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Mr. Jeff Hatch-Miller, Chairman ’ ,

Arizona Corporation Commission ;

1200 West Washington Q/ ,

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 : ‘

Subject: DOCKET NO. W-20380A-05-0490= Perkins Mountain Water Company
DOCUMENT NO. SW-20379A-D5-0489-—Perkms Mountain Utility Company

Dear Chairman Hatch- Mmer

Mohave County Board of Supervisors has approved a General Plan Amendment to
enable Rhodes Homes to move forward- on Master Planning for Subdivisions in Golden
Valley, Arizona (an unrncorporated area) The -Board of Supervisors unanimously
approved system franchises’ for-both the Perkins Mountain Water Company and the
Perkins Mountain Utility Company i in March 2006 A Use Permit has also been approved
for Water Storage Tanks.

Mohave County staff has been 'workrn'g diligently with-Rhodes Homes representatives in a
spirit of cooperation for the future development and betterment of our community and its

economy.

Approval is recommended for the above referenced CC&N s with the following comments:

1. There are those who do no’r support urban densrty development in rural counties.
However, appropriate urban -development- makes good sense in light of the
potential benefits for otherwise underdeveloped unincorporated area. Mohave
County’s future should and will: include urban, as well as, rural density; and the
County has available land for both types of developments

2. For all subdivisions, the Board of Supervisors requires a 100-year ADWR Water
Certification before any plats are approved. Rhodes Homes will not receive
approval for subdivisions that exceed ADWR water aliocations.

3. These CC&N'’s will support smart growth in Mohave County. As a high-quality
urban development, Rhodes Homes' potential projects will make optimum use of
their *footprint” on the land.
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4. Completion of the Rhodes Developments in accordance with all applicable State
and Local Law will greatly enhance the tax base and bring badly needed
disposable income into our local economies. ' The multiplier effect from the
construction of residential and commercial properties will provide an important
boost to our job and sales tax base. ‘

5. Golden Valley today lacks a viable commercial base, such as grocery stores,
medical and other essential services proximate to its existing population. Well-
planned commercial development to support the Rhodes Community will prevent
local residents from driving a near 30-mile round trip for essential services.

6. The proposed developments that include substantial infrastructure will greatly
benefit the Golden Valley Fire District, which today is under-funded for its
necessary critical services. Local schools also stand to be a winner from the
increased property valuations.

7. From an environmental protection position, the construction and operation of
Perkins Mountain Utility Company’'s wastewater treatment facility can serve to
reduce the probability of groundwater contamination from existing and future lot
splits and their potential septic tanks in lieu of sewers.

8. ADWR has approved Perkins Mountain Water Company’s water allocation, and
has determined the demand numbers presented with the draft application used the
Department’s standard demand methodology and appear correct. The proposed
community water usage is programmed to be less than the 100-year water supply.

The approval of the subject CC&N's are strongly supported and recommended.

Yours truly, 7

/‘%/

Ron E. Walker
Mohave County Manager

XC: Mike Gleason, Commissioner
Kristen Mayes, Commissioner
William Mundell, Commissioner
Gary Pierce, Commissioner
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Supervisor Byers stated that if the Board approves the item, they are 6nly approving a ﬁ'anchisé,
and the County receives 2% of the gross annual receipts.

There being no public input, Chairman Sockwell closed the Public Hearing.
Motion was made by Supervisor Byers, séconded by Chairman Sockwell, and unanimously

carried to approve a wastewater system franchise for EEEEENE Mountain Dtlllty Company for
" aterm of 25 years, with 2% of gross annual receipts due Mohave County.

ITEM 65: Chairman Sockwell opened the Public Hearing regarding approving a water system.

franchise for EEEEEEE Mountain Watcr Company for a term of 25 years, with 2% gross annual
receipts due Mohave County. :

There being no public input, Chairman Sockwell closed the Public Hearing.

Motion was made by Supervisor Byei's, seconded by Chairman Sockwell, and unanimously
carried to approve a water system franchise for EEEEEE Mountain Water Company for a
term of 25 years, with 2% gross annual receipts duc Mohave County.

ITEM 66: Chairman Sockwell opened the Public Hearing regarding the adoptioh of BOS

Resolution No. 2006-184 - Acceptance of Centennial Park Unit I, Tract 3505, recorded February

11, 2000, Fee #2000-7686, into the Mohave County Road Maintenance System for maintenance as

a bituminous surfaced road, to the degree of improvement at which it is accepted.
There being no public input, Chairman Sockwell closed the Public Hearing,

Motion was made by Supervisor Byers, seconded by Chairman Sockwell, and unanimously
carned to adopt BOS Resolution No. 2006-184, as stated

ITEM 67: Chairman Sockwell opened the Public Hearing regarding the adoption of BOS
Resolution No. 2006-139 — Denying a Rezone of a portion of the NW 1/4 SW 1/4 of Section 34,
Township 41 North, Range 15 West, from R-E/10A (Residential-Recreation/Ten Acre Minimum
Lot Size) zone to A-R (Agricultural-Residential/Onec Acre Minimum Lot Size) zone, in the
Arizona Strip Area (east of County Highway 91 and north of Rio Virgin Road), Mohave County,
Arizona, as recommended by the Mohave County Planning and Zoning Commission.

There being no public input, Chairman Sockwell closed the Public Hearing.

Motion was made by Supervisor Byers,‘seconded by Supcrvisor Johnson, and unanimously
carried to adopt BOS Resolution No. 2006-139, Dcnying a Rezone, as stated.

ITEM 68: Chairman Sockwell opened the Public Hearing regarding the adoption of BOS
Resolution No. 2006-142 — Denying a Rezone of Lot 46, Rio Palmas, Unit 1, First Amended, in
Section 14, Township 19 North, Range 22 West, from A-R (Agricultural-Residential/One Acre
Minimum Lot Size) zone to C-2 (General Commercial) zone, in the South Mohave Valley Area
(south side of Dunlap Road between State Highway 95 and Arcadia Lane), Mohave County,
Arizona. (Commission Denied By Unanimous Vote)
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and upon the County receiving the required insurance documents, authorize thc Public -
Works Director to issue a Notice to Proceed for the project.

ITEM 38: The meeting continued with the item regardingapproving a Special Event Liquor
License for Love ‘Em Long Ears Donkey Rescue Ranch, 89 Main Street, Route 66, Oatman,

Arizona, for Aprll 27-29, 2006.

_Chairman Sockwell advised that staff has a \pro'blem with this request, and the Sheriff’s
Department recommends denial. He stated that Env1ronrnenta] Health questioned if there will be
sufficient restroom facilities, and rubbish containers.

Supervisor Johnson advised that th1s is during the biker weekend and 1f there are sufficient port-a-
potties, he has no problem with recommending approval.

Motion was made by Supervisor Johnson, seconded by Chairman Sockwell, and
unanimously carried to approve a Special Event Liquor License for Love ‘Em Long Ears
Donkey Rescuc Ranch, 89 Main Street, Route 66, Oatman, Arizona, for April 27-29, 2006,
" with the stipulation that there must be a sufficient number of port-a-potties available in the

area.

