Handling - Backwash Water Hold Tank & Drain or Reclaim Pump 

Field Services 

63 Training, Start-up & O&M Manuals 
3 System Installation & Media Fill Inspection Hkrafion 

mocllsrc* 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Miller Brooks Environmental, Inc. (Miller Brooks) of Phoenix, Arizona is pleased to submit this 

Preliminary Evaluation and Opinion of Probable Cost for Dissolved Arsenic Reduction Systems for 

Las Quintas Serenas Water Company’s Three Wells. The wells are located within the Las Quintas 

Serenas subdivision in parts of Sections 22, 23, 26, and 27, Township 17 South, Range 13 East, Pima 

County, Arizona (Figure 1). This report was prepared at the request of Mr. John S. Gay, project 

representative and member of the Las Quintas Serenas Water Company (LQSWC) Board. The report 

provides an evaluation of the treatment requirements and costs for removal of dissolved arsenic 

detected in Las Quintas Serenas Water Company’s three production wells, Well No. 5 ,  Well No. 6, 

and Well No. 7 (Figure 2). This effort involves providing an engineering analysis and budgetary 

estimate for installing separate treatment systems at each well as an alternative to installation of a 

central treatment system for arsenic reduction. Miller Brooks understands that the LQSWC has 

contracted with another engineering firm for design of the central treatment system option. 

I S  PROJECTBACKGROUND 

At the request of the LQSWC project representative, Hennesy Mechanical Sales (Hennesy) provided 

equipment proposals for individual arsenic treatment systems at each of the LQSWC three wells 

(Appendix A). The proposals were prepared by Severn Trent Services (STS), one of the major 

suppliers of arsenic adsorption treatment technology. Hennesy is the Arizona representative for STS. 

In order to develop a more detailed understanding of the additional requirements and probable costs 

for installation of the proposed individual arsenic treatment systems, the project representative 

solicited a referral from Hennesy for an engineering company that could perform the detailed 

evaluation and prepare cost estimates. Hennesy subsequently recommended Miller Brooks, and at the 

direction of the project representative, provided the STS proposals to Miller Brooks. Miller Brooks 

was later retained to prepare this report. 

Beginning on January 23, 2006, the Federal criteria for allowable arsenic concentrations in drinking 

water will be reduced to 10 micrograms per liter (pa). Based on the water-quality information 

provided in the STS proposals (Appendix A), water supplied from the three wells contains between 

9 p a  and 14 pgk. Consequently, in order to be in compliance with this new standard, the LQSWC 

will be required to reduce the total influent Aasenic concentration in the water system to achieve a 

concentration that is sufficiently below the 10 p a  limit. (Note that although the arsenic 
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concentration for Well No. 5 is less than 10 pg/L, treatment to ensure that arsenic concentration in this 

well remains below 10 pg/L has also been proposed for this well.) 

The capacity of each well, the required treatment flowrate, and arsenic concentration in each of the 

three wells is as follows: 

Table 1 -Well Capacities and Arsenic Concentrations 

* gallons per minute (GPM) 

1.2 STRATEGY TO ACHIEW COMPLIANCE 

Miller Brooks believes that the most effective strategy to achieve compliance is to treat only as much 

as would be required to safely achieve the 10 pg/L limit. Therefore, it has been assumed that a portion 

of the water from each well will bypass the treatment equipment and will be blended downstream of 

the treatment system prior to entry into the distribution system. Blending and split-stream treatment 

are both accepted methods of achieving compliance ( U . S .  Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 

2003). In Table 1 above, the required treatment flow rate is given. This rate was calculated based on 

achieving a combined arsenic discharge concentration of 5 pgL (one half of the 10 pg/L limit). 

2.0 WATER SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS 

The LQSWC system consists of the following engineering specifications: 

2.1 WATER WELLS AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 

The LQSWC water system consists of three existing and operating wells. Existing and proposed water 

system infrastructure is presented in Figure 2. The following provides available information compiled 

from the project representative, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), and the 

Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) database: 

Miller Brooks Environmental, Inc. 
Preliminary Evalua fion for Dissolved Arsenic Reduction 
Las Quintas Serenas Water Company's Three Wells 
03-635-0001-01 

Page 2 

I 



0 Well No. 5: 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
1 
I 
t 
8 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Public Water System #: 10064 
POE#: 005 
ADWR Registration #: 55-60853 1 
Legal Cadastral Coordinates: SW %, SW %, NW %, Section 26, Township 
17 South, Range 13 East, Pima County 
Well Installation: 1972 
Approximate Well Depth: 807 feet 
Approximate Depth to Groundwater: 380.0 feet below ground surface (bgs) 

Well Diameter: 10-314 inches to 535 feet and 8-112 inches to 805 feet 
Casing Type: Welded Steel 
Approximate Daily Production: 290,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
Storage Tank: None 
Maximum Pump Capacity: 250 gallons per minute (gpm) 
Hydro-pneumatic Tanks: One 1,500-gallon tank 
Booster Pumps: None 

(2000) 

0 Well No. 6: 
o Public Water System #: 10064 
o POE#: 006 
o ADWR Registration #: 55-608530 
o Legal Cadastral Coordinates: SE %, NE %, SW %, Section 26, Township 17 

South, Range 13 East, Pima County 
o Well Installation: 197 1 
o Approximate Well Depth: 837 feet 
o Approximate Depth to Groundwater: 320 feet bgs (2000) 
o Well Diameter: 12-314 inches 
o Casing Type: Welded Steel 
o 
o StorageTank: None 
o 
o 
o Booster Pumps: None 

Approximate Daily Production: 580,000 gpd 

Maximum Pump Capacity: 300 gpm 
Hydro-pneumatic Tanks: One 700-gallon and one 1,500-gallon tank 

0 Well No. 7: 
o Public Water System #: 10064 
o POE#: 007 
o ADWR Registration #: 55-566940 
o Legal Cadastral Coordinates: SE %, SW %, SW %, Section 26, Township 17 

South, Range 13 East, Pima County 
o Well Installation: 1998 
o Approximate Well Depth: 922 feet bgs 
o Approximate Depth to Groundwater: Not reported 
o Well Diameter: 12 inches 
o Casing Type: Steel 
o Approximate Daily Production: 1,150,000 gpd 
o StorageTank: None 
o Maximum Pump Capacity: 750 gpm 
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o 
o Booster Pumps: None 

Hydro-pneumatic Tanks: One 2,000-gallon tank 

I 

As illustrated in Figure 2, the LQSWC distribution system consists of the following infrastructure: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 Fire Hydrants: None 
0 

Three production wells independently connected to the distribution network 
Reservoirs: Existing 30,000- and 60,000-gallon storage tanks 
Number of Connections: Unknown [Total Population: 4063 (ADEQ, 2005)] 
Total System Yield: 2.02 MGD 
Water Main Diameter: Existing 6-inch, 8-inch, 10-inch, and 12-inch transmission 
mains 

Pressure System: Varies across the distribution network due to elevation differences 
(Well No. 5: -60 pounds per square inch gauge (psig); Well No. 6: -100 psig; and 
Well No. 7, -80 psig). 

3.0 ARSENIC REDUCTION TECHNOLOGY 

Based on the chemical and physical data provide by LQSWC, adsorption onto iron-based sorbents 

(IBS) was recommended by STS to address reduction of dissolved arsenic in drinking water generated 

at each of LQSWC’s three wells. The following is a brief description of that technology. 

3.1 ARSENIC REDUCTION TECHNOLOGY AND SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS 

Arsenic reduction by IBS is one of the more practical arsenic treatment technologies. This technology 

is commonly referred to as adsorption using granular iron oxide or granular ferric hydroxide (GFH). 

Adsorption of arsenic onto granular iron oxide is an emerging method of removing dissolved arsenic 

from drinking water. Although new to the United States, the method has been successfully utilized for 

years in Germany. The technology appears to be simple and reliable and is rapidly becoming the 

favored technology for removal of dissolved arsenic from drinking water sources. 

3.1.1 Technology Description 

Untreated water extracted from the well is passed through a bed of iron-oxide pellets, facilitating the 

adsorption of dissolved arsenic onto the iron oxide. When the iron oxide becomes spent (unable to 

adsorb sufficient arsenic to meet water-quality goals), it is discarded, and replaced with fresh iron 

oxide. A typical piping and instrumentation diagram (P&ID) for the proposed arsenic treatment 

systems is presented as Figure 3. Equipment and piping descriptions for each of the three individual 

arsenic treatment systems is presented in Table 2. 
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3.1.2 Design Criteria 

The IBS Arsenic adsorption equipment should have the following properties: 

0 

0 Operate reliably; and 
0 Operate with minimum maintenance 

Produce product water with concentrations of less than 10 pg/L Arsenic; 

3.1.3 Environmental Impacts 

An IBS arsenic adsorption system would be installed near each of the three wells. The spent iron- 

oxide pellets can be disposed of as solid, non-hazardous waste in a landfill. No adverse environmental 

effects are expected. Backwashing the units will produce a small amount of solids, which can be 

captured in a bag filter and disposed of as solid waste (Le., in the trash). Backwash water will be 

stored in a tank (one tank for each welVtreatment system). Recovered backwash will be recycled back 

to the water supply (upstream of the treatment unit) over a several day 'period following each 

backwash event. 

3.1.4 Land Requirements 

An IBS arsenic adsorption system would require no new land. However, a small building or shade 

structure is recommended for equipment subject to damage from ultraviolet radiation. For this project, 

a shade structure is recommended for Well No. 5 only, as the vessels for this system may require 

protection from the sun. Concrete pads will also be required for each treatment system. System 

footprints and concrete pad sizes vary from 13 feet by 5 feet for Well No. 5, 16 feet by 6 feet for Well 

No. 6, to 20 feet by 10 feet for Well No. 7. Locations of the proposed treatment systems for Well No. 

5, Well No. 6, and Well No. 7 are presented in Figure 2. The general arrangements for each of the 

treatment systems and auxiliary equipment are presented in Figures 4,5, and 6, respectively. 

3.1.5 Potential Construction Problems 

Arsenic adsorption systems based on IBS use ductile iron, carbon steel, or PVC pipe and valves, and 

steel or fiberglass pressure vessels common to other types of media filtration, such as granular carbon 

or ion exchange resin. For this reason, the equipment is available off the shelf, and construction 

problems are minimal. 

3.1.6 AdvantagedDisadvantages 

The advantages of using IBS arsenic adsorption systems are: 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The technology is simple and well understood 
Equipment is easy to operate 
Operations require no addition of chemicals 
There is no requirement to chlorinate the water 
There is only one point of maintenance 
Additional taps require no additions to treatment equipment 
Operating costs are moderate due to the relatively low arsenic concentration within 
these wells 

The disadvantage of IBS Arsenic adsorption systems is: 

0 The technology is not recognized by the EPA as a ''best available technology" (BAT) 
for removing arsenic from drinking water (EPA, 2003). The lack of recognition is 
because IBS' track record was not sufficiently established to be considered as BAT at 
the time the rule was promulgated. Despite the lack of recognition, the technology is 
currently being implemented throughout the United States, including Arizona. 

3.1.7 Permitting 

Each treatment system will require a permit to construct. The permit application process fiom the 

Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) requires submittal of an application and a 

design report, along with a completed set of construction plans. Equipment is typically ordered in 

advance of the application for the permit to Construct. Permits to construct generally require 

approximately eight weeks for approval. During this period, PDEQ will conduct a review of the 

drinking water treatment system design. Required changes must be incorporated into the engineering 

plans prior to obtaining the permits to construct and issuing the construction documents. 

3.2 SYSTEM EQUIPMENTAND INSTALLA TION REQUIREMENTS 

In addition to the treatment technology, there are also related ancillary efforts for site work and 

installation of on-site plumbing and electrical work. 

3.2.1 Treatment Equipment Requirements 

Recommended equipment for each system is presented in Figure 3 and Table 2. In addition to the 

treatment equipment (Appendix A), each system includes a backwash recovery system. The backwash 

recovery system includes a tank, bag filter, and backwash recycle pump. Each treatment system will 

periodically require backwashing (approximately every 3 0 days). Vessels from the treatment system 

will be backwashed one at a time (there are two vessels per treatment system). Backwash water will 

pass through the bag filter(s), where solids (a small amount of fine particulates and spent media) will 

be captured from the backwash. Each tank will be sized to contain the amount of water from one 
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backwash event. Following backwash of each vessel, filtered backwash will be slowly pumped back 

into the supply upstream of the treatment system. Information summaries of backwash recovery 

equipment are provided in Appendix B. 

