AL COMPLANT T
ORIGINAL RECEIVED

June 23, 2007

To Arizona Corporation Commission & Staff

Arizona Comoration Commission

DOCKETED

Subject: Payson Water Company-BUI (Brooke’s Utilities)

From: Steve P Prahin

HC 7 Box 452 JUN 25 2007

Payson, AZ 85541 DOCKETED BY —
W-03514A-07-0386 m

Please let this be recognized by all parties involved as a formal complaint by the
undersigned. As the Commission and Staff may be aware I personally have had concerns
with the above named water company Payson Water Company- BUI (Brooke’s Utilities)
since purchasing property within their CN&N area.

Dating back to May 17, 2005 when I filed for a variance to decision #57584 at this time
Docket Number W-03514A-05-0352 was instituted. I believe all parties involved have
record to what transpired from this. Consequently Docket #W-03514A-05-0729 was
initiated and decision #68696 was Docketed May 5, 2006. At which time Brooke’s
Utilities Inc. was allowed a total of Nine (9) new meters including Whispering Pines
Meter Set. BUI was ordered to submit a water supply alternative of its Geronimo Estates
And Elusive Acres Water Systems. Which they did dated December 26, 2006.

On December 28, 2006 Robert T Hard castle replied to a letter which I docketed October
26, 2006. His reply came a full two months later dated December 28, 2006 but within the
allotted time. At which time rather than answer my concerns he chose to personally
attack me, my character and my intelligence. And to go as far as to make accusations
that would lead one to believe that I am a liar.

This is an insult to me directly, that I do not stand down to. Please see attachment: Dated
December 28, 2006 which is the response to the order dated November 30, 2006 by Law
Judge Nodes of the hearing division.

1. First and foremost: Myself, Mr. Dunn will testify to the fact that this conversation
between Mr. Dunn, Robert T. Hard castle, Mindy Broaden and Myself took place
while several others observed conversation between us after the hearing
mentioned in the attachment.




2. Inregards to my knowledge to water wells and their operation in the fifty years I
required our natural resource I never depended on a utility or city infrastructure
until moving to Arizona. In stead I relied on personal wells I was a diary farmer,
owner operated of S&S Dairy Farms was supported by five different wells, three
shallow suction type, two four inch jet wells, which were owned , operated and
maintained by me. Two- two inch wells were used for irrigation and were
personally drilled by me with the last being approved in 2001.

Point to be made in operations of wells, on or about May 7, 2007 1 reported a leak to
BUI , Bakersfield Office actions taken by BUI was they notified the operator on duty
for the Payson Water system, which in turn the operator called me personally to
verify the break. The Operator arrived approximately two hours after reported.
Water ran another 45 minutes to one hour, while operator figured out how to shut
down system. A relatively simple fix when ran by electricity-Kill the Power.

After this amazing feat was accomplished, Water ran for approximately 30 to 45
minutes with no reduction of flow. This told me that the operator “James™ did not
stop the flow by shutting the valve off at the storage tank. When I mentioned it to
him he left the break site went to the storage tank area closed the valve, Miracously
the Water stopped flowing.

I may not be a water operator , I never claimed to be, nor do I claim to have
knowledge of vast amounts of water, but I do have 30 years experience with wells
that were capable of sustaining 520 acres of tillable land and a 90 head herd of cattle,
suitable water for a family of 5 (five). With this being said I would like to enter
Exhibit #1-Which shows production increase of the wells using BUI’s numbers as
found in BUI’s report to the ACC that shows the increase use of water, which shows
the under utilization as testified to in court.

Exhibit #2-A list of problems on Payson Water’s infrastructure starting with the
incident on December 24, 2006 and continuing with the writing of this letter.
Exhibit #3-A list of people to verify BUI’s actions listed in Exhibit #2.

In closing I would like to say that BUI are the only ones putting confrontation and ill
will between them and the public. The other utitility companies serving this
mountain community upholded their responsibilities. APS and Qwest should be
applauded for the service provided to us. On the other hand, BUI uses aggressive,
bully tactics not beyond shutting water off to a customer simply because they don’t
want to be held liable for BUI’s irresponsible actions.