ITEM 41: aie aj
i Itcm thhdrawn 03 01 2006

ITEM 63: Supervisor Byers explained that they did not have Executive Session for the item
because all Board members were not present in person; therefore, motion was made by
Supervisor Byers, seconded by Chairman Sockwell, and unanimously carried to continuc the
item regarding approving the allocation and expenditure of vacancy savings from 207-2901
(Alternative Dispute Resolution Fund) to cover the cost of the salary adjustment. for the
Superior Court Administrator as recommended by Honorable Randolph A. Bartlett,
Presiding Superior Court Judge, for the period from October 15, 2005 through February 17,
2006, because all Board members were not present in person, to the March 20, 2006, BOS

Mecting,.

ITEM 64: Chairman Sockwell kopened the Public Hearing regarding approving a waslewater
system franchise for EEEREEE Mountain Utility Company for a term of 2: years, with 2% of gross
annual receipts due Mohave County.

Motion was made by Supervisor Byers, and seconded by Supewisbr Johnson to discuss the
item.

Supervisor Byers stated that he has been told that this is a way to circumvent Arizona Corporation
Commission rules and this is not true.

, Managcr Walker explained that, without approval of the Arizona Corporation Commission,
B Mountain Utility Company will not have a corporation in order for there to be a franchise;

thcrefore the Board can approve the franchise if they so choose.
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DATE: January 26, 2007 | - _ ~ TIME IN;
Soseale B o TIME OUT:

TO!

‘Namée e 0 Fax Number o Phong Normber o ;
Chris Stephens ' 928-565-4333 ‘
- | Rhodes Homes
FROM:  Jeffrey W. Crockett - PHONE:  602.382.6234
MESSAGE: - ‘

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT:  Will not be sent NUMBER OF PAGES (including Cover): @ QJ /44 .

CONFIRMATION NO.: v CLIENT MATTER NO.: 48422.0001
PLEASE RETURN TO: Gina 9 S 06 PERSONALFAX:  No b
REQUESTOR: Jeffrey W; Crockett DIRECT LINE: 602.382.6234

IF YOU HAVE NOT PROPERLY RECEIVED THIS TELECOPY, PLEASE CALL US AT 602.382.6075.
OUR FACSIMILE NUMBER IS 602.382.6070.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE MESSAGE (8 ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION INTENDED ONLY FOR
THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY NAMED ABOVE. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE
EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE TO DELIVER IT TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION,
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. {F YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR,
PLEASE IM.‘I:‘EADIATELY NOYIFY US BY TELEPHONE, AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MEBSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE U.S. POSTAL
SERVICE NK YOU.
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Crockett, Jeff
From: Ronstadt, Carlos
Sent: “Thursday, January 25, 2007 10:28 PM
- To: ' Grouse, Kimberly; 'cstephens@rhodeshomes.com’
Cce: Crockett, Jeff

Subject: RE: Mseting with Ron Walker
Attachments: DWR Letter re Golden Valley water issues

; Chris: My comments are set out below. ‘Also, I've attached a draft of the letter that Doug Dunham
prepared for us. - e o :

~From: Grouse, Kimberly

Seant: Thursday, January 25, 2007 9:32 PM
To: ‘cstephens@rhodeshomes.com’

Cc: Ronstadt, Carlos; Crockett, Jeff
Subject: Meeting with Ron Walker

Chris,
If the County's letter could have the following points, it would be extrémely haipful:

* discuss the letter from ADWR that was addressed to Jeff Crockelt today regarding the adequate water
determination at Goiden Valley, The County will not have it yet, but it is coming. Christine Baliard at P&Z was
copied on it. This ietter confirms that Golden Valley has all the available water necessary to build out the
project. | believe Carlos already sent you a copy of the dratt letter. Let me know if you want me to send it again.

See attached.

® The Board of Supervisors supports Perkins Mountain Water Company and Perkins Mountain Utility Company
becoming the regulated utilities for the development. ,

Comment. On the other hand, this suggests that the County would not work with us 0 form a DWID or CFD. |

would like the County o also point out that in the event that the Commission refuses to act promptly and approve

the applications for CC&Ns, then the County will consider forming a CFD as the water provider.
* The Counly is progressing with the necessary approvals for the development. | |
Comment: This point belongs with the "productive warking relationship” commént, pelow; '

* The people of Mohave Counfy are excited about the project and believe it will be good for the County. Good for
the economy, increasing options for housing, etc

Comment: If Mr. Walker has toured the Rhodes developments in the Las Vegas area, maybe he could discuss
the sound master-planning incorporated into each such development, quality construction, planned amentities that
are not yet available in Mohave County, etc. | would also point out that these anticipated long-term benefits to
Mohave County have been significantly delayed by the Commission's 18 month delay of the approval of the
CC&NSs for the Perkins Mountain Utility entities.

* The County has a good productive working relationship with Rhodes Homes.

* Thg Boa'rg of Supervisors urges the Commission to approve the Certificates for Perkins Water Company and
Perkins Utility Company. :

1/26/2007

Faraia,
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Carlos or Jeff may have revisions or additionsv. but this should be something to start with.

1/26/2007 . | C ey




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Office of Assured and Adequate Water Supply
~ 2 Floor, 3550 N. Central Ave., Phoenix, AZ 85012
L Telephone (602) 771-8585
Fax (602) 771-8689

Janes Nlpolil'no ‘

Governor ‘:

‘ . . e D , Barbert R, Cutnth T
January 25, 2007 "~ E— | o
Jeff Crockett : = | | LRILE I 3
Snell & Wilmer, LLP. S o P S g

One Arizona Center : - L ‘ - R
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202 f L

DRAFT ”
RE: Golden Valley 5800 e
Physical Availability
Mr. Crockett: ‘ ' ; : =

In responding to your request as to the physical availability of water associated with the various s
adequacy applications within the Golden Valley 5800 master plan, my staff has reviewed our files '
and reviewed the recent information submitted by Errol L. Montgomery & Associates (EM&A)

dated September 14, 2006, In addition, you indicated that Perkins Mountain Water Company

(PMWC) has applied to the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) to establish a new Certificate

of Convenience and Necessity (CC&N) to include the Golden Valley 5800 master plan area.

Confirmation of the total supplies and demands associated with the Golden Valley 5800 master plan

is needcd for this CC&N application.