3.2.2 Site Work 

Each system will require a concrete pad for the treatment system equipment. An enclosure, or canopy, 

is recommended for the treatment equipment for Well No. 5 to provide protection from the sun. No 

enclosures or provisions for shade or protection from the sun have been included for either of the other 

two treatment systems for Wells No. 6 and 7. The recommended sizes for each concrete pad are 

presented in Table 3 and shown on Figures 4 through 6. 

3.2.3 Piping and Mechanical Work 

Piping for each system is shown in Figure 3, the P&ID, and Figures 4 through 6, the piping schematics 

for each system. The P&ID presents the functional requirements and major equipment, controls, and 

valves for the proposed treatment system. Piping and equipment descriptions are presented in Table 2. 

Each system will include inlet, outlet, treatment bypass, backwash drain, and backwash recycle piping. 

A flow meter is recommended in the treatment bypass to provide a means to monitor flow rate and 

total amount of flow through the treatment bypass. (Each treatment system also includes a flow meter 

for measurement of the flow rate and total amount of flow through each treatment system.) Figures 4 
through 6 also present the proposed general arrangement and locations of the treatment and backwash 

recovery equipment for each treatment system. Interconnecting piping is shown in a single-line 

format to generally show the major piping runs between equipment. Note that the purpose of the 

piping schematics is to provide a means of estimating piping lengths, but not for a detailed material 

takeoff or for construction. 

3.2.4 Electrical and Controls 

Based on information provided to Miller Brooks, it is assumed that adequate single-phase power is 

available at each well site. Each system will require a 120-volt circuit for the systems control panel. 

Interconnecting wiring is also required between the control panel and the level indicator and switches 

in each backwash recovery tank, as well as to each backwash recycle pump and to the bypass flow 

meter. All of the controls will be interfaced with the control panel. Power supply to the recycle pump 

will be supplied from the control panel. 
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4.0 COST ESTIMATES 

Based on the equipment descriptions presented in Section 3 .O, Miller Brooks has prepared costs 

estimates for the individual arsenic treatment systems proposed for each well. A summary and 

breakdown of the costs for each treatment system are presented in Table 3. It should be noted that we 

have also provided estimated operation and maintenance (O&M )costs associated with each of the 

arsenic reduction systems, along with the estimated capital and installed costs in Table 4. 

4.1 ENGINEER’S OPINION OF PROBABLE BUDGETARY COSTS 

Total installed system costs for each of the three proposed arsenic treatment systems are presented in 

Table 3, page 1 ~ Installed system costs include the cost for procurement and installation of the arsenic 

treatment system equipment (including site work, piping, and electrical). Installed system costs also 

include design, permitting, construction inspections, and preparation of as-builts (or redlines). A ten 

percent contingency is also included to cover costs that were not anticipated during project estimates 

for changes in field conditions, or for changes in pricing for equipment and materials which may occw 

between the time the quotes are obtained and when the estimates are prepared. Arsenic treatment 

system costs are based on the equipment estimates provided by Hennesy and STS (Appendix A). 

Estimated costs for backwashing equipment were provided by other vendors. Note that costs for 

design, permitting, construction inspections and redlines are typically approximately 12 to 15 percent 

of the total installation costs. Based on the above, the Engineer’s Opinion of Total Probable Cost for 

the three arsenic treatment systems is estimated to be approximately $872,400. Note that this cost is 

most likely less than what it would cost for construction using a general contractor (see discussion in 

Section 4.2 below). However, Miller Brooks believes that this cost presentation is reasonable given 

the simplified approach requested by the project representative. 

4.2 TREATMENT SYSTEMllVSTALLATION COST BREAATlOWN 

A breakdown of the equipment, site work, piping, and electrical costs is also presented in Table 3, 

page 1. The total estimated cost for equipment installation for all three systems would be 

approximately $712,000. Summaries of these costs are detailed on Table 3, pages 2 through 4. Unit 

costs are based on R.S. Means (2003a and 2003b). Note that a major assumption in this cost estimate 

was that all of the work would be either self-performed or subcontracted to local contractors. It was 

also assumed that all equipment and materials would be purchased directly from the suppliers. As 

such, the cost for equipment does not included any contractor markups for overhead and profit, local 

conditions, or escalated costs as would typically be included for projects performed by a general 
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contractor. A 25 percent markup was used for materials and labor for site work (i.e., concrete), piping, 

and electrical to allow for subcontractor markups. Note that any work performed by LQS WC may not 

be subject to the 25 percent markup. Excluding this 25 percent, subcontractor markup would reduce 

the overall project costs to $85 1,600 (a reduction of approximately $21,400). 

4.3 O&MCOSTS 

The estimated O&M costs for each system are based on the estimates provided by Hennesy and STS 

(Appendix A). For IBS arsenic adsorption systems, the majority of these costs are for annual 

replacement of media (i.e., the IBS). Including a nominal allocation for labor, the total O&M cost 

would be $47,800, or approximately $0.024 per 1000 gallons treated. No costs have been included for 

chemicals which may be required for disinfection (Le., hypochlorite) or pH control. 

5.0 SUMMARY 

Benefits of the individual treatment approach include diversity of supply, flexibility for emergency 

repairs or scheduled maintenance and an economical approach for drinking water treatment. 

Disadvantages include the requirement to obtain permits, monitor, and maintain three separate 

treatment systems. However, the major advantage of individual systems versus a central arsenic 

reduction system would most likely reduce costs associated with minimal infrastructure upgrades. 

In the event the LQSWC elects to implement arsenic reduction systems at each well, Miller Brooks 

recommends IBS arsenic adsorption systems manufactured by STS. This recommendation is based on 

overall project costs, taking into account the capital costs, as well as long-term O&M costs. Also note 

that this work was based on a limited amount of information provided by the project representative 

and Hennesy. Although this information was sufficient for preparing this report, additional site 

information (site plan, mechanical, and electrical drawings, well pump information, equipment 

information, operational data) for each well would be necessary for preparing a detailed design for 

individual treatment systems at each well. Should LQSWC wish to pursue treatment at each well, 

rather than in a central treatment facility, Miller Brooks would be pleased to meet with LQSWC’s 

Board to provide additional details regarding the findings of this report and to discuss the individual 

treatment option. 

Miller Brooh Environmental, Inc. 
Preliminary Evaluation for Dissolved Arsenic Reduction 
Las Quintas Serenas water Company’s Three Wells 
03-635-0001 -01 

Page 9 



6.0 LIMITATIONS 

This Preliminary Evaluation and Budgetary Opinion of Probable Cost for Las Quintas Serenas Water 

Company's Three Wells has been prepared by Miller Brooks Environmental, Inc. (Miller Brooks) for 

the sole use of the project representative, Ivfr. John S. Gay. Our professional services have been 

performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised under similar circumstances by other 

engineers practicing in this field. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the 

professional findings or advice in this report. Any use of or reliance on this report by a third party 

shall be at that party's sole risk. 

Miller Brooks can offer no assurances and assumes no responsibility for site conditions or activities 

outside the scope of the inquiry as outlined in this document. All parties should understand that Miller 

Brooks has relied on the accuracy of documents, oral information, and other materials, services, and 

information provided by the project representative and other parties. Miller Brooks must provide any 

subsequent modification, revision, or verification of this report in writing. 

Miller Brooks appreciates the opportunity to provide these consulting services. Should there be any 

questions regarding information presented in this report or if further documentation is desired, please 

contact us at 602-728-0577. 

PREPARED BY: 

Miller Brooks Environmental, Inc. 

@-Jw 
Raymond S .  Craft, P.E. 
Arizona Registered Professional Engineer No. 193 84 
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I Notes: - High Density Cross Linked Polyethylene 



TABLE 3 
Las Quintas Serenas' Three Wells 

Arsenic Removal System 
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost 

Well No. 5 Well No. 6 Well No. 7 - Totals 
Arsenic Treatment System $ 149,074.97 $ 246,692.37 $ 316,233.09 $ 712,000.42 
Design $ 11,926.00 $ 17,268.47 $ 18,973.99 $ 48,168.45 

0 $ 5,963.00 $ 8,634.23 $ 9,486.99 $ 24,084.22 
Construction Inspections and Redlines $ 4,472.25 $ 6,167.31 $ 6,324.66 $ 16,964.22 

24.669.00 $ 31.623.00 $ 7 1.199.00 Contingencies $ 14,907.00 $ 
Total $ 186,343.21 $ 303,431.38 $ 382,641.73 $ 872,416.31 

Equipment 
ConcretdSite Work/Building 
Piping 
Electrical 

$ 121,543.73 $ 218,9843 $ 284,522.98 $ 625,051.29 
$ 5,963.80 $ 3,656.56 $ 4,835.50 $ 14,455.86 
$ 12,887.44 $ 15,371.23 $ 18,194.61 $ 46,453.27 
$ 8,680.00 $ 8.680.00 $ 8,680.00 3 26,040.00 

Arsenic Treatment System Cost Breakdown: $ 149,074.97 $ 246,692.37 $ 316,233.09 $ 712,000.42 

1 of 4 
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APPENDIX A 

ARSENIC REMOVAL SYSTEM SIZING AND ESTIMATE SUMMARIES 
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SORB 33TM Arsenic Removal System 

The SOR8 331M arsenic removal system from Severn Trent Services 
is economical, simple to operate and requires virtually no labor. In this 

pumpbnd-treat on system, the contaminated water I 

passes through a robust granular ferric oxide media dB E33. 
As wbr passes through the media, arsenic is adso removied 
to a level below the 5 micragrams per l i r  @g/ll. The SORB 33 systm 
mqUiR?s no 
*ps. s 

The dry, crystalline Bayoxide €33 media was designed with a high capacity for assendc, 
providing long operating cycles and low operating costs. The media's tife expectancy 
is dependent on sitespecific water quality and operating levels. The exhausted media 
is nonhazardous and can be sent to a landfill, passing TCLP requirements. 

The SORB 33 systems range in capacity from 50 OPM to 1,220 GPiul and are designed 
with an EBCT range of 3.3 - 4.5 minutes. 

Removes both As (ill) and As M below 5 ugA 
high capacity for arsenic 
ontinuous operation 
nts: ~0.1% of water treated 

No chemicals for regeneration 
Low maintenance no moving parts 

NSF Standard 61 and DM approved media 

low capital costs 
Low operating costs 

t media- no hazardous 

long shelf l i e  of dry 

no manpower requirec 
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Severn Trent Services 
5415 W. Sigh Avenue, Suite 102 
Tampa, FL 33634 
Tel 813 886 9331 

Fax 813 886 0651 
severntrentservices.com 

wwwsever ntrentservices.com 

TOtl-ftW 800 364 3931 

*ChemicalDesignetion:synthetickonoldde 
F%% content ~70% 

*spedf ic§ur faoeh:120-2oom2/g  
*SieveAnalysis: 4.5  mm, 20 % max. 