When Safety is an issue I believe the property owners have the right to protect their
property and their families well being. Which bring us to BUI’s giving keys to two
residents see Exhibit #2 to operate an already failing system.

Weather BUI condones or not is inexcusable-See Attachment #2.




When a husband, father, grandfather life is put at risk for the sake of having water
because the CN&N holder is negligent in the operation of their system. I see no
justifiable excuse for these actions. Now that these same individuals that life’s were
put at risks have no water since June 19, 2007 to the writing of this letter. Nothing
short of bully tactics on BUI’s behalf which brings us to the health issues.

Can BUI produce the test results on the quality of water and where it is coming from
that they have allegedly delivered four truck loads into our system via a make shift
above ground pipe line —photos were taken and to the best of our knowledge no
precaution was taken to flush the lines before or after pumping took place on June 9,
2007. It seems to me that necessary precautions should be taken to make sure that the
water infrastructure is not contaminated by the short term fix of hauling water to a
long term problem within this community. '

Thank you

Anxiously await your reply
Respectfully /
Steve P Prahin.

HC 7 Box 452

Payson, AZ 85541
Phone #928-474-5478
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_Complaint Date:  June 19, 2067

Complaint Anywer:  Juoe 20, 2007
Complainant: Harry Jones (HI)

Complsinant HJ is not & customer of any water system owned by Brooke Utilities. Compiainant
HJ represents himself as “Gila County’s water issues consultant”™. In faet, HJ is a consuliant for
& single Gila County Supervisor. Complaingat HJY does not reprosent the Bourd of Bupervisors of
Gila County, Despite Complainant HI's offers of assistance, &3 provided in the Complaint, never
contscted any pemos gt Brooks Ulifities or its local Customer Relfstions Representative
expressing any intercst in providing assigtance to customers that are the subject of the Complaint,
Complainant HI rarely mjsses an oppariumity to be publicly critical of Brooke Utilities, its
mgnagement, and operational management,

Not unexpectedly, Complainani misstates and omits certala facts. Payson Water Co.
("PYWCo."} bas aiready hauled, st its own expense, approwimately four loads of water tofaling

© spproximately 25,000 galons of water. This water was provided in strict accordance with

PYWCo.'s Curtailment Tariff, This water transport did not Mmm&wﬁs;mpmy
bm,m sccossed approximately 200 feet of the subject property, with prior permission
raged &y Seges msmmﬁmﬁymmnMWMstm”swwm
mmm

Complainant Hj further states that customer Segeti's Complaint No, 2007-50587 included
several issues other than (a) servica interruption, and (b) & feully booster purap switch, and that
the complaint has gome unanswered. In fact, this Complaint was timely addremed last week.
The Answer explained that the problem involved & famity booster pump — not u switch, Asa
ramedy 1o this problem, PYWCo, has repleced the faulty booster with an upgreded higher
capacity model that will better setve cusiomers, hmmmmkmmmmv
PYWCo. admitted that providing keys to focal customers was inconsistent with Brooke Utilities
operating policies. The subject inexperienced employee was sppropristely disciplined and
removed from primary service responsibilities st this Jocation.

Complsinant HJ incorrectly alleges that “two pumps were replaced with one S hp pump”. In
mmmm&mmpamwmmmﬁnmm« Aax stated before,
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%“‘ﬁ“@ft’i “H’Gge 2082
mmmwmpm?mmmwmymmwhmw tigher capacity booster
pmip for this service.

CWMWM&WMWMWWM&EWWW
Relations Representative, Myadi Brogdon, with regard 1o the well productivity. Complainant
and custopsers cen hear the Eiusive Acres well operating because JIIS operating. This well
mmmﬁm The Geronimo Helates well has gons dry but, contrsry to Complainant’s

amscwmxwmwwmmm:mum
MMM&%&W%W%WMM&MW
Acoording to Ms, Brogdon, she stated to customer Steve Prehuin, nof the Complainans, that she
dﬁmmmwmm&mmmwmwmm mnﬁnmmm
the water hanling driver and speak to the property owper. No discussion concesning the
Geronimo Estates well took place and Ms, Brogdon never spoke to the Complainant,

¥t should be noted that PYWCo. HAS delivered water 1o the subject site. These deliveries wers
made with the prior permission of the affected propedy owner. The property owner has now
revoked that permission. PYWCo, bas attempied to provide customers of the Geronimo Hstates
and Elusive Acres water systems with sufficlent quantitios of high quality water supplies -
deapite the fact that the primary water source is no longer operational. No offor of nssistance has
boen recelved from Complainant, such ss desovibed in bis Complaint, or Gila County,
Complainant has never contacted Brooke’s Customer Relations Representstive seeking
information shout the current water service conditions at the sfte or PYWCo.’s plans to manage
the sitnation.