As you may be aware, the Department issued an Analysis of Adequate Water Supply to Golden - e
Valley 5800 on October 19, 2005. While the application was for the entire Golden Valley Ranch : '
master plan, the Department could not issue an adequate finding for this entirc master planas
initially submitted. The original master plan for this 2005 application called for 32,000 single-family .
lots, golf courses, schools, parks and other common areas, and over 600 acres of commercial uses. &
The Department determined that this total demand would be nearly 15,000 acre-feet per year (af/yr). !
Insufficient demonstration of physical availability of groundwater prevented the Department from
issuing the water analysis to cover the projected demands of the entire master plan. The Department
determined, based upon the hydrologic information submitted, that only 9,000 af/yr of groundwater
could be demonstrated to be physically available for 100 years. The application at that time did not '
indicate who the water provider would be; therefore, legal availability and proof of adequate water o
quality were not demonstrated on this 2005 water analysis. ;

- In carly 2006, as part of the requirements for a general plan amendment conducted by the local
zoning authority, Mohave County asked the Department for comment regarding available water

%
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- supplies for the initial phases of the Golden Valley 5800 master plan. According to information
Pg. 2 ; : . -
January 25, 2007
Golden Valley 5800
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provided by Stanley Consultants (Stanley'), the proposed initial phases of Golden Valley Ranch
(Phases 1, 2, and 3) consisted of approximately 485 acres and 1,859 single family lots. Using the
generic plans provided by Stanley for phases 1, 2, and 3, of Golden Valley Ranch, the Department
completed a rough calculation of projected demands in February of 2006. The Department made
several assumptions on population, landscaping and other factors that will impact the overall demand .
. estimate. The Department included one 18-hole golf course, included approximately half of the

~projected commercial acrecage from the 2005 analysis (317 acres), and made landscaping
assumptions on the 89 acres of common area/open space. Using these assumptions and the demand T
agsociated with 1,859 lots, the department calculated the demand to be 2,447 af/yr for phases 1, 2, Cooh

~and 3. This was well within the 9,000 af/yr of groundwater demonstrated to be available on the L o
Qctober 2005 analysis. :

Please be aware that this was a rough estimate based upon the general plan proposal as submitted by
Stanley. This is not the final water adequacy determination as required under statute (A.R.S. §45-
108). Demands for the proposed development area will likely be different depending upon the final
density and community design. Demands may be reduced with less water intensive landscaping, and
other measures such as effluent use in the proposed parks and golf courses. Estimated demands may

~ also increase if other uses the Department is not aware of at this time are included in the subdivision,
It should also be noted that the Department could not consider PMWC to be the provider for the
proposed development until such time as the ACC approves the inclusion of the proposed
development within PMWC’s CC&N.

~ Additionally, a second Analysis of Adequate Water Supply for Golden Valley 5800 was issued by
the Department on August 14, 2006. This version of the master plan had a significantly reduced lot
count when compared to the original master plan submitted in 2005. The 2006 master plan ' ,
contained 13,658 single-family lots, 12,775 multi-family units as well as a golf course, park areas,
commercial development, and schools. This analysis indicated that the supply would be: effluent :
generated by the 9,000 af/yr of groundwater demonstrated to be available on the initial 2005 water ' :
analysis, The Department determined that a total of 2,895 af/yr of effluent would be available. The -
application indicated that the majority of the non-residential open space would be irrigated with this - :
effluent supply. The total supply demonstrated by both the 2005 groundwater analysis and the 2006 o
effluent analysis would be 11,895 affyr. This was still less than the 12,196 affyr of estimated :
demand associated with the second master plan submitted with the 2006 applxcatxon (a shortage of
approximately 301 affyr).

i
Subsequently, on September 14, 2006, EM&A submitted to the department what appears to be a i
draft modification of the 2006 effluent analysis. In that draft application the master plan was |
apparently modified again to reduce high water use landscaping in the open spaces. It appears as !
though large turf tracts have been replaced with low water use landscaping, The demand numbers
presented with the draft application have used the Department’s standard demand methodology and
therefore appear correct, The new demand (both groundwater and effluent) appears to have been
reduced to 11,566 af/yr, which is 329 af/yr less than the 11,895 afAr of physical supplxes

T it




" demonstrated in combining the 2005 and 2006 analysis. Please be aware that since this was not an
official application the Department has not made a final determination on the demand assocxazed
Pg 3. :
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Golden Valley 5800

with this latest version of the master plan Most critically, the master plan itself was not included in -

the September 2006 draft and therefore the Department cannot confirm the actual estimated demands
without reviewing the latest version of the master plan. This will require a new analysis apphcanon
from the developer in order for the Department to makc an oﬂicml determmatlon.

While it is unusual to see multiple analyms applications fora smgle master plan as in this case, it is
not unusual to see changes from the initial generic master plan to final plat(s). Developers often
maximize density in the initial phases of planning knowing that density. is often required to be
reduced due to zoning changes, flood control issues, and other planning and environmental factors.

The intent of the Analysis application is to provide the developer a determination of available water
supplies without the costs associated with the final detailed engineering associated with final plats.

Developers often modify the final plats during the detailed planning process so the demands fit
within the determined available water supplies. I hope this clarifies for you the current status of the
analysis of water adequacy for Golden Valley 5800, If you have any additional questions, please feel
free to call me at (602) 771-8590

Sincerely,

Douglas W, Dunham, Manager
Ofﬁcc of Assured and Adequate Water Supply

CC:  Sandy Fabritz-Whitney, ADWR
Steve Olea, ACC
- Kristen Keener-Busby, Department of Commerce
- Richard Obenshain, ADWR '
Tom Whitmer, ADWR
Ms. Christine Ballard, Mohave County Planning and Zoning Department
Ray Jones, Perkins Mountain Water Company

%% TOTAL PAGE.BB *x
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COMMISSIONERS
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JEFF HATCH-MILLER, Chairman ~

WILLIAM MUNDELL' R 7.7 CORP COMM|SSlON

MIKE GLEASON et “3CUMENT CONTROL

KRISTIN K. MAYES .
~GARY PIERCE ' :

IN THE MATTER OF THE : ‘
APPLICATION OF PERKINS DOCKET NO. W-20380A-05-0490

MOUNTAIN WATER COMPANY FOR
A CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE

AND NECESSITY IN MOHAVE
COUNTY. ; ,
, ' DOCKET NO. SW-20379A-05-0489
IN THE MATTER OF THE
APPLICATION OF PERKINS RESPONSE TO ADDENDUM TO
MOUNTAIN UTILITY COMPANY FOR STAFF REPORT DATED
A CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE - DECEMBER 15, 2006
AND NECESSITY IN MOHAVE .
COUNTY.

Perkins Mountain Water Company (“PMWC”)' and Perkins Mountain Utility
Company (“PMUC”) (collectively “the Companies™), pursuant to the Procedural Order
dated December 20, 2006, hereby submit their joint Response to the Addendum to Staff
Report For Perkiﬁs Mountain Utility Cofnpany and Perkins Mc;untain Water Compan)./——
Applications for Certificates of Convenience and Necessity for Wastewatér and Water
Services dkatedy December 15, 2006 (“Staff Repoft Addendum™). | |

On July 7, 2005, the Companies filed with the Arizona Corporation Commission -

(“Commission”) applications (“Applications”) for Certificates of Convenience and

. Necessity ("CC&Ns") to provide water and wastewater services to the master planned

developments of Golden Valley South and White Hills in Mohave County, Arizona. On
March 31, 2005, PMWC filed an amendment to its Application (the “Amended
Application”) limiting its request for a CC&N to only a portion of the Golden Valley

South development (Phases 1, 2, 3, 7, and part of 4) and requesting an Order Preliminary
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to the issuance of a CC&N ("Orders Preliminary") for the balance of Golden Valley
South (Phases 5, 6, and the remaining part of 4) and all of White Hills.
In 1ts Staff Report Addendum, Staff recommended approval of both Apphcatxons ‘

vsubJect to conditions. Although the Compames do not object to the large majority of the

,condltlons recommended by Staff, the Compames believe that four of the ‘CC&N

conditions and three of the Order Prchmmary Conditions should be modified or |
rejected.! Addmonally, the Companies request that Golden Valley South not be included
in the Orders Preliminary and that a CC&N be issued for all of Golden Valley South, for

the reasons discussed below.
1. ISSUANCE OF A CC&N FOR ALL OF GOLDEN VALLEY SOUTH.