Deneity: Approx. 3.6 gpn/an3 
NSF standerd 61 and DWI Apprwed 

>2.0 mm, 5% mw 

Severn Trent Services (UK) 
Park Lane, Minworth 

Sutton Coldfield, 676 9BL 
United Kingdom 

Tel +44(0) 121 3132300 
Fax +44 (0) 121 3131938 
severntrentservices.co.uk 

1 
I 
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WeU Ubilimtion Factor: 50% 
Name of Site: Well #5 - APU Unit AmbieMinal pH: 7.2R.2 FeMn Removal: No 

9 pg/L pHAdjustWalue: 

Treatment: 

No. of Trains: I Media per Adsorber: 38 f? 
Model No.: APU-160 Total Media lrnwntory: 76 R3 
Diameter: 4.0 R Media Bed Depth: 3.2 R 

Specific vecocity: 4.5 g p d  Flow Configuration: Parallel w/Bypass 
Design Pressure: 70 psig Working Capacity 227,400 BV's 
System Footprint: 13Ftx5Ft Cycle Life: 51.7 Months 

F e l l  
JrnD I 

r 
1 

APU-160 
2 Vessels 

i3 cdia 

Adsorbers & Media: $97,500 Avg Media Replace & Disposal: $4,111 perYr 
Auxiliary Equipment: $6,500 Other Treatment Costs: $0 

Installation: $0 
 tal Capital Costs: $4 M,OOO FOB Shop Awrage Operating Costs: $4,100 perYr 

Unit Capitat Coats: $0.361 per Garnay of Capacity 
Unit Operating Costs: $0.078 per 1 ,Om Gab 

S E V E R N  1 
T R E N T  {I 

SERVICES ssued: 16-Mar-05 Budget Estimate Valid M u g h  1 WayoS 1 
Filfraf ion 
Products 



SORB 33TM As Removal 

client: Las Qulntas Sarenas Water Co Well Utilization Facbr: W% 
Name of Slte: Well #6 AmbSenVFinat pH: 7.3l7.3 FeMn Remo\~91: No 

Capacity: 0.58 MGD As Analysis: 14 & pH Adjus;WValue: No 
400 gpm ackwashVolums: 7,lOOgals Fbagent 

No. of Trains: 2 Media per AdsoMr. 8 4 f e  
Mdel No.: EAS-1606 Total Media hverrtory. 188 ft3 
Diameter: 6.0 R Media Bed Depth: 3.0 ft 

Spgdfic velodty: 5.3 g p d  Flow Coniiguration: Parallel Bypass 
Design Pressure: Psig Working Capacity: 124,900 BVs 
System Footprint: Cycle Life: 24.0 Mom 

1 

t 

Adsorbers & Media: $1 81,500 A10g Media Rsplacg& Disposal: $17,821 perYr 
Auxiliary Equipment $6,500 CHimrT~merrtCosts: $0 

blstauation: $0 
Total Capitat Costs: $1 88,000 FOB Shop $17,800 perYr 

I SEVER-NI 
T R E N T  

~~ __ 

SERVICES 

Flftra tiion i I Products 
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Client las  Quintas Serenas Wabr C, Well Utilization Factor: 50% 
Name of Site: well #7 AmbientlFinal pH: 7.2U.2 Fe/Mn Removal: No 

Capacity: 1.15 MGD As Analysis: 11 pgk pHAdjusWalue: No 
800 gpm ackwash Volume: 12,600 gals Reagent 

Treatment: 

No. of Trains: 2 Media per Adsorber: 150 @ 
Model No.: EAS-3008 Total Media bntory: 299 @ 
Diameter: 8.0 R Media Bed Depth: 3.0 R 

Specific Velocify 5.3 g p d  Flow Configuration: Parallel w/Bypass 
Design Pressure: Psig Working Capacity: 166,200 Bv's 
System Footprint: 20 Ft x 10 Ft Cycle Life: 31.9 Months 

Avg Media Replace & Disposal: $22,931 perw Adsorbers & Media: $236,500 
Auxiliary Equipment: $6,500 Other Treatment Costs: $0 

Installation: $0 

Total Capital Costs: $243,000 FOB Shop Average Operating Costs: $22,900 perYr 

Unit Capital Costs: $0.21 I per &Dayof Capgcity 

Issued: 14-Mar-05 Budget Estimate Valid Through: 134lay05 

Unit opeiating costs: $0.1 09 per 1,000 &IS 

S E V E R N  I 
T R E N T  1 

SERVICES I m 

Flit rat lon 
Products 
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client: Las Quintas Serenas Water Co Well Utilization Factor: 50% 
Name of Site: Central Treatment AmbieMinal pH: 7.2R.2 Fe/Mn Remoml: No 

Capacity 1.60 MGD As Analysis: 20 clgn pH AdjustWalm: No 

Tmatment: 925 gpm Max Capacity 1,260 gpm Residuals Treat No 
1 ,I 10 gpm ackwash Volumet: 19,600 gals Reagent 

No. of Trains: 2 Media per Adsorber: 260 
Model No.: EAS-4710 Total Media hntory 519 ft3 
Diameter: 10.0 R Media Bed Depth: 3.3 a 

specific velocity 5.9 g p d  Flow Configuration: Paraliel w/Bypass 
Design Presswe: PSb Wodcing Capacity 101,600 BVs 
System Footprint: 24 Ft x 12 F+ Cycle Life: 19.5 Months 

SORB 33" ' - -  SORB33n 
Adsorber 

4 ut& 'r-m 
7 . .;,1Estimate,( 

EfAuent <6 ppb As 

Adsorbers & Media: $330,500 Avg Media Replace & Disposal: $63,701 per Yr 
Auxiliary Equipment: $6,500 Other Tmatment Costs: $0 

Installation: $0 

Total Capital Costs: $337,000 FOB Shop Awrage Operating Costs: $63,700 perYr 

Unit Capital Cogts: $0.21 1 per GaVDay of Capacity 1 S E V E R N ~  
Unit Operating Costs: $0.21 8 per 1,000 Gals 

Issued: 14-Mar-05 Budget Estimate Valid Through 13*y=05 
P 
I 

t"-l SERVICES 

Filf ration 
Products 



Bayoxide E 33 
Edition: 2002-08-22 

Replaccseditionof:2001-11-09 

Type Technical oxide 

Form supplied Granules 

Chemical designation 

CAS no. 20344-49-4 

Speciftcation Technical data 

Synthetic iron oxide hydroxide 
u-F~OOH 

Fe203 6 6 0 %  

Bulk density min. 0.4 g/cm3 max. 0.6 g/cm3 

Specific surface area min. 120 mz/g max. 290 mz/g 

TatmethodDINS5913(1972) 

Tat mthod DIN IS0 787 Part 1 1 (I 995) 

Test method DIN 66 131 11993) 

Water-soluble content max. 1.0 % 

Water content (ex works) max. 20% 

Sieve analysis e 0.5 mm max. 20% 

Teat mertrod DIN EN IS0 787 Pwt 3 (1995) 

kycr tat mahod SSP 27472 

hY~tartmabodKO0M)o 
~ 

Sieve analysis > 2.0 mm max. 5 %  
Baya test mahod Koodao 

AI < 350ppm 

Ba < 10ppm 

co < 1OOppm 

Cr e 250ppm 
Tatwtbod:ICPOESDIN 11885 

Tat mahod: ICP OES DIN I 1885 

Tat wtbod: ICP DIN 38406 -22 

Tat h o d :  ICP DIN 38406 -22 

cu e 1ooPPm 
Tat dd: KP DIN 38406 -22 

Mn < 3,000 ppm 
Test method: ICP DIN 38406-22 

Ni < 3ooppm 
Tat method: ICP DIN38406-22 

w 
Teat mecbod: ICP DIN 39406 -22 

< 3ppm 

zn < 1OOppm 
Tat itlei&& ICP DIN 3m -22 

Informative technical data Density approx. 3.6 g/m3 
(guide values) T~1tmechoaDINISO787PlO(1995) 

Page 1 of 2 



Bayoxide E 33 
Edition: Moz-o&u 

Rq1~editionof:2001-1I-09 

Avoid aushing the granules. Close bags to p e n t  the absorption of 
moistur+rmdlx?nwmm - 'on 

Intmferhg ions, the pH of the water and 0th fkctors may influence the 
pcrfoanaace of Bayoxide E 33. The user of the product is responsible for 
ttmni- the quality of the treated water to enme that it complies with 
local regulationti. 
"he product must not be used for the &catmat of warn at a pH below 5 
and abve 10. The safety data sheet &odd be obmmed. Thb contains 

Safety data sheet no. 41 1144 
The product is not classified as dangerous URder the relevant EC 
Directives and corresponding natimal regulations valid in the individual 
EU member states. It is not dangmus Bccording to transport regulations. 
In countries outside the EU, compliance with the respective national 
legislation umwming the classification, packaging, labelling and 
transport of dangerous substances must be ensured. 

infatim on handling, product aafetr and eco2ogy. 

-d of Waste P d u d  n e  spent media is to be disposed of in approved landfills provided 10cal 
regulations are ~bservsd. The media i5 educted fiwn the adsoher v-1 
into a purpose built tsaker. Opemtors should confirm that they can mect 
any ld hdml tipping cmditiolls. 
For disposal within the EC, the approprittte code accordingto the 
European Waste Catalogue (EWC) should be used. 
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Adsorber Vessel 
Vertical Pressure Vessel(s), Carbon Steel, 5’0” Straight Side Height 
Code Stamped to ASME Section Vlll, Division 1 
Interior Coated with WSF 61 Epoxy 
Bottom DistributorlCollector: Header/Lateral with Well Screen Pipes 
Media Fill: Gravity Fill & Hydraulic or Vacuum Empty 
Piping: Up to 8”-0: Sch 80 PVC; 8”4& Larger: Carbon Steel, A53 Grade B 

Process Valves 
*I Automatic Influent Flow Inlet Valves 

Instrumentation & Specialties 

Manual Valve Tree for Isolation, Backwash & Media FilVDrain 

Flow Meter & Totalizer for Each Adsorber 
Inlet & Effluent Pressure Gauges 
Differential Pressure Gauges for Each Adsorber 

Optional Control System (as indicated in Requirements) 
+I Painted Steel NEMA 12 Control Panel with Grounding 

Fully Programmed PLC with Software Documentation 
Automated Valves for Isolation and Backwash 

Optional Equipment (as indicated in Requirements) 
*a Acid pH Adjustment - pH PID Loop, Metering Pump, lnline Mixer & Storage 

CO, pH Adjustment - pH PID Loop & Mixing Unit 
FdMn Removal Unit - Pressure Vessel, Automatic Values & Media 
Residuals Handling - Backwash Water Hdd Tank %, Drain or Reclaim Pump 

Field Services 
*I System Installation & Media Fill lnspectlon 
db Training, Start-up & O&M Manuals 

Filtration 
Products 



SORB 33TM As Removal 
Frequently Asked Questions 

Bulletin C 

Date: October 21,2003 

Subject: Media Backwashing Requirements 

S E V E R N  

SE RV ICE S 

Sewn Trent Wafer PuMathn,  Inc. 
5415 W. Sgh Am., Suite 102, Tanpa, FL 33634 
Tel: 813 886 9331 

Q: IS BACKWASHING OF THE MEDIA REQUIRED? HOW MUCH WATER IS GENERATED? WHAT IS THE 
WATER QUALITY? DOES THE BACKWASHING STEP RELEASE ARSENIC YO THE WATER? 

A Periodic backwashing or "fluffing" of the media is performed every 1-4 months depending on usage 
and water quality. It Is performed for two reasons. All media in pressurized systems over time can 
compact and potentially develop preferential channels that can cause short-circuittng or incomplete 
adsoption. Additionally, sediment from the well (if present), oxidized iron precipitate from the feed water, 
or other suspended material may be retained and captured in the media bed. To prevent excessive 
pressure drop or channeling, backwashing (typically using well water) to lift or fluff the bed is performed 
periodically. 

Backwashing is typically performed at a rate of 9-1 1 GPM/Ftz for up to 5 bed vdums. Arsenic is not 
desorbed during the backwashing process. Since well water is used for backwashing, the backwash 
water quality will bear similar characteristics to the well water. The table below is an analysis of various 
paremeters frc#n actual field pilot adsorption tests. As noted, some filterable iron particulates (small 
media particles or captured ferric hydroxide [Fe(OH)3] particulates in the influent) are present in the 
backwash water. This iron particulate represents nearly all of the total suspended solids and can be 
easily removsd via filtration or decanting if required. Since the well water is used for backwashing, m e  
As removal (partial treatment) results as the water flows upward through the fluidized bed during the 
backwash process. As observed below, the arsenic levels are In all cases lower than the well water. 
Also, it should be noted that a portion of the arsenic in the backwash effluent is associated with the iron 
particulate and is therefore insoluble. 

Based on the 
backwash waster 
quality observed, 
this water is suitable 
for (1) discharge to 
a sewer or P O W  if 
available; (2) direct 
discharge following 
particle filtration to a 
septic system, an 
open ditch, or other 
location; or (3) 
decanted and recycled back Into the feed stream at the head of the system. Far direct discharges or 
recycle scenarios, the backwash water is filtered to remove particulates kith an appropriately sized dual 
bag or cartridge filter prior to discharge or recycle. Local or state permitting requirements for direct 
discharges should be corwulted befwe exerciding this option to obtain any regulatory approvals. 

F w h . d o e  
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5,, -3 33” As Removal 
Frequently Asked Questions 

Bulletin A U SERVICES 

Q XWIS WESPENTMEMdla!MOvm FROM WEsm 33m &DsoFmEJw 
or under hydraulic pressure. 

a from the top nozzle 
nerates the minimum 

h the bottom or out the 
most of the media 

e remainder through the 
on the vessel bottom. 

of media remaining in 
pressure or vacuumed out. 