Furiher, Brooke Utilities has developed s less direct water hauling off loading slternative
strategy. On Jusne 19, Brooke’s Customer Service Representative contacted representatives of
the U.S. Forest Servics to inquire into the placement of an sbove ground water pipeline to
fucititate off loading of trucked water. A meefing has been ostablished fbr the sfternoon of
mzlwdmam&mmmmmwv@Smﬁmawﬁnmm

this purpose,
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Brooke Utilities. Inc.

PO Box B3218 » Bukersfield, Coliforrin 933862218
Crspomee Ol Canter « PO Box BOGS « Sug Dins, Califhgie FI773-9016 ~ {3000 270-608¢

Ropert 1. HARDCAS IR
(56136337526

Fax (78132233070
RIH@Ebrolsilities.com

Date: December 28, 2006

Te:  Ardzons Corporation Commission Docket Control
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, AZ 83007

From: Psyson Water Co,, Ing,
Robert T. Hardeastle

et s ; o B KX AT A A ’

«
S

On November 36, 2006, Assistant Chief Administrative Law Jedge Nodes of the Hearing
Division issued a Procedural Order (the “Order”) requiring Payson Water Co. {PYWCo.") 10
respond to Jetters written to this Docket by Harry Jones and Steve Prabia, as follows:

» 1T IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Payson Water Co, and Staff shafl file responses, by
Janary 2, 2007 1o the letter referenced above.’ '

In response to thiy r;:qaimmm please find PYWCa.’s response below.
I Backgreungd

The Order references that neither the Jones nor Prahin letter were served on PYWCo. or
other pergous on the service list. The second ordering paragragh of the Order requires that afl
future correspondence filed to this Docket be copied to PYWCo. as well as others. It should be
noted that both fetters from Jones and Prahin were written to each of the Commiissioners of the
Arizong Corporstion Commission (the “Commmission™) and copled to the Hearing Division and the
Utilities Division including the Assistant Director, Staff engineer, and Consumer Analyst, It
should be further noted that each letter is formatted in the same manner and each addressee and
copied addressee is depicted in exactly the same order. 1t has been previously suggested that M,

! Letters from Hazry Jones dated November 10, 2006 and Steve Prahin wndated but received by Docket
Control of the Commisgion on October 26, 2006,

Wranke Watzy LLG. Cleele ity Water o, LLC. Brs whorcy Watey ©p., far. Piog Water Lo, s
Pavson Waner Lo, T, Novego Mivor Do, fae. Towto Botn Water Co, e,
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Decision No. 68696 extended the period of time required to secure a Gila County Building
Permit from 45 days to 90 days based on an egreement made by Utilities Division Assistant
Director Olea at the February 8, 2006 Hearing. Mr. Olea’s agreemen: was based on a written
request from Gila County Community Development Director Mendoza®. As, a result of this
process PYWCo. has learned from prospective customers, trying to secure building permits from
Gila County and represematives of the Building Department, that processing building permits in
accordance with the requirements of the Decision, despite Mr. Mendoza’s request for an extended
period of time, is difficult 1o complete. Further, as a result of Gila County’s inability to process
building permits in a timely fashion, in accordance with Decision No. 68696, two prospective
customers had previously installed water meters de-installed and one prospeciive customer
requested being purged from the meter waiting list because he recognized the building depamnem
requirement could not be met. Since Gila County recognizes they are responsible for this problem,
PYWCo. believes that Gila County is attempting to transfer its internal difficulties, staff shortages,
and incapabilities of timely processing building permits to PYWCo, by means of Mr. Jones® letter
of November 10, 2006.