On February 10, 2006, PMWC filed with the Commission an Analysis of
Adequate Water Supply for 9,000 acre-feet of groundwater, representing 57% of the
ihiﬁal estimated demand of 15,911 acre-feet per year. Although the PMWC fully
expected to receive an additional Analysis of AdeqUaté Water Supply for effluent credit,
the Commission expressed sdme concern regarding the adecjuacy of water supply. To
address the Commission’s concerns, PMWC amended its CC&N application in this
docket on March 31, 2006, to limit the Golden Valley South CC&N area to only those
phéses of Golden Valley South that could be served with the 9,000 acre-feet of water
already proven (Phases 1, 2, 3, 7 and part of Phase 4), with the remaining phases (Phases
5, 6 and the remaining portion of Phase 4) addressed pursuant to an Order Prelim.inary.
Subseqliently, PMWC received a second Analysis of Adequate Water Supply for an
additional 2,895.69 acre-feet per year of treated effluent and filed it with the
Commission on September 13, 2006. The total of both analyses is 11,895.69 acre-feet

per year.

! Conditions associated with the CC&N are referred to herein as "CC&N Conditions" and conditions associated
with the Orders Preliminary are referred to herein as "Order Preliminary Conditions." The numbered CC&N
Conditions and Orders Preliminary Conditions cited herein refer to the conditions listed on pages 9-14 of the Staff

-Report Addendum.

-2.
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‘ As the Golden Valley South development has WOrked its way through the myriad
approval processes at various Mohave County departments and state agencies, necessary
changes were made to the developers master plan, some of which reduced the demand
for water. The current demand is now equal to 11, 566 88 acre-feet Based on the
revxsed demand calculatlons the amount of physmally available water that has already

been proven is more than enough to serve all of the Golden Valley South development.

The current demand of 11,566.88 acre-feet per year is 629.23 acre-feet less than the

initial estimated demand of 12,196.11 acre-feet and 328.81 acre-feet less than the total
physrcally available water of 11,895.69 acre-feet as determined by ADWR.
The need for an additional Analy51s of Adequate Water Supply to demonstrate

water availability no longer exists. The Cornpames, therefore, are requesting that the

Commission issue a CC&N for all phases of the Golden Valley South development.

2. IN CC&N CONDITION 15, STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT PMWC AND
PMUC FINANCE AT LEAST 50% OF THEIR RESPECTIVE PLANT WITH

EqQuiTy.
In CC&N Condition 15, Staff recommends that the Commission require PMWC

and PMUC to finance at least 50% of their respective utility plant with equity. This
recommendation was not included in the initial Staff Report dated November 10, 2005.
Staff's stated objeetives for including this recommendation in the Staff Report

Addendum are to ensure that: (i) the Companies l'invest the paid-in-capital shown in the

November 10, 2005 Staff Rep.ort [Schedules REL-1 and REL-2];" (ii) the Companies

~"are substantially financed by the owner, and that the owner has a significant investment

at risk;" and (iii) the Companies are motivated "to‘protect their investment by applying
proper mamtenance and installing quality plant " Staff Report Addendum at 6. The
Companies agree that establishing a minimum equity requirement for new water and

sewer companies can satisfy the objectives identified above. However, a 50% minimum

% Attached as Exhibits 1 and 2 are a letter from Greg Wallace of Errol Montgomery and Associates notifying
ADWR of the revised demand calculation for Golden Valley South and a revised generic demand calculator that
confirms that the total demand is within the water availability that has already been demonstrated.

-3-
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equity fequirement is too high and will have several negativekconsequences, particularly
in the case of PMWC. e e .
‘The following Table RLJ-1 excerpts data from Staff's projected balance sheet for

PMWC for the first five years of operation (Schedule REL-1 to the Staff Report):

Table RLJ - 1 ‘
Perkins Mountain Water Company . Schedule REL-1
Excerpt from Balance Sheet S ,'

L . Year Year Year Year . Year

: 1 2 3 4 , 5
Fixed Assets . ' : R

Utiiity Plant in Service - § 4812375 § 9932275 § 11980317 § 15,058,358 $ 19,424,750

(less) Accumulated Depreciation = - § 98961 § - 389847 § 799697 § 1273740 § 1,861,640

Net Plant in Service $ 4713414 § 9542428 § 11,180,620 $ 13784618 § 17,563,110
Total Capital - $ 3448588 § 5169,031 § 5,130,369 $§ 5982156 $ 7,266,095
Raio - Total Capital to Net Plant ' 13% 54% 46% 43% 41%

This table reflects the underlying assumptions that in years 1 through 5, PMWC
will use equity funding for all plant construction except for mains (including valves and
fittings), service lines, fire hydrants and meters which will be funded by the déveloper, or
developers pursuant to main extension agreements approved by the Commission
pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-406(M). In years 1 and 2, PMWC could meet the 50%
minimﬁm equity requirement, based on Staff's projections. Howéver, in years 3,4 and 5,
PMWC would fall below 50% equity. In order to satisfy Staff's minimum éqUity
requirement, PMWC would need to increase equity by $1,515,460 to a total of
$8,781,555 at the end of year 5. Since there is no debt in PMWC's capital structure
which could be replaced with équity, the only other way to increase equity would be to
forego advances in aid of construction.

The Commission has long required that mains, service lines, fire hydrants and
meters be funded through'main extension agreements as refundable advances in aid of
construction by the developer. See A.A.C. R14-2-406. The reason for this is clear.

Financing main extensions for new development with equity places undue and

-4.
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unnecessary risk on the utility—and ultimately—the customers of the utility. This so-

called "deve]opment risk” should be borne by the developers of property within the

utility's CC&N. Accordingly, PMWC believes that CC&N Condition 15 should be

revised to require a minimum equity level of 40% and not 50%. An equity level of 40%
will satlsfy each of Staff's objectxves as set forth in the Staff Report Addendum wnthout
forcing PMWC (and its customers) to assume development risk by funding main |
extensions with equity. ' ' |

: Additionally, in order to remove any possible amt)iguity regarding the method of

determining PMWC's equity level at any point in time, PMWC recommends that the

- condition be expressed as a ratio that can be calculated from the balance sheet

information submitted in the annual reports that PMWC will file with the Commission:

Specifically, PMWC proposes the following substitute for CC&N Condition 15 as it

pertains to PMWC:

15.  That the Commission require PMWC to provide
sufficient equity financing so that the ratio of Total
Capital to Net Uttlzty Plant In Service is not less than

40 percent.