I FAQ-A-SpentMedia.doc 

I 
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Vertical Poly Tanks with IMFO - Polyethylene Chemical Storage Tanks - Poly Process in... Page 1 of 5 

- .  
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YIllP?U?. V I  R U W W  W u l y v l a l l v r r  1. 

Vertical T a n k s ' s  
with IMFO 0 

-A:. ;I. 
Specifically recommended for 

Sodium Hvpoc h lorite 
- ,  .~ Full-Drain 

Solution 

FIat Bottom sloped BOaQm IMFO Pads 

IMFO Flange Assembly Installation IMFO Nozzle Drawing3 

Download C;o mplete Produc t cata 

Full-Drain Solution High Densitv 
Crosslinked (HDXLPE) 

ranging from 230 to 
14,950 gallons 

Specify HDXLPE poly tanks with OR-IOOQ 
for increased chemical resistance 

and even longer tank life 

Gmt4w.t - You may download Tank Drawings and Gatlone Per , 
Inch Charts by clicking on the appropriate tinks below. 
You'll need Adobe Reader to view these documents. 
Take our website with you! Reauest a copy of w r  
Solutions CD today and you'll have access to 
everything found on our website PLUS Tank Drawings 
in AutoCAD format and General Speoifications m 
Microsoft Word format. 
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Vertical Poly Tanks with IMFO - Polyethylene Chemical Storage Tanks - Poly Processin... Page 2 of 5 

Drawings p e r  Inch LA cA Number Capacity O.D. 
Charts 

RevG Chart 1 1114950 14,950 14'-0" 
ReyH 1 1112150 12,150 12-0" 

4 RevC W 4 1112150 12,150 12-0" 
M v H  1 1110300 10,300 12-0" 

G!E?d4  1110150 10,150 11'-11" 
1 1109150 9,150 10-0" 

11085oO 8,500 10'-0" 
1 1108350 8,350 12'W 

1108100 8,100 11'-11" 
1 1108050 8,050 10'4" 

1107300 7,300 10'2" 
1 1107100 7,100 12-0" 

1106600 6,600 11'-11" 
1 1106mO 6,600 10'4" 

1106150 6,150 10'-2" 
1106100 6,100 8-6" 

1 110$100 6,100 10'-0' 
1105050 5,0!50 7-10" 

1 1105oQo 5,000 8-2" 
1 110.4550 4,550 10-0" 

11043oo 4,300 11'-11" 
1104150 4,150 8-6" 

1 1104050 4,050 8-2" 
4 1103900 3,900 7'-10" 

1 1103900 3,900 10'-0" 
4 7  1103000 3,000 7-1" 

1 1102800 2,800 8-2" 
4 7 1102550 2,550 7-1" 

g&gj 4 7 1102000 2,000 7-1" 
1 1101800 1,800 8-2" 
1 1101600 1,600 6'-1" 

4 7  1101400 1,400 5'4" 
1 1101250 1,250 5'4" 

7 1101150 1,150 5'4" 
4 7  1100905 905 5'4" 

7 1100850 850 4'4" 
1 1100680 680 4'4)" 

4 7  1100545 546 4'4" 
1 1100475 475 4'-Q" 
1 1100325 325 4'4)" 
1 1100230 230 3-2" 

D = lhlibb IMFP ~Qllable 

Overall Size Size 
Height 
16-10* 24" 4" 
16-8" 24" 4" 
17-1" 24" 4" D 
14'-4" 24" 4" 
14'-5n 24" 4" 
17'-7" 24" 4" 
16-9" 24" 4" 
11'-11" 24" 4" 
11'-10" 24" 4" 
15'45" 24" 4" 
14'-2" 24" 4" 
10-9" 24" 4" 
10'-1" 24" 4" 
13-5" 24" 4" 
12'4" 24" 4" 
16 '4  24" 4" D 
12'-7" 24" 4" 
164" 24" 4"D 
15 '4  24" 3" 
9'-10" 24" 4n 
7-1" 24" 4" 
12-6" 24" 3" 
12-10' 24" 3" 
12-6" 24" 4"D 
7-10" 24" 4" 
12-0' 24" 3" 
9-5' 24" 3" 
10'-4" 24" 3" 
8-6" 24" 3" 
64" 24" 3" 
9-1" 17" 3" 
9'-11" 1w19" 3" 
9-10" 17" ' 3" 
8-3" 10/1Q 3" 
6-7" 10/19" 2' 
10'-3" 10/1Q 3" 
86" 17" 3" 
'-11" 10/19" 2" 
6'4' 17" 3" 
4'8" 17 3" 
4-11'' 17" 3" 

= M o l c k b i n  LHthg Lugo- 
' = - -  lded-ln Ladder Lugs 

" 'bided-in Lifting Lugs - Vlrgkria Only 
I = Molded-in Laddder Lugs - Monroe Only 

Molded-In Ladder 
Molded-In Lifting Lugs Attachment 

http://www.polyprocessing.com/html/verticalsjmfo.htm 

Height 

14' 
16 
16 
14' 
14' 
17 
16 
11' 
11' 
15' 
1 4' 
8 
9 
13' 
12 
16' 
12' 
15' 
15' 
9 
6 
12 
12 
12 
7 
11' 
9 
10 
8 
6 
9 

9 
8 

" 
6 

612 11200.5 

http://www.polyprocessing.com/html/verticalsjmfo.htm
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Vertical Poly Tanks with IMFO - Polyethylene Chemical Storage T d s  - Poly Process in... Page 4 of 5 

Sloped Bottom Vertical Tanks with lMFO@ 
F-o.B. Stock Nominal Approx. 

Number Capacity O.D. Tank perinch 
Drawings Charts LA VA CA 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

1215000 15000 14'-0' 
1211800 11800 12-0" 
1209850 9850 12-0" 
1208800 8800 10'-0" 
1208200 8200 10-0" 
1207W 7900 12'4" 
1206900 6900 10'6" 
1206840 6840 12-0'' 
1206350 6350 10'-2" 
1206250 6250 10-0" 
1205300 5300 12-0" 
1205150 5150 8-2" 
12046oo 4600 10-0" 
1204550 4550 8l-2" 
1204200 4200 0-2" 
1204100 4100 8-6* 
1203950 3950 10-0" 
1202900 2900 8-2" 
1201900 1900 8-2" 
- "-'dd-in Lifting Lugs 

Pads for Tank with IMFO@ 
F.O.B. 

LA VA CA 
Drawings 

Eb9.k 7 
1 

7 
1 

7 
7 1  

1 
7 

4 7  
k 1 w 1 

Stock 
Number 
8000004 
8000005 
8000054 
8000006 
8000071 
8oooO08 
8000086 
800001 0 
8000102 
8000012 
800001 4 
81 00008 
8100086 
81 OOOl 0 
81 001 02 
81 00012 

Diameter 

4l-0" 
5'-0" 
5'9" 
6'4" 
7'-1" 
8-2" 
8-6" 
1 0'-0" 
10'-2" 
12-0" 
14'-0" 

8-2" slope 
8-6" Slope 
lo'* Slope 
10'-2" Slope 
12-0" Slope 

Height 

4" 
6" 
4" 
6" 
4" 
4" 
4" 
4" 
4n 
4" 
4" 

l l "x5"  
12"x6" 
12" x 6" 
W X 6 "  
lO"x4" 

http ://www .pol yprocessing . com/htmYverticals-imfo. htm 

Approx. 
Overall 
Height 
17-2" 
16W 
14-1" 
17-3" 
16-2" 
11'-8" 
14'4 " 
10-6' 
12-7" 
12-1 1" 
8-11" 
16-1" 
10'-1 " 
14'6' 
18-6" 
12-11" 
9-0" 
10-1" 
7-6" 

Lid 
Size 

24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 
24" 

IMFO Ladder 
Size Height 

4" 14' 
4' 15" 
4" 12  
4" 16 
4" 15' 
4" lo' 
4" 13  
4" Q 
4" 12 
4" 12' 
4" 8' 
3" 15' 
4" Q 
3" 14' 
3" 12  
3" 12 
4' 8 
3" 9 

7' 

6/2 1/2OO5 



1 
I 
1 
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Vertical Poly Tanks with IMFO - Polyethylene Chemical Storage Tanks - Poly Process in... Page 5 of 5 

Another Poly Processing innovation is the I-M-F-0 or Integrally Molded Flanged 
Outlet full drain vertical tank. Our high density crosslinked polyethylene vertical tank 
with the seamless, one-piece designed IMFO@ nozzle is a cost effective solution 
that provides a greater margin of safety and promotes longer tank life. Poly 
Processings IMFO@ vertical tanks eliminate sludge buildup when storing chemicals 
like Sodium Hypochlorite and suspension materials. The IMFO@ system's full drain 
feature improves process efficiency by reducing the frequency of cleanings and 
alleviates employee confined space entry. 

. . I  

F'.','. 

http://www.polyprocessing.com/html/verticals-imfo. htm 6/2 1/2005 
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FSI Bag Filter Vessels are designed, built and stamped to meet code requirements in our own 
ASME code manufacturing faciIities. Features like the singlegasket sd permanent piping 
and sturdy perforated metal baskets as standard equipment provide durable and consistent 
performance. Positive bag hold down is an integral part of the lid. Our advanced basket design 
eliminates the need for under-basket gaskets. Swing-out cover bolts with eyenuts simplify the 
bag changing operation, while our (optional) Displacement Floats reduce spillage and ensure 
proper seating of the bag. 

Of course, all FSI Bag Filter Vessels are fully compatiile with conventional ring type bags as well 
as FSI PolylocQ bags, which feature the most advanced sealing device on the market today. 

Standard Features 
Completelyhbkeasydeaningxcess 
Full pans h unneftricted flow 
Sturdybaslcn~dard (nogaskrequired) 
Singlep;oslmitlidsd 

Carbon Sreel or 304 SS housing standard; 
316 SS d e  on request 

~ t m g s e p l i n a ;  

optrans 
Tiium,Has~oyB&C,andAlloy2u 
availpMeonrequest 
coatings available 
Wavydut).basketsavailable 
Additional connections including 
Sanitary Fittings and Socket Wad 
are available 

d" STANDARD FILTER VESSELS 

Polyloc snap tight 

Permanent piping 



3 i 

Cost Effective Alternative 
in liquid bag filtration equipment, is pleased to 

for quality filtration in 

and 304 SS: 316 SS available on r e ~ w s t  
. .  . -  . .  

Singlegasketcapad 
Gasket materials available include BUNA N, Neoprene EPR, %ton, Vim %fbn 

304 SSperhratcd basket for up to 75 PSI difkential 
'Rvo inletloutla configurations 
Same side inlaloutlet for easy manifolding 

V .  of connections available in either NPT or flange 

Encapsulated (&ern on request) 

B@J 11,12-l", 1 1/4", 1 1/2", 2", 2 1/2", 3", 4" 
13, 14-1". 1 1/4", 1 1/2",2" 

cgsmala t ionht  

options 

Socket Wdd an &able 

1 HeavydutybasketsavBile 
Additional cOnnections including Sanituy Fi#ings and 

BPNC 1 1 , 1 2 ~ M E c o d e ~ o n s d e  I 
1 BFNVESSELS 

1 
I .,. . 

r 

r J 
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i ;; - Ordering Information 
To order, use the abbrztions from the charts shown on this page. 
The charts are color coded for your convenience. 

These codes describe the following vessel: FSPN-85 Model No. - 304 SS construction - 150 PSI pressure rating - 2" flange connection - Inlet/Outlet 
Style 2, Side in/Bottom out - Coated 

These codes describe the following vessel: FSPN-2500 Model No. - Carbon Steel construction - 150 PSI pressure rating - 8" tlange connection - Inline 
Inlet/Outlet - 1/16" corrosion allowance 

2M - .A . .  

These codes describe the following v d  BFN model series - Polyioc bag style - holds one size 2 bag - 304 SS construction - 150 PSI pressure 
rating - 

I 

I 

I 

.::..,F 
. . . . .  . _- .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . .  

.. 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . _ .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . _  . . . . .  Fllter Spedalists, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. .  ................. 