In this regard, PYWCo. strongly believes that Mr, Jones’ recommendations are meritless
and attempt to transfer responsibility from the Gila County Building Department,

PYWCo. believes it has met all requirements of Decigion No. 68696 and that Mr. Jones
recommendations should be rejected.

IV. The Prahin Letter

The undated Steve Prahin letter was received by Docket Conirol of the Commission on
October 26, 2006. Mr. Prahin was originally classified as & “First Classification” customer of
PYWCo.'s GE and EA water system”. Mr. Prahin has received 4 water meter at his GE property.

Mr, Prahin’s letter asserts that the operational petiod of the EA well has increased from
- 2.8 hours daily to as much as 13 bours daily as a result of allegations made by Mr. Jones during
the February 8, 2006 Hearing that PYWCo. was under utilizing the water resources of the GE
and EA wells,

Mr. Prabin’s letter is critical of PYWCo. for not looking for additional water sources to
support subdivision growth.

Mr. Prahin’s sinister suggestion that the undérsigned would admit to a fact different from
that immediately testified to is insulting and salacious. Mr. Prahin continwes to believe he has
knowledge, experience, and information that no other party has when it comes to water system
management despite the fact that Mr. Prabin has no expedence in such things. Mr. Prakin’s

3 Bee Decision No. 63696, page 9, foolonte 6.
€ A “First Classification” water customer was recognized and described by ACC Staff as 2 “current property
owner within the water system that had brought [an] application for varance from the existing moratorivm?®,
Because of Mr. Prahin’s previously filed and rejected application for varizace he met the requirements of & "First
Classifivation” costomer.

&




. Tgbadynent %2page 3 o8 3 a
ves rise 10 confrontation and il will between public service
companies ang thetr customers, (

Tn regards to My. Prahin’s misinformed water supply and hydrological sssertions, no better
explanation or mpanse is waﬂah‘ie from FYWCo. than the iengmy MW

Wate Inc. Supply Alternatives of It's Gerorime Estates and Elus

|

\

Sustems” {the ii&;mﬁ”) dated i}ecmm:: 26, 2006 and separately ﬁied in this I}eckat. purm ta

' the requirements of Decision No, 68696, In summary, the Report provides for six water supply

alternatives 1o the GE and EA water systems and includes the estimated economic impact to -
ratepayers regardless of whether the projects are successfl or pot. For the purpeses of this-
section, PYWCo. includes a copy of the Executive Summary of the Report as EXHIBIT #4

attached hereto.

In regards to Mir. Prshin’s assertion that the undersigned provided “parking lot”
information concerning the actual production capsbility of the GE and EA water systems,
PYWCo. is insnited and categorically denies such aliegation. Mr. Prahin has also unsuccessfully
tried on previous occesions to gain confirmation of this position by means of telephone
conversations, PYWCo. believes Mr. Prakin’s understanding and conclusions were taken out of
context in attempted support of his position. PYWCo. has never admitted to such salacious
remarks and will not de so now. Any undérstanding of a “parking lot” discussion with Mr. Prahin
is misconstrued and self serving in order to gain support for the pdsition stated in his Jetter,

PYWCo. belioves it has ;&m alf requirements of Decision No. 68696 and that Mr. Prahin’s
accusations, suggestions, rmo;mnaﬁﬂamm for temporary modification of the moratorium, and
T@Mﬁa ofthe pmmmmz be disregarded for the fiction they represent.

B

Copies of the foregoing mailed this 29® day of December, 2006:
Dacket No. W-03514A.05-0729 Service List members;

Docket Control Supervisor
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W, Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 83007
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Similerly, PYWCo.’s GB and EA water system reports well production %& :ﬁ”"/‘ M
through December 2006 a3 shown in Table 2.0 below: (g Pt
e R
Month/Year 0
April 2005 78,28G
May 2008 122,170
June 2003 227,580
July 2003 185 000
Angust 2008 ' 158,960
September 2005 149.876
October 2005 198,500
November 2005 75,450
December 2005 107,760
January 2006 98,600
February 2006 113,730
March 2006 162,610
April 2006 67,580 mAU-0C IS f 0528,
May 2006 163,620 © +3%9%
June 2006 283120 2967
Tuly 2006 241,410 +30. 9y
August 2006 191,610 +b.¥ g 2
September 3008 aels ~ a7 1A%
October 2006 156,610 - -~24 /9, ”??«“"7@;;
November 2006 185,033 © joxig s, \ oW 4D
December 2006 165,337 .4 £347. s 42
Aveage Mouthly Production 146,901 - .