There is one additional (and highly significant) reason why the required minimum
equity level should be reduced to 40% for PMWC. If Staff's recommended minimum
equity of 50% is adopted, then PMWC'’s rates must necessarily be increased by 20-25%
to provide a reasonable rate of return on the additional $1,515,460 in equity investment
that Will be required to meet the requirement. Staff's proposed rates are based on the |’
capital structure set forth in Schedule REL-1 to the Staff Report, which does not take
into account the increased equity. k‘ While PMWC does not oppose the rates
recommended in the Staff Report, the Comparly does not believe that the public interest

is served by increasing those rates to provide a return on equity that was invested in lieu

of requiring advances in aid of construction from developers to fund main extensions.
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Regarding PMUC, the following Table RLJ-2 excerpts data from Staff's projected
balance sheet for PMUC for the first five years of operation (Schedule,REL-Z to the

Staff Report):
Table RLI2
Perkins Mountain Utility Company S - - ' Schedule REL-1
Excerpt from Balance Sheet ' e
Year Year Year Year <. Year
1 2 ' 3 4 ]
Fixed Assets o - , o :
Utility Plantin Service \ ' $ 4548325 $..7937,725 ‘§ 9,541,950 § 16,915,025 $ 19,024,350
(less) Accumulated Depreciation $ 113802 § - 388726 § 727,052 § 1,242,847 § 1,943,357
Net Plantin Service - 7 § 4434523 § 7548099 § 8814808 § 15672178 § 17,080,993
Total Capital - B s 3212679 § 3,983,920 - § 4,990,040 § 9,245560 $ 9.228,035
Ratio - Total Capitalfo Net Plant- 74% 53% 5% 59% 54%

Based upon Staff's pfojections, the equity level for PMUC is not expected to fall
below 50% during the first five years of operation. Notwithstanding,» PMUC
recommends that its minimum equity level be set at 40%, consistent with PMWC's
recommendation set forth above. A lower minimum equity level woul,d, give PMUC
additioﬁal flexibility to fund construction of sewer infrastructure through a limited debt
financing (with prior Commission approval) or collection main extension agreements.
Thus, PMUC propos_es the following substitute for CC&N Condition 15 as it pertains to
PMUC: ; B ‘ ‘
‘ " 15.  That the Commission require PMUC to provide

sufficient equity financing so that the ratio of Total

Capital to Net Utility Plant In Seivice is not less than
40 percent. v ' , :

2. IN CC&N CONDITION 14, STAFF RECOMMENDS A LETTER OF CREDIT
OR PERFORMANCE BOND IN THE AMOUNT OF $2.500,000.

~ In CC&N Condition 14, Staff recommends that PMWC and PMUC each provide

an irrevocable letter of credit or performance bond of $2,500,000 (for a combined total

of $5,000,000) to remain in place until further order of the Commission or until the
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'Commission’s decision in the Companies’ first rate cases.” Staff picked this amount

because it "is adequate to ‘secu‘rethe first four years of the estimated operating expenses”
of PMWC and PMUC. Staff Report Addendum at 8. The Companies do not oppose ’a
reasonable letter of credxt or performance bond, but the amount recommended by Staff is
clearly excessive based upon the facts of this case, as dlscussed below. |
Moreovcr, the mgthodology Staff used to detcrmme the amount has not previously

been used by the Commission, and Staff's calculation of the amount is flawed because

Staff included depreciation expense in the Companies' operating expenses. The

Compames submit that a reasonable amount for each of PMWC and PMUC would be
$500,000 (for a combined total of $1,000,000), which is cons:stent with amounts

recommended by Staff and approved by the Commission in decisions approving other

new CC&N:s.

A.  No Letter of Credit or Performance Bond Should Cover Dépreciation '
Expense, which is a Non-Cash Expense.

Staff recommended the amount of the letter of credit/perfoﬂnance bond in this
case based on the money that would be needed to cover four years of operating expenses
for each of PMWC and PMUC. Id. Pursuant to Schedule REL-2 to the Staff Report, the
first four years of operating expenses for PMWC total $2,224,892. Of that amount,
deﬁreciation expense accounts for $l,273,740,vwe11 over half of PMWC's projected
operating expenses. While PMWC does not agree with Staff's methodology for setting
the amount, at a minimum Staff should remove depreciation expense—which is a non-
cash expense—from its calculation. This would feduce the amount of the letter of
credit/performance bond below $1,000,000 for PMWC.

Likewise, the first four years of operating expenses for PMUC total $2,660,842.
Of that amount, depreciatidn expense accounts for $1,242,848, or a little less than half.

Removing depreciation expense from PMUC's projected operating expenses would

¥ Pursuant to CC&N Condition 5, éach Company must file a rate apphcauon no later than six months followmg the
fifth anmversary of the date each Company begins providing service to its first customer.

-7-
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reduce the amount of the letter of credit/perfofmance bond below $1,500,000 for PMUC. |-
. To the Companies' knowledge the Commission has never based a letter of credit
or performance bond on the amount of prolected operating expenses. In a data request

from PMWC and PMUC to Staff asklng whether Staff has previously recommended an -

amount based on four years of estimated operating expenses, Staff responded as follows:

~ Staff does not know if Staff has ever recommended a LOC or performance
- bond equal to four years operating [expense].- Staff is unaware of any recent
similar recommendation. (emphasm in orlgmal)

The reqmrement of a letter of credit or performance bond has traditionelly been

imposed by the Commission to protect customer deposits, prepayments and advances.

In the case of applicants for new telecommunications CC&Ns, the Commission requires

performance bonds ranging from $10,000 to $235,000. However, the largest bond

- amount applicable to any new telecommunications provider is still less than 10% of the

$2,500,000 recommended for each of PMWC and PMUC.

The Companies sobmit that letters of credit and/or performance bonds should not
be used (and have not pi'eviously been used) to insure the availability of adequate capital
to fund operating expenses. As discussed below, the Companies are subsidiaries of a
Moody's bond-rated parent, with access to all of the capital necessary to fund capital
construction and operating expenses in the first five years of operation. -rMoreover, Staff
has determined that "its proposed rates will be adequate to assure the financial integrity |
of the Companies." Attachment D to Stdjf Report Addendum at 3. For these reasons,
Staff's recommendation regarding the amount of the letter of credit or performance bond
is ‘eXcessive, and should be reduced as set forth above. | |

Staff states in its Staff Report Addendum that the "Companies may ultimately
serve 53,000 businesses and ‘residences resulting in a significant amount of cnstomer
deposits ahd developer advances to be held and repaid by the Companies.” Attachment

D to Staﬁ Report Addendum at 3. However, Staff must acknowledge that the two

4‘ Staff's response to PMWC and PMUC Data Request 1(b) of the Third Set of Data Requests to Staff.
-8-




