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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
“. .. 

IC$] fiEC - 3 io: ;:j COMMISSIONERS 

MARC SPITZER, Chairman 
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 

MIKE GLEASON 
KRISTIN K. MAYES 

JEFF HATCH-MILLER 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
ARIZONA WATER COMPANY, AN ARIZONA 
CORPORATION, FOR ADJUSTMENTS TO ITS 
RATES AND CHARGES FOR UTILITY SERVICE 
FURNISHED BY ITS EASTERN GROUP AND 
FOR CERTAIN RELATED APPROVALS. 

DOCKET NO. W-O1445A-02-06 19 

PROCEDURAL ORDER 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

On August 14, 2002, Arizona Water Company (“Arizona Water” or “Company”) filed with 

the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) an application for an increase in its rates. 

The evidentiary hearing was conducted in September 2003, and briefs were filed by the 

parties on October 3 1,2003 and November 10,2003. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the record is reopened in this docket and an oral 

argument shall be scheduled for December 8, 2003, at 1:30 p.m., at the offices of the Commission. 

The parties should be prepared to discuss all issues raised in this proceeding. However, the following 

issues will be the primary focus of the oral argument: 

1. Confidentiality regarding the “PCG Settlement” including, but not limited 
to: whether the Commission can or should be bound by a confidentiality 
agreement between Arizona Water and a third party; statutes, case law, 
and Commission precedent for protecting confidentiality of such 
agreements; and permissible alternatives to full disclosure by the 
Commission. 
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2. Issues related to RUCO’s proposal to use actual 2002 data instead of pro 
forma post-test year information, including the effect on RUCO’s 
recommendation from Arizona Water’s claim that the “matching 
principle” is not violated because the post-test year plant additions were 
not funded by contributions or advances in aid of construction. 

DATED this 3 ‘‘ day of December, 2003. 

DWIGHT D. NODES 
ASSISTANT CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

mailed/faxed/delivered 
this 2003 to: 

Robert W. Geake 
Vice President and General Counsel 
ARIZONA WATER COMPANY 
P.O. Box 29006 
Phoenix, AZ 85038-9006 

Norman D. James 
Jay L. Shapiro 
FENNEMORE CRAIG 
3003 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
Attorneys for Arizona Water Company 

Kay Bigelow 
CASA GRANDE CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
5 10 East Florence Blvd. 
Casa Grande, AZ 85222 

Scott S. Wakefield, Chief Counsel 
RUCO 
11 10 W. Washington, Ste. 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 

Robert Skiba 
P.O. Box 1057 
Oracle, AZ 85623 

Thomas H. Campbell 
Michael T. Hallam 
LEWIS AND ROCA, LLP 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 
Attorneys for Superstition Mountain, LLC 
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'hilip A. Edlund, Vice President 
luperstition Mountain, LLC 
,777 N. Gainey Center Drive, Ste. 205 
kottsdale, AZ 85258 

%-istopher Kempley, Chief Counsel 
.egal Division 
iR1Z ONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
200 West Washington 
'hoenix, AZ 85007 

3rnest Johnson, Director 
Jtilities Division 
4RIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
!200 West Washington 
'hoenix, AZ 85007 
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