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Docke t Control
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona  85007

October 9, 2007

OF COUNSEL TO
MUNGER CHADWICK, p.L.c.

'E

LAWRENCE v. ROBERTSON, JR.
ATTORNEY AT LAW

(520) 398-0411
FAX: (520) 398-0412

EMAIL; TUBACLAWYER@AOL.COM

p. o. Box 1448
TuBAe, ARIZONA 85646
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ADMITTED TO PRACTICE IN:
ARIZONA, COLORADO, MONTANA,

NEVADA. TEXAS, WYOMING,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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Las Quintas Serer as Water Co. " '  .
Docke t Nos . w-01583A-04-0178, O
W-01583A-05-0326 and w-01583A-05J0
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To Whom It Ma y Conce rn:

Pursuant to the  Second Ordering Paragraph of the  September 24, 2007 Procedura l Order
is sue d in the  a bove -re fe re nce d docke te d proce e dings , e nclose d for filing a re  the  origina l a nd
s e ve nte e n (17) copie s  of the  P re pa re d Dire ct Te s timony of Ka yce e  Conge r on be ha lf of La s
Quintas Serer as Water Co.

Thank you for your ass is tance  with regard to this  matte r.

S ince re ly,

' kg L;
Lawrence  V. Robertson, J r.

Hon. J a ne  L. Rodde r

E rn e s t J o h n s o n

C h r is t o p h e r  Ke e le y

Ke vin  To r re y

P a rtie s  o f Re c o rd

La s  Quinoa s  S e re r a s  Wa te r Co .
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ARIZONA CORP. COMM
400 w CONGRESS STE 218 TUCSON AZ85701

cc:

Re  :

C:\Docume nts  a nd S e ttings \Ange la  Trujillo\La rry\La s  Quinta s \Docke t Control Le tte r 10-9-07.doc
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PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF

KAYCEE CONGER
ON BEHALF OF

LAS QUINTAS SERENAS WATER CO.
(DOCKET NO. W-01583A-04-0178, W-01583A-05-0326, W-01583A-05-0340)4

5
Q.1 Please state your name and your business address.

6

A.1
7

Kaycee Conger. My business address is 75 W. Calle De Las Tiendas, Suite 115-B,
Green Valley Arizona, 85614.

8

9 Q.2 Are you employed by Las Quintas Serer as Water Co. ("LQS") and, if
so, in what capacity?

10
A.2 Yes. I am the Administrative Manager for LQS.

11

12
Q-3 Please describe the responsibilities and functions associated with that

position.

A.3
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My responsibility areas include the following: Office/Administrative
Management of Day-to-Day Operations; Public Relations; Budget; Scheduling;
Contracts/Agreements; Primary Interface with Professional Services Entities,
Regulatory Agencies, and State-County-Town Offices; Company Regulatory
Compliance; Submittal of Compliance Reports (such as Payroll, Tax, Agency);
Vulnerability Assessment and Emergency Response Plans; and Publication of
Company Policies, Procedures, and Manuals.

18

19 Q.4 How long have you been employed by LQS?

20 A.4 8 - 1/2 years.
21

22 Q-5 Are you familiar with the Fire Sprinkler Service Tariff being proposed
by LQS?

23

24
A.5

25

Yes. I was LQS' principal point of contact with the neighboring water companies
as well as the company's engineering consultant and legal counsel in connection
with (i) researching the subject, (ii) preparing the proposed tariff and (iii)
presenting the proposed tariff to the LQS Board of Directors for approval.

26

27

28

The proposed Fire Sprinkler Service Tariff for LQS was generally patterned after
a similar tariff included in the rate schedules of Community Water of Green
Valley. However, certain revisions and significant language additions were made
to the LQS tariff in order to specifically address the current eapaeity limitations of
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the  LQS sys tem. Of pa rticula r s ignificance  in this  rega rd a re  the  te rms  and
conditions  in the  sections  on "Area  of Availability," "Limited Applicability" and
"Specia l Provis ions ," which are  prerequis ites  to receiving service  under LQS'
proposed tariff.