1 'master-p‘lanned communities will not reach build-out for at’ least 20 years. The
21 Companies have estimated that PMWC and PMUC will serve 3,035 residential
3 | customers and 30 commercial customers by the end of thefﬁﬁh year of operation.
4 || Letters of credit or perfofmance bonds in»fhe total amount of $5,000,000 are far in
5 | excess of ‘the amount necessary to safeguard the deposits of the 3 ,065 oustomers
6 prOJected at the end of five years. Moreover since the Compames so]e shareholder,
7 Rhodes Homes Anzona is also the developer of the master-planned communities, the
-8 adva_nces received by PMW C and PMUC will be paid by Rhodes Homes Arizona. Thus, ‘
9 || any risk to the public associated with advahces in aid of construction is substantially
10 | eliminated. , , | !
11 B.  The Companies Have Contracted with An Experienced Ce’rtyiﬁed
Operator and other Professionals to Assist w1th the Operation of the
. gN 12 Water and Wastewater Utilities.
;Ej ngg 13 Staff asserts as justification for a letter of credit or‘ performanee bond that the
§§§§j§ i: Companies have "no prior operating exper_ience." Stalf Report Addendum at 7. The
g A : i“ - Companies have two responses to this point. First, although the Companies were newly
A | formed to provide water and wastewater services and do not yet have a track record
17 (like all newly formed corporate entities), the Companies have contracted with
18 qualified, experienced and reputable professionals to assist with the operation of the
19 water and wastewater utilities. For example, Aricor Water Solutions, and its principal |
20 Ray Jones, are under contract to act as certified operator for PMWC and PMUC. Mr,
21 Jones has been certified by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality as (i) a
22 Grade 3 Water Treatment Plant Operator; (ii) 2 Grade 3 Water Distribution System
23 Operator; (iii) a Grade 3 Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator; and (iv) a Grade 3
24 Wastewater Collection System Operator. Mr. Jones has over 20 years experlence in the
25 operatlon engineering and management of water and wastewater utilities in Arlzona
26 His experlence mcludes nineteen years w1th Citizens Water Resources and Arizona-
SR 27 American Water Company, the largest non-municipal water and wastewater provxder in
28 | |
: | -9 - : :
I
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Arizona. Sumlarly, PMWC and PMUC are contractmg with other professxonals to

| assist with other aspects of the operatlon of the water and wastewater utlllthS

o Second, in very recent cases where the Commission has required performance

bonds for ’newly formed utility companies, the amount of the performance bond has

‘been. substéntie]ly less than the $2,500,000 recommended b‘y’ Staff for each of the
~ Companies. For example, in Decision 69256 (January 19, 2007) granting Orders

Prelimihary to the iSSuance of the CC&Ns to the newly formed Green Acres Water
LLC, and Green Acres Sewer, LLC, the Cornmlssmn requlred performance bonds for

each utility in the amount of $500,000. The Commission stated:

Addltlonally, we believe since there is no evidence in the record which
- reveals that either of the Applicants has any prior experience in successfully
operating a public utility, a performance bond for each utility in the amount
of $500,000 should ensure that the Applicants will be able to continue
operations for a reasonable period w1thout a related entity's financial

support, if necessary.
Decision 69256 at 12, Finding of Fact 48 (Docket Nos. W-20430A-05#0839 and SW-

| 20431A-05-0840). Similarly, in Decision 68453 (February 2, 2006) granting a CC&N

to newly formed Woodruff Utility Company, the Commission required a performance
bond in the amount of $250,000. There was no requirement that newly formed affiliate

Woodruff Wkater Company post a performance bond.

As stated above, PMWC and PMUC do not oppose the requirement of a letter of
credit or performance bond, butdsubmitvthat a reasonable amount for each of PMWC
and PMUC would be $500,000, which is consistent with the Commission decisions

discussed above.

C.  The Financial Capability of the Companies' Two Immediate Parent
Companies is Secure. ‘

Staff's assertion in the Staff Report Addendum that the financial capability of the
Companies' two immediate parent companies is not secure is simply not true and
contrary to facts of this case. Staff Report Addendum at 6. The two immediate parents
of PMWC‘ and PMUC—Rhodes Homes Arizona, LLC (which owns 100% of the stock

-10-
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’of both Companies) and its sole member, 'Rhodes Companies LLC—have a

demonstrated financial capability that is backed up by a Moody's Investors Service
("Moody's") Corporate Family Rating of Bl. A Corporate Family Rating is Moody's
opinion regarding a corporate family's ability to honor all of its financial oblyigations',

and is assigned to a corporate family as if that family had a single‘clasys of dcbt and a

-singlé consolidated legal ehtity structure. In other words, it applies to all affiliates -

under the management control of the éntity which has been assigned the ‘rating.s Staff’s
unsupported assertion that the bond rating could bevstronger is striking in juxtapdsition :
to Staff's ensuing stateménts that "[m]ost new water and wastewater utilities are
affiliated With developers who have far less financial backing" and "the fact that the
Utilities will be afﬁliated.with entities which are large enough to receive bond ratings is
somewhat reassuring." Staff Report Addendum at 6.

The facts are that after completing its rigorous financial due diligence regarding

 the Rhodes Companies family of companies, Moody’s assigned a B1 rating concluding

‘that Rhodes Companies LLC has a stable ratingskoutlook, that the i‘atings outlook is not

negative or on watch. There can be no doubt that PMWC and PMUC are affiliated with
éompahies having much greater demonstrated financial wherewithal than companies
.that have been certiﬁqated with performance bonds of $500,000, $250,000, or less.
Thus, the recommended letters of credit or perfofmance bonds for PMWC éﬁd PMUC, |

if required, should not be any hlgher than $500,000.

D. The Litigation Matters Identified by Staff Do Not Justlfy the
Requirement of a Letter of Credit or Performance Bond,.

In the Sfaff Report Addendum, Staff discusses a list of litigation matters
involving affiliates of PMWC and PMUC. Staff Report Addendum at 7. However,
Staff's statements and characterizations of these litigation matters create an unwarranted

impression regarding the business practices of affiliates of PMWC and PMUC. For

? See http://www. moodys com/moodys/cust/AboutMoodys/AboutMoodys aspx?topxc-—rdef&subtop:c'"
moodys%20credlt%20ratmgs&nt1e—Vxew+Al]+Ratmg+Deﬁmtlons htm

-11-
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| example, Staff discusses the typ’e of litigation matters and number of cases, but fails to

state that many of the cases were, in fact, initiated by affiliates of the Companies and

were, in fact, resolved with judgments favorable to those affiliates. Further, Staff
provides copies of a ;?andom group of news reports and articles for "INFORMATIONAL
PURPOSES ONLY" (emphasis inoriginal) and then states that Staff "is satisfied that the

Commission will aCCord this information appropriatc weight " Id. Yet, Staff proceeds

to use the information as a basis for its recommendatlon regardmg the need for a letter of
credit or perfonnance bond in the amount of $2 500 000 per Company

Staff's dump of a list of htlgatlon matters, news stories and articles into iis Staff
Réport Addendum provides no meaningful guidance to the Commission, and
undérscores the fact that there was no independent Staff evaluation of the information.
And, contrary to Staff's assertion that the information was included for "Informational
Purposes Only," Staff used the mformatlon to support the followmg conclusions in its

December 15, 2006, Staff Report Addendum:

Staff realizes that anyone who conducts business on the scale that Mr.
Rhodes does is likely to encounter business disputes. In this case, it is the
tenor and sheer number of the lawsuits that makes them unusual. '

- Id. More troubling is the fact that Staff's conclusions are lifted almost verbatim from an .

article that appeared in Las Vegas Life magazine three years ago, and obviously not as

the result of Staff's own analysis:

~ To be sure, anyone who conducts business on the scale that Rhodes does is
- likely to encounter some business disputes. It’s the tenor of the lawsuits
and their sheer number that makes them unusual.