FILTER spECIALISTS, INC. 100 Anchor Road P.O. Box735 (46361) Michigan City, Indiana 46360 
21 9-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0632 www.lsifi1ters.com saies@fsifilters.com 

~~~ 

Construction Material: 0 Carbon Steel 0 304 Stainless Steel 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

Basket Materials: 0 304 Stainless Steel (Slmdrrd) 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

Gasket Material: 0 BUNA N (Standard) 0 Viton 0 Neocirene 0 EPR 0 Teflon EncaDsulated Other 

'h" NPT W' NPT 

STYLE 1 
INI.INE-FLANGED 

FSPN-85 NPT-SS 

2' NPT drain standard 
* %' NPT plug CHI inlet drain 

Dimensions for relerence only. Certified drawings far exact dimendons aVailable on request. 

. *  

FILTER VESSEL LEGS 

NOTES 1) De6ign:ASME Code Section VIII, Div. 1. 
U or UM Stamp. National Board Optional. 

2) Custom-designed models of these units can be provided foi 
most operating requirements on special order. 

3) Range of flow is dependent on type of media, partide 
selection required, fluid viscosity, and volume of 
contamination. 

FSPN-85 FLG-SS 

I Design Pressure: 0 150 PSlG 0 300 PSlG 0 Other I 
I Design Temperature(F$ 0 Max Min I 

I Lifting Mechanism: 0 Hinge is standard I 
Options: 0 Corr. Allowance Coating 0 Heating Jacket 1 

oisas-oi 5-1 202 
Part I: RMLOIS85 

http://www.lsifi1ters.com
mailto:saies@fsifilters.com
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FILTER spECIALISTS, INC. 100 Anchor Road P.O. Box 735 (46361) Michigan City, Indiana 46360 
219-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0652 www.tsifilters.com saies@fsiiilters.com 

'4' NPT W' NPT Vi'' M P i  

a 
D --J STYLE 2 

NPT FITTINGS 

FSPN-85 NPT-SS 

FSPN-85 FLG-SS 

STYLE 3 
r: 

FLANGED FITTINGS 
WITH 9a" ELBOW 

F bme- 0 -4 STYLE 2 &'w* - L x 

FLANGED FITTINGS 

NOTES: 1) Design:ASME Code Section VIII, Div. 1, 
U or UM Stamp. National Board Optional. 

2) Custom-designed models of these units can be provided for 
moa operating requirements on special order. 

3) Range of flow is dependent on type of media, particle 
selection required, fluid viscosily, and volume of 
contamination. 

FSPN-85 FLG-SS 

0 V i  NPT plug on inlet drain 
Dimensions for reference only. Certified drawings for exact dimensions available on request. 

1 Design Pressure: 0 150 PSlG 0 300 PSlG 0 Other I 
Design Temperature(w 0 Max Min 

Construction Material: 0 Carbon Steel 0 304 Stainless Steel 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

I Basket Materials: 0 304 Stainless Steel ( s t a m )  0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other I 
Gasket Material: 0 BUNA N (Standard) 0 Viton 0 Neoprene 0 EPR 0 Teflon Encapsulated 0 Other 

Liflino Mechanism: 0 Hinm is standard 

0 Heating Jacket Options: Corr. Allowance 0 Coating 1 
01885-015-1 102 

Part #: RMLOIS85 

http://www.tsifilters.com
mailto:saies@fsiiilters.com
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MODEL A B C U E F H I 

FSPN-252-3 64' 4 5  13" 2 6  4%" 18" I l W  15 'W 

FSPN-252-4 64" 45" 14" 28" 5 18' 11%" 15 'W 

FSPN-355-3 65%" 4 5  13' 2 6  4%" 20" 12W 1% 

FILTER SPECIALISTS, INC. 100 Anchor Road P.O. Box 735 (46361) Michigan M y ,  Indiana 46360 
219-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0632 www.fslfiiters.com 

J RAOIUS NO.BAGS FSPN %/800: 0 U Stamp 
0 National Board 

' 7 H  23w' 2 
'W 23w' 2 

1" 25%" 3 

I 
I 

FSPN-355-4 67" 47%' 15' 28%' 5 20" 12W 12%' 

FSPN-800-3 62W 4 3  1 3  26' 4 W  22' 13%" 13518" 
FSPN-800-4 64W 4 5  1 5  30" 5" 22' 13W 13W 
FSPN-800-6 68%" 49" 18" 36" 6 2 2  13%" 13W 

Design: Section VIII, Div I, 
FSPN 252: UM Starno 

1" 25'K 3 
1" 27" 4 
1" 27%" 4 
1" 27%' 4 

0 National Board 

Dimensions for referents only. Certified drawings lor e m  dimensions are available upon request. 

lilting Mechanism: 0 Hydraulic 0 Hand Crank 0 EZ Open 0 Other 

OlS252-001-0102 
Part I: RMLOIS252 



FILTER SPECIALISTS, INC. 100 Anchor Road P.O. Box 735 (46361) Michigan Clty, Indiana 46360 
219-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0632 www.lsililters.com 

SIDE OUT 

A 

& ~~~~~~ 

Design: ASME Code Section ViII, Div I ,  
FSPN 252: UM Stamp 

National Board 

Dimensions for reference only. Certified drawings fw ewet dimensions are available upon request. 

FSPM 355/800: 0 U Stamp 
0 National Board 

II Design Pressure: 0 1OOPSlG 0 150PSlG 0 Other 

Design Temperature (PI: 0 Max Min 

I 
I 
I 

1 Construction Material: 0 Carbon Steel 0 304 Stainless Steel 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other I 
~ ~~ ~ ~~~~ 

Basket Materials: 0 304 Stainless Steel (Standard) 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

Gasket Material: 0 BUNA N ~NWII) 0 Viton Neoprene 0 EPR 0 Teflon Encapsulated 0 Other 

Llftlng Mechanism: 0 Hydraulic 0 Hand Crank 0 EZ Open 0 Other 

Options: 0 Corr. Allowance 1 
015252-001-0102 

Patt ?: RMLOS252 

http://www.lsililters.com


FILTER SPECIALISTS, INC. 100Anchor Road P.O. Box 735 (46361) Michigan City, indiana 46360 
219-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0632 ww.tsifilters.com 

Design: ASME Code Section VIIi, Div I, 
0 UM Stamp 
0 National Board 

~ ~~ 

Dimensions for referenca only. Cectified drawings for e m  dimensions are available upon request. 

1 Design Pressure: 0 100 PSIG 150 PSIG 0 Other I 
~~~~~ 

Design Temperature (Ft: Max Min 

Construction Material: 0 Carbon Steel 0 304 Stainless Steel 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

Basket Materials: 0 304 Stainless Steel (smw 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

I Gasket Material: 0 BUNA N (smb~rd) 0 Viton 0 Neoprene 0 EPR 0 Teflon Encapsulated 0 Other I 
lifting Mechanism: 0 Hydraulic 0 Hand Crank 0 EZ Open 0 Other 

Options: 0 Corr. Allowance 0 Coating 

0Is1000-001-0102 
Part#: RMLOIS1000 

http://ww.tsifilters.com
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I 
I 

~ 

FSPN-1000-3 62%" 43" 13" 27W 4" 22" 13W 13W 1" 27% 5 

FSPN-1000-4 64W 4 5  13" 29" 5 22" 13%" 13W 1" 27%" 5 
FSPN-1000-6 69% 49" 14" 34H" 6" 24" 14%" 15%" 1" 29%" 5 
FSPN-1100-3 65" 43%" 14" 30" 4% 26" 15%" 16%" 1" 31W 6 

I 

FILTER SPECIALISTS, INC. 100 Anchor Road P.O. Box 735 (46361) Michigan City, Indiana 46360 
219-879-3307 800-348-3205 Fax: 219-877-0632 www.fsifilters.com 

Design: ASME Code Section VIII, Div I, 
0 UM Stamp 
0 National Board 

FSPN-1100-4I 66%'' 1 45%" I 14" I 30' I 5 I 26' I 15W 116%; I 1" I 31W I 6 

[FSPN-1100-61 71%' I 5 0  I 1 5  I 36W I 6" 
Dimensions for reference only. Celtified drawings for exact dimensions are available upon request. 

I 26" I 15%" 116%" I 1" I 31H" I 6 1  

Design Pressure: 0 100 PSlG 0 150 PSlG 0 Other 

Design Temperature (P): 0 Max Min 

Construction Material: 0 Carbon Steel 0 304 Stainless Steel 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 

Basket Materlals: 0 304 Stainless Steel (sward) 0 316 Stainless Steel 0 Other 
----- 

Gasket Material: 0 B U M  N [stsndard) 0 Viton 0 Neoprene 0 EPR 0 Teflon Encapsulated 0 Other 

Lifting Mechanism: 0 Hydraulic 0 Hand Crank 0 EZ Open 0 Other 

options: 0 Corr. Allowance 0 Coating 

0is1000-001-0102 
Part C: RMLOiSlOOO 



NEW TECHNOLOGY, DURABLE DESIGN 
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SIGMA METERING PUMPS: 
EASY AS I ,  2, 3 

OPERATING PRINCIPLE 1 Based on the recent technology 
developed for the namma/L I 

I- r 
OPERATING MODES 2 Basic or Microprocessor controlled 

solenoid metering pumps. 
Providing unified operation 
and consistency across a wide 
range of applications. 

1 

3 PERFORMANCE RANGES 
Sigmdl from 5.2 to 38 gph (20 to 144 Vh) 
Sigmd2 from 15.9 to 11 1 gph (60 to 420 Vh) 
Sigmd3 from 46 to 264 gph (1 74 to 1,000 Vh) c -  

The control base on the Sigmali pump 
can be rotated on either side at a 90° 
angle 



FEATURES AND BENEFITS 

7 '- . 

ANALOG INPUT: 
- 4-20 mA input signal can be custom scaled to suit process 

conditions - Direct input signal, SCR or inverter not needed 
t 
I I - Can be used for proportional control 

@I&, andaccess 
khnnatbn ANALOG OUTPUT: 

CONTACTFULSE INPUT: 

- 4-20 mA output signal proportional to pump flow rate 
- Use with flow monitor to verify flow 

ivider for proportional feed 

nts unauthorized adjustments 

- pH Neutralization 
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PRINCIPLES OF OPERATION 
The ProMinent Sigma 
Series pumps are 
motor-driven with a 
mechanically actuated 
diaphragm-type liquid 
end. The Sigma pumps 
are constructed with 
a corrosion resistant 
plastic outer housing. The 
Sigmd2 and 3 also have 

a rugged metal inner 
casing for components 
subjected to mechanical 
stress. The standard 
liquid end materials are 
PVDF or 316 stainless 
steel; both with PTFE 
seals. 

Sigma pumps are 
designed with a convex 
DEVELOPAN" diaphragm 
which seals to a concave 
curve in the liquid end. 
This allows for precise 
metering of media with 
various viscosities and 
reduces stress for long 
diaphragm life. 

r r  --a 

2 Stroke length a 

4 Plastic housi 



via analog (4-20 mA) or 
3P signal is possible with 
optional motorized stroke 
positioning systems. 

m - 8  

BASIC VERSION 
The choice for simple, 
metering pump 
applications. The pumps 
may be operated manually 
by adjusting the stroke 
length knob (displacement 
per stroke) at a constant 
stroke frequency using 
a constant speed motor. 
Automatic control of 
displacement per stroke 

SPECIFICATIONS 

CONTROL VERSION 

I 

MWCOnW-  

Sigma microprocessor 
controlled metering pumps 
are programmable and 
display informative data for 
monitoring, recording and 
tracking. Functions include 
digital setting of stroke 

. , 18.. 

frequency, batch delivery 
and external control by 
contact, pulse or analog 
signal. Displays include 
flow rate (gph or Vh) and 
totalized flow (gallons or 
lites), cumulative stroke 
count, and stroke length 
adjustment. Options 
include remote monitoring, 
diagnostics, control (via 
fieldbus, analog, pulse and/ 
or timer), access codes, 
faulVpacing relays, mA 
analog output, and flow 
monitoring. Control version 
pumps are supplied with 
an integral TEFC motor. 



I 
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DIMENSIONS 
Dimensions vary based on liquid end size and material (PVDF or SS); 
maximum dimensions are shown. 