The avecage monthly production caleulated in Table 2.0 above equates to production of 3.4 GPM
over an entire month. In ACC Staff's report it was caleulated that the existing seventy-seven (77)
customers had 4 demand of 13.31 GPM®. Water system production submitted by PYWCo. at the same
time indicated aggregate production of 16 GPM. On October 28, 2005 a field visit to the GE and HA
water system observed aggregate production of 24 GPM. Staff went on to report that it “did not believe
that this puraping rate could be sustained for a prolonged period of time™,

As reported in this Docket a Hearing was conducted on February 8, 2006. As part of their
presentation, the Applicants provided its EXHIBIT WFPD #2 indicating “Kuaown Wells Drilled in
Geronimo Estates Sitice 1988” (see EXHIBIT #4). This exhibit indicates property owners names, the date
well drilling was completed, and the measured production, in GPM, at the time of development. It is clear
from the data provided in the Applicant’s EXFHBIT #2 that the production levels of PYWCo,'s wells at
GE and EA are approximately consistent with the production of other private wells in the area,

Data projested through December 2006,
ACC Staff Report dated December 21, 2005 gt page 2, first paragraph.
Ibid, page 2, first parageaph.

CABed-HBronkelinites RegudatoryPayion chQQWWMWa{eﬁﬂsm&fm&ﬁ‘ﬁafa%&&r&m& R
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Exhibit #2
Incident Report on BUI Payson Water Company System

December 24, 2006-Water Outage-Mechanical Failure Pump Issue-Auxiliary Pump put
on line, electrical failure occurred due to BUI installing a pump which was not on line at
time of incident.

On or about 1-1-2007 BUI returned with a new 3 HP pump which was put on line to
replace the 2™ defective pump.

On or about 5-7-2007 Water Break issue occurs as explained in complaint.
5-26-2007-Water Outage
5-27-2007 BUI operator distributed keys to Paul Sigeti & Joseph Brown to enter the
pump house to kick the defected switch’s when they ran out of water.

On or about 5-30-2007 an outside contractor Central Arizona Drilling replaced 3 HP
pump and put 5 HP on line and returned approximately 6-1-2007 and rewired pump
house.

6-7-2007 Brookes set a meter on Lot 47 Geronimo 3 which is servicing 313 Munsee
Drive —Geronimo II Lot 27 —clearly a violation of the order handed down by Judge
Nodes Docket #W03514A-05-0729 initiated Decision #68696 was docketed 5-5-2006.
6-9-2007 Stage 4 was implemented-Water Hauled by BUI on 6-9-2007 via 18 wheeler to
property of Sigeti residence.

6-18-2007 Hauling of water took place again with no prior notification and/or permission
from Sigeti’s .

6-9-2007 Also BUI employees notified of illegal sets in Geronimo 11l supplying water to
Geronimo II-remarks made by employees was “ Make a Complaint” this was directed at
the Lot owner Lot 46, Geronimo I11.

6-18-2007 Talked to BUI’s Public Relations Person —-Mindi Brogdon to no surprise Miss
Brogdon could not offer any information to the regards of wells running or not or the
static level of the wells being operated.

6-18-2007 ~Tanker lost immeasurable amount of water on the Sigeti’s residence road —
photo’s were taken after BUI’s employees left the storage area on the Elusive Acres
pump site was left unlocked. I immediately reported this to BUI via telephone
Bakersfield office approximately two hours later a BUI employee drove up Elusive Drive
past my property where Mr. Sigeti, Diane Worrell and myself was having conversation I
assumed the employee was going to the tank site to lock the gate, but much to my demise
the employee did not lock the gate..Not until 6-20-2007 was the gate locked. Again a
clear example of negligence on BUT’s behalf.

Closing Statement
At this time there is no reason to hold BUI employees accountable which are obviously
untrained on the systems they are being assigned to in another case of negligence on
BUI’s operating standards.
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