3

4
Q.6

5

6

Does LQS expect the customers with fire sprinkler systems to
continue to pay the monthly service charge and the arsenic
remediation surcharge they currently pay should the proposed
tariff be approved?

7 A.6

8

9

No. If the  proposed Fire  Sprinkle r Se rvice  Ta riff is  accepted and approved by the
Commiss ion, those  cus tome rs  with tire  sprinkle r sys te ms  who opt a nd qua lify to
rece ive  se rvice  under the  ta riff would only be  re spons ible  for those  cha rges  lis ted
within the  ta riff. The y would no longe r pa y a  monthly minimum, ba se d on me te r
s ize , or monthly ARSM Surcharge .

10

11 Q-7

zO
12

Would Commis s ion approval of the propos ed Fire Sprinkler Service
Tariff affect the level of revenue LQS would otherwis e receive from its
cus tomers ; and, if so, how and why?
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A.7

18'
16

Approva l of the  proposed Fire  Sprinkle r Se rvice  Ta riff would re sult in a  reduction
in the  le ve l of re ve nue s  re ce ive d by LQS. This  is  be ca use  LQS would no longe r
rece ive  the  monthly minimum and the  monthly ARSM Surcha rge  a s socia ted with
thos e  wa te r s ys te m conne ctions  which tra ns fe rre d to the  ne w Fire  S prinkle r
Se rvice  Ta riff. The  re ve nue s  which would re s ult from the  ne w ta riff, a s  to thos e
s e rvice  conne ctions , would be  s ubs ta ntia lly le s s  tha n thos e  curre ntly re ce ive d
from the  applicable  monthly minimum and monthly ARSM Surcha rges .
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17

18
Q.s How will LQS meet those expenses it would otherwise have paid from

those "lost" revenues?19

20 A.8 It will ha ve  to pa y thos e  e xpe ns e s  from othe r re ve nue s  ge ne ra te d on its  wa te r
sys tem.21

22
Q.9 How long  is  it an tic ipa ted  tha t th is  revenue  "s hortfa ll" will la s t?

23

24
A.9 Until LQS ' ne xt ra te  ca s e .

25
Q.10 When does the company expect to submit its next rate case?

26
A.1o Ea rly 2009.

27

28
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1 Q.11 Wh y d o e s  LQS  b e lie ve  th a t it  c a n  c o n tin u e  to  fu lly p a y its  o p e ra tin g
expens es  un til 2009, g iven  th is  po ten tia l revenue  "s hortfa ll"?

2

A.11
3

4

5

6

LQS  a nticipa te s  only a  s ma ll numbe r of its  curre nt a nd curre ntly fore s e e a ble
cus tomers  will both have  a  des ire , and qua lify for, fire  sprinkle r se rvice  under the
propos e d ta riff. Thus , it be lie ve s  tha t the  re ve nue  "s hortfa ll" re s ulting from
Commis s ion a pprova l of the  propos e d Fire  S prinkle r S e rvice  Ta riff would be
re la tive ly s ma ll within the  conte xt of LQS ' ove ra ll wa te r s ys te m re ve nue s , a nd
thus  manageable . However, it should be  recognized tha t this  is  a  ca lcula ted risk,
based on certa in assumptions .

7

8
Q.12 Wh a t wa s  th e  c a ta lys t th a t c a u s e d  LQS  to  c o n s id e r p ro p o s in g  a  Fire

Sprinkle r Se rvice  Ta riff a t th is  time  ra the r than  a t the  company's  need
rate  cas e, as  is  the us ual practice?9

10 A.12

11

Although the  compa ny wa s  a nticipa ting s ubmitting a  propos e d Fire  S prinlde r
S e rvice  Ta riff in  its  ne xt ra te  ca s e , the  re ce n tly e xpre s s e d  in te re s t o f the
Commiss ione rs  in cons ide ring the  subje ct a t this  point in time  a cce le ra te d LQS '
presenta tion of such a  proposa l.

12
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Q.13 Does that complete your testimony?
14

A.13 Ye s .
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