Detailed dimension sheets on request 
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TECHNICAL DATA 
9 . . ... : 

gma Basic 
d rate at 
xback Capacity 

sigmw i 
12017 PVl  
12017 SS7 
12035 PVl  
12035 SS1 

I 

E Sigma/ -4 3 

120145 P'# 
120145 SZ 

sure U S  Approx rate A p p x  rate * pressure connector 
aah ~/h ml/&oke strokeS/mm tt 'mwc mi NPT aoh i/h rnlktroke stmkes/m 

145 
174 
145 
174 
145 
145 

145 
145 
145 
145 
102 
102 

102 
102 
58 
58 
58 
58 

5.2 20 4.0 88 
5.2 20 4.0 88 
11.1 42. 4.0 172 
11.1 42 4.0 172 
15.8 60 4.0 240 
15.8 60 4.0 240 

6.8 26 5.1 88 
6.8 26 5.1 88 
14 !33 5.1 172 
14 53 5.1 172 

20.6 78 5.1 240 
20.6 78 5.1 240 

13.2 50 9.7 88 
13.2 50 9.7 88 
26.7 101 9.7 172 
26.7 101 9.7 172 

30 144 9.7 240 
30 144 93 240 

145 
174 
145 
174 
145 
174 

100 
100 
160 
m 
%B 
e4 

145 

15.9 60 11.4 87 
15.2 57 11.4 87 
28.5 108 11.4 156 

27 103 11.4 156 
41 156 10.9 232 

39.6 150 10.9 232 

30 t44 27.4 
98 144 27.4 

69.7 284 n.7 
87 
87 

1% 
156 
232 
!a 

48 174 915 66 

145 
174 
145 
174 
145 
145 

145 
145 
145 
145 
102 
102 

102 
102 
58 
58 

145 
174 
145 
174 
145 
174 

100 
lob 
100 
f64 
88 
6 

14 

5.2 20 4.0 
5.2 20 4.0 
11.1 42 4.0 
11.1 42 4.0 
13.2 50 4 0  
13.2 50 4.0 

6.8 26 5.1 
6.8 26 5.1 
14 53 5.1 
14 53 5.1 

17.2 65 5.1 
17.2 65 5.1 

13.2 50 9.7 
13.2 50 9.7 
26.7 101 9.7 
26.7 101 9.7 
31.7 120 9.7 
31.7 120 9.7 

15.9 60 11.4 
15.9 80 11.4 
28.5 108 11.4 
28.5 108 114 
34.3 130 10.9 
34.3 130 10.9 

38 144 27.4 
30 144 27.4 

23 7 14.5 1R'MWT 
23 7 14.5 3WFNPT 
23 7 14.5 lRwMNpT 
23 7 14.5 3l8"FNPT 

23 7 14.5 3#"FNPT 

19.6 6 14.5 1R"MNPT 
19.6 6 14.5 3/8" F"T 
19.6 6 34.5 1R'MNpT 
19.6 6 14.5 9/8*FNPT 
19.6 6 14.5 1R'MNPT 
19.6 6 14.5 38" MNPT 

9.8 3 14.5 W4.MNPT 
9.8 3 14.5 112"FNPT 
9.8 3 14.5 W4'MNPT 
9.8 3 14.5 f/2" FNPT 
9.8 3 14.5 W4"MNPT 
9.8 3 14.5 1R" FNPT 

a 7 145 ~ I ~ ~ M N P T  

23 7 43.5 1R"MNPT 
23 7 43.5 1R"FNPT 
23 7 43.5 9/4*MNPT 
23 7 43.5 1R"FNPT 
23 7 49.5 W4,MNPT 
23 7 43.5 1m-FNPT 

16 5 14.5 W4'MNPT 
16 5 145 W4"MNPT 
16 5 14.5 W4"MNPT 



Standard pre-engineered 
metering packages 
available with the Sigma 
series pumps include the 
single metering pump 
(Ml) and dual metering 
pump (M2) dosing 
systems. 
ProMinent also offers 
customized systems built 
10 specification. For 
more information, contact 
ProMinent or your local 
Representative. 

Systems are comsion- 
resistant, self 
contained units with 
chemical metering 
pumpts), piping, 
fittings, and optional 
accessories. 
Production capabilities 
include threaded, 
welded and thermal 
fusion joining systems 
for pipe; system 
assembly; wiring and 

equipment support and 
testing (with criteria 
for electrical, control, 
mechanical and 
aesthetic features). 
All systems are factory 
assembled and tested 
prior to shipment. 

Standard options: 
- Pipe size 
- Stand material 
- Calibration column 
- Backpressure valve 
- Pulsation dampener 

- Accumulator 
- Pressure gauge 
- flow monitor 
- Sediment strainer 
- Pressure relief vaive 
Engineering services 
include process 
design, P&ID 
development, CAD 
drawings, general 
arrangements, shop 
electrical drawings, as 
Wit, c'uHm operaion 
instructions and 
maintenance manuals. 

f 



124 1 W. Calle De La Plaza 
Sahuarita, Az. 85629 

To Mike Wood, Rohn Householder, Steve Gay, Kaycee Conger and 
Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr.: 

That was a good Directors meeting yesterday. I finally asked Rohn 
directly why he was in favor of spending about $1,70O,OOO for a central 
arsenic treatment system instead of about $7OO,oocZ for arsenic treatment 
at each well. I can now start answen'ng his concerns and pushing other 
people to supply what information I am unable to provide. 

I am trying to put in print what I think Rohn said. If I am wrong, or have 
left out inportant facts, let me know, or when Rohn testifies at the later 
hearings a court reporter wilt get it correct what his ideas are. I think, and 
remember, what he said as: 

1. In general central units are better. 
2. Central units are cheaps to operate. 
3. He did not want to get bto the pros and cons of operating a 

central1 vs at each well because he did not know the operation, 
problems, maintenance, etc. 

For the past six months to a year my letters and comments to Rohn and 
the others has been on the operational problems involved with 
Westland's propossal, and the excessive cost. This is also what many of 
my exhibits as an intewenior would cover. 

Ceniral uno& are cheaper to operate. 
The central unit Westland is proposing will cost roughly $1 ,OOO.OOO more 
than the units at each well. We have a proposal to loan L.Q.S. money ut 
8% so just to cover the interest the central unit must be $8O,ooO per year 
cheaper to operate. if we are thinking of paying back the loan in ten 
years we need the central unit to be another $lOO,OOO cheaper to 
operate per year. 

I will try to come up with costs, but I doubt if there is any chance I will 
come up with cental unit cost $180,000 cheaper per year. if f do come 
up with this type of saving, or anyone else can show us that type of 
savings, I would be giad to change my vote to a vote for a central 
unit and withdraw my intervention proceedings. (Note that Ron Kozoman 
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on his page 9 of testimony states, “The estimated annual operating 
expense associated with arsenic treatment is $21 ,OOO for the initial year.”) 

If we can’t come up with savings in the range of $1 80,oOO per year 
with a central unit, either Rohn or Mike might consider changing their vote 
to arsenic units at each well. 

1-20-06 DOC *’”;.3- 



1241 W. Calle De La Plaza 
Sahuarita, Az. 85629 
September 14,2005 
Phone (520) 625 - 3327 

Judge Jane L. Rodda 

Administrative L a w  Judge Exh;bt t G .I. Arizona Corporation Commission -, 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 8xK)7 

RE: Las Quintas Serenas Water Co. f"LQS") 
Docket Nos, W-01583A-04-0178, W-01583A-05-0326 and 
W-01!333A-05-0340 

Dear Judge Rodda: 

I have problems and I hope you can help me, or direct me to the 
proper people. My wife and I have lived at the above address since 
about 1965. We live in the LQS franchise area and have always received 
our water from LQS. I am a graduate mining engineer and I worked for a 
while as a design engineer for the U S Navy on mostly submarine piping 
and hydraulics. So I have some knowledge of handling fluids. I have no 
legal experience so I have no idea how to Write this letter, or to whom. 

1 

In Docket No. W-01583AU4-0178 on March 9,2004 LQS filed an 
application with the Commission for a permanent rate increase. On 
or before January 15,205 LQS was ordered to use the new rate 
schedule. According to paragraph number 30 in this rate case the Staff 
thought LQS was getting a 2.9 5% increase in revenue over the test year. 
Actually LQS spent over $4O,OOO on the rate case and we got a rate 
decrease so we have had to sell tens of thousands of dollars of 
investments to pay our employees and purchase power to run the wells. 

In paragraph number 43 in this rate case the Staff calculated 
preliminary estimate of arsenic removal of $1 86,992 in capital costs. LQS 
has a Westland Resources report that the cost for arsenic removal will be 
about $1,700,000. I have been President, Vie President, Operator, Co - 
Operator Manager, and Treasurer at various times for LQS for about forty 
years, and a Director for that entire time, and I felt the $1,700,000 system 
was poorly designed and would not be reliable s o  I got information on a 
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system which would be reliable costing about $600,000 and presented 
this to the two Plelps Dodge Directors. At fird one of them said that was 
just a salesman's idea so  my wife and I paid Miller Brooks Environmental 
over $7,000 to do the engineering and they came up with what I think is 
a good system with costs just over $700,000. This woutd be a much better 
system and $1 ,000,ooO less in cost. 

*/------ 
P W - Y '  J-j$& 

LQS attorney Lawrence V. Robertson in his August 22,2005 letter to eJ+ 
Jason Geltman of the Arizona Corp. Comm. Legal Division had a ,w ,$,.r;trY 
proposed schedule for Docket W-Ol383A-05-0340 which looked to me like-- 
December 9,2005 would be the first time I a s  an Intervenor would be 
able to present my case. After seeing that LQS had to spend over 
$4O,OOO to answer all of Staff's requests it looks like LQS could end up 
spending lots of money on the engineering, etc requirements Staff 
probably will require. And then if Staff goes for the $700,000 system , or 
Staff's preliminary $186,992 system, LQS could have spent a lot of money 
for nothing. So a s  soon as possible I would like Staff to know that an 
intervenor will at some time like to present a system with costs around 
$700,000. 

30  0 
~4 

is there someone I should'notify now that I plan to be an Intervenor 
on December 9th, or preferably sooner if possible? 

Yours truly. 

Jo& S. Gay, LQS wate&ustomer. 

cc: Steve Gay, LQS Manager 
Rohn Householder, LQS Director 
Mike Wood, LQS Director 

9-1 4-05 DOC 



1241 W. Calle De La Plaza 
Sahuarita, Az. 85629 

&xhibif 6-8 January 9,2006 
Phone 625 - 3327 

To Mike Wood, Rohn Householder, Steve Gay and Kaycee Conger: 

N E W  WELL SITE 
1. I have known about Santa Cruz Meadows subdivision for many years 
in a vague way, but when I saw the large piece of ground being cleared 
I was suprised. Recently when talking to Steve about L.Q.S. business he 
showed me the plans for the subdivision and said he had an extra copy 
so I took the set of plans home to look over. I had no idea it would be so 
large: it is for 239 lots. (Witness Kozoman Schedule H-2 lists customers on 
9-30-03 as 700 of 5/8 meter, a few of 1 ’ I ,  1 S”, etc and 150 standpipe 
customers for a total of 897 customers.) It is easy to see that the addition 
of 239 customers should change L.Q.S. water use quite a lot so I think we 
should consider seeing if we can obtain a well site on this property. 

2. When I look over the Santa Cruz Meadows plans I see that most of 
their water system pipes will be 8”. Most of the old L.Q.S. system is 6”. This 
might not mean much to Rohn, but to get the rough idea of water flow 
capacity in pipes one squares the diameter. Therefore, 6x6 =36 and 
8x8=64 so in rough terms 8” pipe system will cary almost twice what a 6” 
system will. a 

3. The set of drawings that Steve gave me had Steve signing for L.Q.S. 
on May 30,2003, and then after revision # 1 March 29,2005, and there 
was a place for L.Q.S. Re-Acceptance after reyision #2 but on my copy 
Steve had not signed. Therefore, I do not know if it is too late to negotiate 
a well site, but as far as I am concerned it is worth a try. 

4. 
Montgomery and Associates and they were the ones that picked the 
location and oversaw the drilling of our #7 well. I know I was well pleased 
with their work and I believe Steve felt the same. The #7 location was 
picked with hopes that the nitrates from the sewage plant would be to 
the east and the problems from the mines would be to the west. ( I went 
to a well-attended Nancy Freeman meeting today and she is a pusher 
who wants some of the treated sewage water to be used on golf courses 
in the future and not be an item of our concern.) To me, there are 
several possible well locations in Santa Cruz Meadows and they are 

Charlie Barter, a L.Q.S. Director, until his death, worked for 
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1 all farther away from the mines than either #6, or #7hwells. 