Las Vegas Magazine at 38 (Dec. 2003). There has been no mdependent analy51s of the
information included by Staff, and that 1nformat10n certainly should not form the basis
of Staff's recommendation to required $5, OOO 000 in letters of credit or perfonnance
bonds by the Compamcs |

Further, Staff’s recommendation is 1ncon51stent with other recent cases cited by

Staff involving a performance bond and a utility with an owner and affiliates mvolved in

-12-
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litigation. 6 ~In those cases, the Comm1ssnon required Johnson Utilities to secure a

‘$500 000 performance bond, far less than the $5,000,000 recommended for the two

Companies in this case. Only if Johnson Utilities is subsequently named as a defendant

in a lawsuit does the bond requxrement mcrease to $1, 000 000. The ex1stence of

ongomg litigation 1nvolv1ng afﬁhates of PMWC and PMUC does not support the

unprecedented imposition of $5, 000 000 in letters of credit or performance bonds. -
For all of the above reasons, CC&N Condition 14 should be modified so that
PMWC and PMUC are each required to post a $500,000 performance bond or

1rrevocable letter of credit.

3.  IN CC&N CONDITION 18 FOR PMWC, STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT A
COPY OF THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES LETTER
OF ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY BE SUBMITTED TO THE COMMISSION FOR
EACH INDIVIDUAL SUBDIVISION IN THE REQUESTED CC&N AREA.

Staff recommends in CC&N Condition 18 that "PMWC ... file with Docket
Control, as a compliance in this docket, a copy of Arizona Department of Water
Resources ("ADWR") Letter of Adequate ‘Water Supply for each individual Subdivision
in the requestedy area, when received by the Company, but no later than 15 days after
receipt." Staff Report Addendum at 10. However, Staff's language is ambiguous and
should be clarified. The landowners in the requested CC&N service areas have received

or applied for Analyses of Adequate Water Supply with ADWR. Copies of the analyses

 received to date by the developers have been filed with docket control, and copies of

future analyses wxll be docketed pursuant to Order Preliminary Condition 4. ADWR
,does not issue a “Letter of Adequate Water Supply” for each individual subdwnsmn in
the requested area. Rather, ADWR i issues a Water Report for each subdivision at the
request of the developer. The developer must then include the Water Report in its
application for a Public Report to the Arizona Department of Real Estate. If it is Staff’s

intention that the Water Reports also be filed with the Commission, then the language of

§ Decision Nos. 68235, 68236, and 68237.

-13 -
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CC&N Condition 18 should be modxfied to so provxde

4, PURSUANT TO ORDER PRELIMINARY. CONDITION 4 PERTAINING TO
' PMWC, STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT COPIES OF THE ADWR ANALYSIS
OF ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY DEMONSTRATING THE AVAILABILITY

OF ADEQUATE WATER FOR PHASES 5, 6, AND THE REMAINING PORTION

OF PHASE 4 OF GOLDEN VALLEY SOUTH, AND ALL OF THE VILLAGES

AT WHITE HILLS, BE FILED WITH DOCKET CONTROL ONCE RECEIVED

BY PMWC

Order Preliminary Condition 4,kas recommended by Staff is requiring PMWC to 1
file for 'an‘additional Analysis of Adequate Water Supply for Golden Valley South for

300.42 acre-feet difference, an amount less thaxi 2Y, percent of the original estimated

“demand for Golden Valley South at full build-out. As set forth above, the need for an

addmonéi analysis no longer ex1sts and the Companies are requesting that a CC&N be

1ssued for all of Golden Valley South and that Order Preliminary Condition 4 for PMWC

. be a.mended to read as follows:

4. That the Commission require PMWC to file with
‘ Docket Control, as a compliance item, a copy or
copies of the ADWR Analyses of Adequate Water
Supply demonstrating the availability of adequate
“water for all of The Villages at White Hills when
received by PMWC, but not later than 3 years after

the effective date of the order grantmg the Order

Preliminary.

5. PURSUANT _TO ORDER PRELIMINARY CONDITION 6 PERTAINING TOQ
PMWC AND ORDER PRELIMINARY CONDITION 8 PERTAINING TO
PMUC, STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT UPON THE COMPANIES' COMPLYING
WITH THE CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN THE ORDERS PRELIMINARY, THE
COMMISSION WILL VOTE TO GRANT THE CC&N.

A.R.S. §40-282(D) states: “if the commission makes an order preliminary to the

issuance of the certificate, upon presentation to the commissi(')n‘ of evidence that the
franchise or permission has been secured by the corporation, the commission shall issue
the certificate.” (Emphasis added). Staff recommends that "[t}he Commission should

schedule this item for a vote to grant the CC&N as soon as possible after Staff’s filing

-14 -
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that conﬁrms [the Companies] compliahce with items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 has transpired.”
Staffs reference to “a vote to grant the CC&N" may be' read to imply that the
Commlssmn has the dnscretlon to deny issuance of a CC&N to the Companies even if -

the Compames have tlmely satisfied all condltlons of the order prellmmary The

Companies seek kclarxﬁcatxon of Order Prehmmary Conditions 6 and § to reflect that |

once the Companies ~haVe satisﬁed' all conditions of the order preliminary, the
Commlsswn shall issue the CC&Ns : |

CONCLUSION ,

For all the foregoing reasons, Perkins Mountain Water Company and Perkins
Mountain Utility Company request that CC&N Conditions 14 and 15 pertaining to
PMWC and PMUC, CC&N Condition 18 pcrtaihing to PMWC, Order Preliminary
Condition 4 ahd 6 pertaining to PMWC, and Order Preliminary Conditibn 8 pertaining to
PMUC be modiﬁed as outlined above in the Decision and Order in this matter.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 24th day of J anu‘ary, 2007.

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.

o & Qo (o
Kt 9 K Glbuse

One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren

Phoenix AZ 85004-2202

Attorneys for Perkins Mountain Water

Company and Perkins Mountain Utility
- Company

ORIGINAL and 15 copies filed this 24th day of January, 2007, with:

Docket Control L
Arizona Corporation Commission

' 1200 West Washington

Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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: ERROL L. MONTGOMERY & ASSOCIATES INC.

