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BEFORE THE ARI~CIW~'CORPC%fUTION . ' s k i  ill* COMMISSION .,P La? 

L4RY PIERCE 

N THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
'ERKINS MOUNTAIN UTILITY COMPANY 
;OR A CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE 
iND NECESSITY. 

N THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
'ERKINS MOUNTAIN WATER COMPANY 
;OR A CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE 
iND NECESSITY. 

DOCKET NO. SW-20379A-05-0489 

DOCKET NO. W-20380A-05-0490 

NOTICE OF FILING 

In continuing to comply with the Commissioner's wish for Staff to docket every document 

elating to the above-referenced matter, Staff hereby submits the attached public comment from Scott 

>unton dated February 16,2007. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 16th day of February, 2007. 

Attorney, Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 542-3402 

Original and fifteen (1 5) copies 
D f  the foregoing were filed this 
1 6th day of February, 2007 with: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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:opies of the foregoing mailed 
lis 16th day of February, 2007 to: 

Lobert J. Metli 
Limberley A. Grouse 
hell & Wilmer 
)ne Arizona Center 
,OO East Van Buren Street 
'hoenix, Arizona 85004 

5ooker T. Evans 
Limberley A. Warshawsky 
heenberg Traurig 
:375 East Camelback Road, Suite 700 
'hoenix, Arizona 85016 
ittorneys for Sports Entertainment, LLC 
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by telephone to-instruct m 

inclined to  hear public comment with regard t o  ongoing litigation b 
will allow Further written 

He also indicated that he was i erested in pu 
t o  individuals affected by the application. I a 
affected by the 

To address the litigation issue, the dispute o 
question involves a land transaction of Golden Valley pro 
within and outside the proposed service are 
tied to this application before the corporation commission and other 
individuals (as property owners) in the area. 

Mr. Rhodes has made comments to 
our litigation, there would not be any wate 
in question. Now I am beginning t o  unders 

This application as I underst nd, if approv 
“reservation on water” and could adverse1 
for a service area for the property in litiga 
my current sewice area. My ability to  ma 
hindered by Mr. Rhodes and the ongoing litigation. Therefore, I feel 
that while certain portions of the property in litigation are not parZ of 
the proposed service area, this application and the ongoing litigation 
are tied together. I n  my opinion, Mr. Rhodes business Dractices have 

ment with regard to  th 