5. I believe a replacement well has to be drilled‘within’660 feet of the 
old well and possibly the ADWR would only allow an approved pumping 
rate the same as the old well registered gallons per minute. If this is the 
case, if our #5 well fails we might want to drill the replacement well on 
the site as we have pressure tank, piping, electricity, fencing, SCADA all 
there and we might also have our arsenic system in place, and this well 
has the lowest arsenic level of our three wells. See Steve’s 12/29/05 letter 
to us as the second and third paragraph on page 2 cover #5 well. 

b 
9 ,. *, 

* .  t *.% . > ” ‘  

6. 
Intent to Drill, Deepen, Replace or Modify a Well” and the form to fill out. 
The fee is $150 and I have this info as I plan to drill a well soon near St  
David. I phoned the well driller in October of 2005 and their first available 
date to drill is this coming March. Therefore, if I can get either Mike or 
Rohn to agree with me it is my suggestion we have Steve get going to 
find out what size well we are allowed to replace #5 with, the costs, and 
when we might get the well drilled. I do not want to drill now, as #5 is 
working fine, but we directors should have the info in front of us so we 
can move quickly which ever way we want to go if #5 fails. About a 
month ago when Steve was gone I checked the system and found that 
#5 was the well running and I was surprised as Steve has been using #7. 
When I got to the office 1 found a note saying he had put #5 in lead 
because he would be gone and it was the most reliable. 
[I have a copy of a Nov. 30,2003 Invoice from Montgomery & Assoc. For 
Professional hydrogeologicd services: project,management and 
planning: initial preparation of technical specifications for ST-5 
replacement well; and teleconferences with S. Gay concerning 
alternatives for ST-5 replacement.) 

I have Arizona Department of Water Resources Form 55-40 “Notice of 

OPERATION OF L.Q.S. WHEN STEVE LEAVES 
7. Steve will be gone on April 1 st. and Gary Hatcher has given notice, so 
after April 1 st Mike, Rohn, Kaycee, and myself will be operating the system 
unless we have people trained at that time. Steve’s 12/29/05 letter has 
under #2 Kaycee’s wages, and under #3 asking about replacement 
labor, and under #6 how poorly the system is operating, and # 1 1  on 
Grumpy customers. One item that needs to be added and emphasized 
is that Mike and Rohn will be entirely in charge of this. I will be glad to 
offer ideas and suggestions, but the entire operation will be run by the 



Jan. 9,2006 Page 3 
two of them. I have spent much time, written many letters to the two 
men explaining how we can have a more reliable arsenic system for 
around $600,000 and they have never answered any of my letters and 
they are still going for a $1,600,000 system. 

8. I do not know if Rohn and Mike are even aware of some of the 
items we now have in place to make sure things run well. 

a. Kaycee, Steve, Gary, and myself all have keys to enter the well 
yards, standpipe locked area, and office and we all have some idea 
what is going on in each area. My understanding is that neither Mike nor 
Rohn have keys to enter these points and I doubt if they would know 
what was going on in most places if they did get in. 

b. At Steve’s house and at my house we both have pressure gauges 
attached to the water system so we have some idea from our homes 
how things are going. There is electrical switch gear so if the water 
pressure gets below a set point a gong rings at Steve’s, and the phone 
rings at both his and my houses with a recording saying, “Low Water 
Pressuse”, and I believe it keeps repeating this message. 

c. Usually when Steve will be out of town he lets me know and I check 
the system. An example was December 17th, a Saturday, so I went to 
each well, noted water pressure, run time, etc. and then went to the 
office to verify. Most of the time I do not turn in my,hours as I figure my 
monthly Director’s fee should cover this. 

d. Item “c” is usually on weekends. When Steve is on vacation Kaycee 
usually keeps tabs during the week with possibv Gary and/or me 
checking the field and reporting to her. Then I usually handle the 
weekend. 

9. 
and Gary leave, I will be sure that Mike’s and Rohn’s home phones and 
addresses are well displayed and I will make it plain that the two are 
operating the system. 

Unless Mike and Rohn have people trained and in place when Steve 

MONEY PROBLEMS 
10. 
I see that on 8/15/05 Check #7580 went to Atty. Lawrence Robertson for 
“Telephone conferences: Bank - Loan Arrangements $302.50.” On 
9/8/05 more Loan Discussions w/ Bank $522.50. Same day another 

Steve’s 12/29/05 letter talks about money under # 1  and #6. 
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$495.00 on the same subject. Again on 9/8/05 Meeting Commerce Bank - 
-Possible loan arrangements $797.50, and on 10/17/05 
Preparation/Participation w/Alliance Bank for $330.00. This is a lot of 
money to pay out for a lawyer. 

LQS, a letter telling of a $1,650,000 Loan at 8%. 

OF LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO. were filed with the Arizona 
Corporation Commission and recorded in Book 1 146 from page 479 to 
485 and under ARTICLE VI it states: 

The highest amount of indebtedness or liability to which the 
corporation may at any time subject itself is the sum of Six Hundred 
Sixty-Six Thousand ($666,000) ------Dollars. (JSG File #89) 

On September 2,2005 Commerce Bank sent John Gay, President of 

Do these various people know that the ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION 

I ‘ ‘ 7  4$ 4 1 1, 
covers. In #6 he states LQS sold $28,257 in stocks to cover expenses in 

z $J5L@w2B6-Kaycee’s “Month End Summary December 2005” lists the 
same Intel $4,945.42, and SBC Comm. $4,808.36, and John. & Johnson 
$1 8,504.21 , but Kaycee also lists a second sale of Johnson & Johnson of 
$1 8,051.90. In order that Mike and Rohn understand the seriousness of 
money under their direction they need to know about this second 
Johnson & Johnson ($18,051.90), plus we sold Ivy Bond Fund A for 
$1 0,761.06 on 4/18/05, plus Scudder Short Term Boqd Fund for $10,787.50 
on 3/31 /05, plus T Rowe Price Mid Cap Growth for $27,059.63 on 
3/24/2005. If I have added it correctly that is $94,917 we have used from 
our savings in less than one year, and not added one capital 
improvement. 

Steve’s 12/29/05 letter doesn’t indicate what months this report ‘ ‘ (fkj- 
$k b2 

5 

12. 
June, July, and August all on 9-22-05. As I remember when Rohn first 
became a Director he wanted monthly statements and I believe Kaycee 
told him she couldn’t do it until the tax person gave her the cost to 
charge each month. In any case I maintain we must have more up-to- 
date accounting, even if isn’t complete. I never get any feed back from 
either Mike or Rohn so I do not know if they are aware what is going on 
and if one of them is authorizing these very frequent and large checks for 
attorney and accounting fees. (See attached Transaction Detail Report.) 

If I am correct I show we received Profit & Loss statements for May, 

13. 
people we are working toward a proper goal, then have Westland 

If someone feels we must spend money wildly to show the Arsenic 
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Resources work on #5 well because they and I ,  as cclil intervenor, plan to 
have the arsenic unit there as a sep 

\hnzxcx 1-9-06 Doc 



1241 W. Calte De La Plaza, 
Sahuarita, Az. 85629 

Phone 625 - 3327 
April 78,2005 &xb;bit Lr 

Mr. Mike Redmond, R.S., PDEQ 
Pima County Dept. of Environmental Quality 
150 West Congress Street 
Tucson, Az. 85701 - 131 7 

D e a r  Mr. Redrnond: 

I .  We have received Eric Shepp's letter of April 7th, and I need  hefp. 

2. Las Quintas Serenas Water Co. [ LQS) has an arsenic problem that 
we need to correct. We have used Buck Lewis as our engineer for about 
20 years but Buck has retired so we looked for a new engineer and signed 
a contract with Westland Resources, lnc. on January IO. xfo5 to do some 
engineen'ng for us. 

3. 
Corporation Commission for a 
Decision No. 67455 was D o c k e  P LQS spent about $41),OOO on this rate 
case and instead of a rate in'mease it turned out to be a rate decrease. 
We spent this $4O,ocx> and in the end we had not improved our water 
system any, or helped our customers in any way. "Findings Of Fact" #42 
gave the values of arsenic in our three weils and stated that our wells are 
above the new arsenic maximum contaminant level which will be 
required on January 23,2006. 

On March 9,2004 LQS filed an application with the  Arizona 
anent rdte increase. On Jan. 4,2005 

4. in Findings Of Fad #43 the CommMm Staff calculated preliminary 
estimates of cost for LQS's arsenic removal. Staff estimated capitaf costs 
and operation and maintenance costs, however made no finding in this 
Decision as to the reasonableness of Staff's estimates, and no suggestions 
or help was given to finance the arsenic removal. 

5. 
pian to A E Q  or the PCDEQ by February 28,2005 for review and 
approval. Westland worked hard and produced LAS QUiNTAS WATER 
COMPANY WATER SYSTEM AND ARSENIC MASTER PLAN dated 3-24-05 by 
Kara Fesia. Thii was after #e date ordered by the  Commission so we 

The Commission ordered that LQS submit its detailed arsenic removal 



April 18,05 Mike Redmond 

distributed it immedbtefy even though we could see enuxs. [Our name is 
Las Quintas Serenas Watet Co. not LQS Quintas Water Co.) The most 
mu@ problem I s e e  with Westland's report is that in Appendi A they 
estimate costs as $1,789375, and with the  quotes we have from Severn 
Trent Services I think we will have a more reliable system for under 
$600,000. 

Page 2 

6. 
double each water customer's monthly water costs. 1 would expect this 
to  bring lawsuits from stockholders of LQS or from our customen, 
especially when it can be shown that the $6oo,OOO plan gives more 
reliable water service. 

If we spend the $1.789375 I f e e l  that LQS will have to more than 

7. 
LQS since about 1966. Since The Anaconda Co. t o o k  over LQS in about 
1966 and I became President we have made many improvements and 
had no serious cumplaints to our water sen/ice, Phelps Dodge is now the  
majorstockhokbr and two of our three Directors who direct operations 
are Phelps Dodge employees. ( I  am t h e  third Director.] I have not been 
able to convince the other two Directon that my $600,000 plan has any 
merit. In fact, we have not even been able to agree whether we are in 
compliance on our storage. So that is the first thing I want to get ironed 
out. Here is where I need your help. t 

I have been President, vice President, Co-Manuger, or Dkeetm of 

8. System Storage Az Revised Statutes R ?  8-4-503 Storage requirements 
as it pertains to LQS. 
equal  to fhe average dairy demand during the peak  rnonfh of the year. 
Storage capacify may be based on existing consumption and phased in 
us the water system expunds. ..... " "The minimum storage cupacify 
for a ~ u l f i ~ ~ e - w ~ ~ l  system may be reduced by fbe amount of fhe toful 
doily demand minus #he production from the largest producing well." 
Our peak month wus June to July 2003 with 21,349,000 gallons / 30 days = 
71 1.633 average gallons p e r  day. We have storage of 60,000 + 
30,000gailons = 90,005 total. 
This is where I need help. Our largest well is 850 gpm x 60 min. x 24 hours 
= 1,224,000 gallons. This 77 1,633 average daily demand - 1,224,000 gal. 
= minus 51 2,367 gallons, so is ou r  required s t o r a g e  zero gallons? 

I' ..... fhe minimum storage capacity shall be 
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9. 
"The minimum storage capacBy for systems not providing fire protection 
should approximate the annuai average daily consumption. This 
cupac=ity may be reduced when the source and treatment facilities have 
sufficient capady, with standby power capabiMy. to supplement p e a k  
demands of the system." H e r e  aguh 1 need help. Just how much 
capacity dues ADEQ require &om tQS8 

Sysim Storage -- ADEQ Booklet t? ? 

I 0. Wdund 2.3 Wder  Source Capuc-Hy 
"The ADEQ standards require that the welf system be capable of 
providing peak day demand fPDDj for the  entire system w'ih the  largest 
well out of service." 
#6 well efectric 3x1 gpm x 60 rnin x 24 hr = 504,000 gallons. 
#6 wefi Nat. gas 425 gprn x 60 min. x 24 hr. = 61 2,000 gallons. 
#5 well efeciric 200 gprn x M) rnin. x 24 ht-. 5 288,ooO gallons 
288,000 + 504,000 = 792,000 gaf, with #6 on eiectric. 
288,000 -+ 6 12,ooO = 900,OOO gal. with #6 on Natural gas. 
One day in May we pumped 9lG,OOU gaiions which is our PDD. 