@

CONSULTANTS IN HYDROGEOLOGY :

7949 EAST ACOMA DRIVE, SUNE 100
SCOTISDALE, ARIZONA 85260

{480) 948-7747

[480) 948-8737 Fox- - -
www.eimontgomery.com

- ERROL L. MONTGOMERY, P.G.

. WILLAM R. VICTOR, P.G.
 RONALD H. DEWITT, P.G.

MARK M. CROSS, P.G.

DENNIS.G. HALL. P.G.

TODD KEAY, P.G.

JAMES §. DAVIS, P.G.

- MICHAEL J. ROSKO, P.G.

DAMIEL S, WEBER, P.G.

LESLIE T, KATZ, P.G.

DENNIS H. SHIRLEY, P.G.,

THOMAS W. ANDERSON {1940-2005)
: JEFFREY ). MEYER
JANIS K, BLAINER-FLEMING " .

HALE W, BARTER

September 14, 2006 :

'E-MAILED AND HAND DELIVERED

| Douglas W. Dunham, Manager

Office of Assured & Adequate Water Supply
Arizona Department of Water Resources

3550 N. Central Avenue 2™ Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 35012

Re: Application for an Analysis of Water Adequacy (Golden Valley South DWR #23-
402190.0000) Administrative Completeness Revnew

Dear Mr. Dunham;: f

I have received the letter from Ms Sandra Fabritz-Whitney dated August 14, 2006
concerning this application. I want to respond to you and confirm our agreement with the
ADWR calculations regarding the effluent available for Golden Valley South of 2895.69
af/yr. The applicant has instructed me that in order to comply with current requirements of
their development in Mohave County we will be altering our demand to 9000 acre feet of
groundwater and 2895.69 acre feet of effluent for a total supply available of 11,895.7 ac/yr.
Our demand has subséquently been altered by conversion of an additional 188 acres of

~ previously turfed parks to low water use parks Both demand calculators have been included -

for your review, Our total demand now is 11,566.88 acre feet per year which exceeds our
agreed upon supply available to the development. If revised letter to that effect would be
appreciated.

Copies of the revised application, both original and revised demand calculators are enclosed

~ for your review and a copy of the August 14, 2006 ADWR letter for reference. Thank you

for your assistance in this matter. I look forward to your response.

)ﬁmf“" bl

Gre L. Wallace
Errol L. Montgomery and Associates

TUCSON o PHOENIX o SANTIAGO de CHILE - '







WATER REPORT - ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY GENERIC DEMAND CALCULATOR

|February 27, 2006

Goiden Valisy South ]

INSTRUCTIONS: This spreadsheet is designed (o help you the water d for your new subdivision for purposes

of applying for a Certificate of Assured Water Supply. Please fill out all blus boxes. if you need help, the Office. of

A d and Adequate Water Supply at (602) 417-2465.

] ] |
INOTE: This sheet, when I does not constitute app of the d d for your Ris d for
Igoncul Imatl P only. Final official i will be di ined by the [ upon raviaw of your
plate apy ' -1
- 1

Enter the AMA the subdivision Is located in*: _~ |Mohave €ounty - No AMA

* Enter PHX for Phoenix, TUC for Tucson, PIN for Pinal, PRE for Prescott of SCR for Santa Cruz. If you are not focaled wlthln 80 AMA, or are hot

sure which AMA you are located in, contacl the Offica of d and ) Water Supply st (602) 417-2465.

Celegory PPHU GPCD or per house/day | Demand/HU/YR (aflyr) Residental D drYr {aflyr)
Single Family (1) - Aclive Adult - . 4.80] 57.00 885,86
Single Family (int) - Single Family -, 3.00] 67.00] 1,139.89
Multi-Family -{int) - High Density - .- 2.40] 57.0_0_' 425.23
Mutlt-Family (int) - Town Center oo 210 57.00, 1,340.81
Singie Family P8 (ext) 1.00 126.50| - 1,835.31
Multl-Family L {oxt) 1.00 62,50 965.91

{Singte family DemandHU/YR

Multifemily DemandHU/YR

*NOTE: if the application is in the Pinal AMA, and lot sizes ere no greater than 10,000 sq. ft., 125 GPCD is used io both interior and ex(enor for single

tamily homes. Do not enter lot bers under the 1 rows. Contact the Office of Assured and Adeq Water Supply for more h

]
! Square Feet | Acres Demand Factor {afyr) |No. HU {Lots) { Large Lat D Yr {allyr)

JAverage Lot Size (sq. ft)** v - *. 7400.00 0.17

TMP Model Lot Size (sq. ft) 7,600 - 10,000 0.17 -0.23

Large Lot Adj 0,00/ 0.001

172 low water use - 0.00 0.0 1.50}: ... *2.28433,00 -

12l 0.00 0.00) No AMA] 26433.00)

[ ]

**NOTE: H the subdivish savera) groupings of lol sizes, the large ot adj nesds to be calculated for each grouping of large iol sizes.

Contact the Office of Assured and Adequate Water Supply for in cal the large fot adj for subdivisions with several groupings of large

fot sizes.

Total Identlal D 6,692.82

For each gory please enter either square feet or acres of land for that type of id | use within your subdivial

]

Category Square Feet | Acres | Demand Factor (af/ac) Nen-Residentia) Demand {atlyr)

C Areal effivent * 2o ey 1.50{low water use 261.00

C Area2 effluent 4.90] 1,088.63

ﬁight of Way 1.50]low water use -

Golf Course effluent 4.90| Tud 539.00

Golf Course 6.20{Lakes

Go¥ Course 1.50 [low water use

Commercial use . 2.25}all acres 1,350.00

Public Pool (fength x width = square feet) AMA TMP mode! pool -

[Porks? efuent 1.50]low water use 432.90

Parks2 . 4,90} ud -

R i Basins 1.50}low water use -

Relention/Delention Basins efffuent 4.90turf 61.74

|School Land: 1 1.50{low water usa -

School L pe2 effluent 4.90]turt 198.45

School interior - figh 43 GPCD -

ISchool interior - Elementary**** 25 GPCD [interior 126.02
i . g

==*NOTE: If apg is for a change of ip.from & p ly issued Ceriificate of As: d Waler Supply, and Is for only a portion of the original Certificate, contact the

Office of Assured and Adequate Waler Supply lo pro-rate non ial area "

~***NOTE: For school interior J, enter the number of i he proposed school is a high school or middie school, the d factor is 43 GPCD.

Total N d 4057.74

Residential Nor i Total Loss Factor % Distribution Losses {af/yr}

Demand atlyr 8,682.82 4,057.74 10,750.55 7.50 806.29

&
No. of Lois DOemand (gals/iot) 100 yr {af) Construction Demand (afiyr}
26,433 10,000.00 1,004.75 10.05
Total Damand Per Year . N - .
|RésigEndaL qeqi"'%fﬁ?ﬁ e ﬁm&&w@m TR e T A R A LR RO I G P R )
6692.82 4057.74 806.29 10,05 437408 11566.89|
R LS e s s ‘ s R