15. With Westland's $1,789,375 
plan #7 well will no Ionger pump into the system. Atso #6 well no longer 
pumps into the system. Oniy #5 well will pump into the system. So how 
much storage is required with their system? 
With Severn Trents $600,000 system att three wetis wifl s8ll pump water into 
t he  syetern. 

cc: Steve Gay, LQS Manu 
Rohn tiousehofder, LQS Director 
Mike Wood. LQS Director 
Lawrence V. Robertson, LQS SHcxney _. 
Westland Resources 

4-18-05 DOC 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

I 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2.15 

1.15 

3 125.00 

4 225.00 

6 350.00 

Standpipe 10.10 

WHAT ARE THE PROPOSED ACRM CHARGES TO SERVICE THE DEBT, 

AND OVER WHAT CUSTOMER BASE ARE THE CHARGES SPREAD? 
I used the customers at the end of the test year, namely September 30,2003. Thus, the 

customer base has been annualized to the year end number of customers. The monthly 

charges for the ACRM charges by meter size are: 

Meter ACRM 
- Size Ch- 
5/8 x 314 $ 21.99 

314 

1 

1 1/2 

2 

3 

4 

6 

Standpipe 

* 32.98 

54.97 

109.95 

175.92 

35 1.83 

549.74 

1,099.48 

2 1.99 

Combining the current monthly minimum and the ACRM charges results in the 

following total monthly charges: 

Meter Monthly ACRM Total Monthly 
- Size Minimum Charge Charge 

7 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

- i i  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
I 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

/ 5f8 x3f4 

Q.16 

A.16 

3/4 

1 

1 1/2 

2 

3 

4 

6 

Standpipe 

$ 10.00 $ 21.99 $ 31.99 4-n 
22.50 

25.00 

55.00 

70.00 

125.00 

225.00 

350.00 

10.10 

32.98 

54.97 

109.95 

175 -92 

351.83 

549.74 

1,099.48 

21.99 

55.48 

79.97 

164.95 

245.92 

476.83 

774.74 

1,449.48 

32.09 

WHY DID YOU USE THE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS AT SEPTEMBER 30, 

2003, AND NOT THE MOST RECENT NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS? 

There are a greater number of customers in 2005 than there were at September 30,2003. 

However, if I were to use the most recent number of customers, I would also propose a 

number of adjustments to other accounts. 

It is my understanding that the Commission has allowed the Company’s prior rate 

case to be re-opened only for the limited purpose of considering the proposed recovery of 

debt service and certain operating expenses associated with arsenic treatment. 
c 

If I were to use the most recent number of customers, I would also request the 

property taxes on the higher revenue, as the revenue requested in the instant case will 

cause property taxes to increase substantially, even with the decrease in the assessment 

8 
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Las Quintas Serenas Water Company With 8.00% Loan 
Present and Proposed Rates Including Estimated Surcharge for ARSM Surcharge 

Estimated Operation & Maintenance Expense Associated with Arsenic Treatment Plant 
Test Year Ended September 30,2003 

Exhibit 
Schedule H-3 
Page 1 
Witness: Kozoman 

Line Customer Classification 
- No. and Meter Site 
I Monmly Usage Charge for: 
2 518 x 314 Inch 
3 3/4 Inch 
4 1 Inch 
5 1 112lnch 
-6 2lnch 
7 3lnch 
8 4lnch 
9 6lnch 
70 Standpipe 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Gallons included in Minimums all meters but 4" 

Tier 1 : Gabns umer limit 
15 518 x 314 Inch All (a) 
16 34 Inch AIl (a) 
17 I Inch All (a) 
18 1.5lnch All (a) 
19 2 tnch All (a) 
20 3lnch All (a) 
21 4lnch All (a) 
22 6lnch ~ AH (a) 
23 Standpipe (a) 

25 
26 518 x 314 Inch All (b) 
27 314 Inch All (b) 
28 llnch All (b) 
29 1.5 inch (4 
30 2lnch (b) 
31 3lnch Ail @) 
32 4lnch All @) 
33 6lnch All (b) 

24 
Tier 2: (Gallon umer limit. UD to. but not exceedinq) 

34 
35 518x314 Inch 
36 314 inch 
37 1 Inch 
38 1.5 Inch 
39 2lnch 
40 3inch 
41 4lnch 
42 6lnch 

Tier 3: lGaiton uo~er limit. UD to, but not exceeding 

43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

Present 
Rates 

$ 10.00 
22.50 
25.00 
55.00 
70.00 

125.00 
225.00 
350.00 
10.10 

Proposed 
Rates 

$ 31.99 
55.48 
79.97 

164.95 
245.92 

774.74 
1,449.48 

32.09 

(a) 

476.83 

4,000 4,000 
4,000 4,000 
40,000 40,000 

100,000 100,000 
150,000 150.000 

400,000 400,000 
400,000 400,000 

4,000 4,000 

23,000 23,000 
23,000 23,000 
40,001 99,999,999 

100,001 99,999,999 
150,001 99,999,999 

99,999,999 
400,001 99,999,999 
400,001 99,999,999 

23,001 23,001 
23,001 23,001 

99.999.999 99,999,999 
99,999,999 99,999,999 
99,999,999 99,999,999 
99,999,999 99,999,999 
99,9g9,w9 99,999,999 
99,999,999 99,999,999 

Commoditv Rates (Der 1.000 oallons in excess of oallons in Each Tier) 
All Tier I $ 0.950 
All Tier 2 1.150 
All Tier 3 1.350 
All Tier 4 1.350 

Percent 
Chanae 

219.90% 
146.58% 
219.88% 
199.91 % 
251.31% 
281.46% 
244.33% 
314.14% 
217.72% 

NIA 
WA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NfA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NtA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

1 .ow342290 
1.294352290 
1.494352290 
1.494352290 

15.19% 
12.55% 
10.69% 
10.69% 



\ April 27,2005 

John Gay makes the following motion: 
In Westland’s Las Quintas Water Company Water System and Arsenic 

Master Plan it states under 4.5, “A variety of options were considered to 
address these concerns including arsenic treatment at each well site, . . . . ’ I  

“In general, it is most efficient to treat or test well water by concentrating 
numerous sources into a single centralized system before pumping into 
the distribution system.’’ Westland gave us no figures or facts to back up 
this statement so I would like to pay Westland to present these facts and 
figures to us, so everybody at Las Quintas Serenas Water Co. can see if 
there - are any advantages to their $1,789,375 system over the Severn 
Trent units at each well for a total cost of around $600,000. 



I '  
i 

(Gallons) 
90,000 

I 

(Gallons) (Gallons) 
490,820 400,820 

I 

Existing Capacity Requirement 

h s  QU~NTAS SERENAS WATER SYSTEM AND ARSENlC MASTER PLAN ' 

Deficit 

4.5. EXISTING SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS 

The approach to the construction of new infrastructure to serve the existing water system must take into 
account the various requirements to provide a comprehensive plan that addresses the issues related to 
water quality, and storage deficiencies. Long-term well capacity issues will be addressed under the future 
system requirements section, as it is assumed that the existing well capacity will be sufficient for the 
short-term needs of the water system. The recommended infkastructure as discussed in this chapter is 
shown on Exhibit 1. 

The first priority for Las Quintas Serenas Water Company is to construct facilities that will allow the 
water system to provide water meeting the new arsenic standard. The secondary priority is to address the 
shortage in storage capacity. variety of options were considered to address these concerns including 
arsenic treatment at each well site, various combinatims of centralized arsenic treatment, and various 
storage tank locations. The alternative selected to address existing system requirements allows the 
integration of both arsenic treatment and storage facilities into one water system project, .En p n m l ,  it is 
most efficient to treat or test well water by concentrating numerous sources into a single cen 
system before pumping into the distribution system. The water system facilities proposed for the existing 
system include a combined treatment system for Well Nos. 6 and 7, with a new storage tank and booster 
station for delivering treated water, and a small separate treatment syqtem at Well No. 5. An Opinion of 
Probable Construction Cost (OPCC) for the existing system facilities is provided in Appendix A. 

4.5.1. Welf Nos. 6 and 7 Arsenic Treatment "I^JI& 2005- 3/a'i/04- 
. _  - 

.: & K@l..&F& ".-1"d+ *3  

The existing system infrastructure to address arsenic concerns nd 7 will include a new 
1,275-gpm iron-media adsorption arsenic treatment system, 400,000-gallon storage tank, and 850-gpm 
transfer booster station at the existing Well No. 6 site. A new 8-inch water main approximately 2,500 feet 
in length will be required to connect Well No. 7 to the site. The Well No. 6 site was selected for the 
treatment system due to visibility concerns at Well No. 7. Site piping will allow either or both of the 
wells to deliver directly into the arsenic treatment system. The treated water meeting the new arsenic 
standard will fill a new 400,000-gallon tank located at the Well No. 6 site. A variable frequency drive 
(VFD) transfer booster station with a capacity of 850 gpm will then pump treated water fiom the tank into 
the system. A concept site layout for the new facilities at the Well No. 6 site is shown on Exhibit 2. 

Well No. 

.. 

The arsenic treatment unit constructed at the Well No. 6 site will be a dual-vessel layout for redundancy 
purposes. The actual vessels will be sized to accommodate the total capacity of both wells operating 

I 
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U S  QUINTAS SERENAS WATER COMPANY ARSENIC TREATMENT DESIGN REPORT < 

A new 3,000 gallon hydropneumatic tank will be required for Well No. 6 to provide surge protection for 
the arsenic treatment facilities as this well is not equipped with variable frequency drive. 

Well No, 5 will not require any modifications, as it will continue to pump directly into the distribution 
system. The capacity of Well No. 5 will likely decrease to 200 gpm due to the headloss associated with 
the new treatment facility (approximately 5 psi during normal operation and an additional 10 psi during 
backwash). The pump curve for Well No. 5 is included-in Appendix D. Additionally, Well No. 5 has 
shown signs of sanding and will require an external sand separator, which will create an 8 psi/l8 feet 
headloss at 200 gpm -per the manufacturer's specifications. Manufacturers cut sheets for the sand 
separator can be seen in Appendix E. 

Manifold Losses (feet) 5 I 
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Interrupt Service (IS) 
TkCO ELECTkIC! COOPERATNE (TRICO) interrupts usually do not occur 

during our water peak demand time as most people are indoors, working, or driving and 
not watering their yards chkg the extreme heat, and the conunercid water hauiers fiom 
the stand pipe have stopped for the day. 

Cunently TRICO's maximum interrupt has been 8 hours (which occurred this past summer). If the 
Natural G a s  well is started when the tanks are fbll, then the tanks act as a shock absorber for the system, 
allowing the tanks to fill when the welt pumps in excess of system demand and feeding into the system 
when the demand is higher than the well can produce. 

About once a year, during an interrupt, the current storage contributes about 50,000 gallons into 
the system. Once we add the 345 obligated homes, and based on the current system's maximum pumping 
capabilities (refer to the pumping detail listed below), we will need about 100,OOO g&ons more storage to 
offsei the d e d  *. 

Community Water Company also has their wells on the TRICO IS program. They have decided to 
go with storage to supply their customers with water instead of an aiternate energy supply for pumping 
w d w i & & m p f s .  This does not give them water in the case of a sustained electrical power outage. ~- 

Interrupt Service (IS) Rates: We currently have our wefls on Interruptible Service - two (2) of which 
are 6.17 cents per KW used and no demand charge if the wells are not run through the IS peak demand. 
(There is a verbal agreement" that we can run thrmgb the interrupts as many times a year as necessary so 
long as we pay the demand charge of $ 15.25 per KW. The # 5 well has a demand charge of about 
$549.00, the #6 well about $1,000.00, and the #7 well about 51,900.00 per monthly violation). 

The normal pumping rate is General Service - 3 which is a demand charge of $15.25per KW per month and 
5.85 cents per KW used. The cost of KW is $115.00 per month more for the IS-2 rate, and over GS-3 rate 
but does not have the demand charge of $3,500 dollars. 

Our monthly average for electricity for the fiscal year ending 2003 was $2,302.00 dollars. 
LQS is saving over $3,350.00 per month with the IS - 2 rate (over $40,200.00 per 

_-- - 
I_- 

Year)* 
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