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TO: ACC DOCKET CONTROL

FROM: GLENN ECKER
880 CRYS TAL VIEW DR
P ARKER, AZ. 85344
P ARCEL# 310-32-135A
TEL#928-667-4475

Feb. 8, 2008
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Regarding docket# E-01345A-07-0663 & T01846-07-0663

I s trongly object to the  proposed underground utilitie s  prob act in Hillcres t Bay Mobile
Manor. I am re tired and live  full time  in Hillcre s t Bay. The re  a re  approxima te ly 50 lots
tha t have  full time  res idents . Most of us  a re  re tired and moved here  primarily because  of
the  solitude  and the  a ffordable  housing opportunitie s . Nearly a ll of the  full time  res idents
live  on a  fixed income . The  proposed utility unde rground project will impose  a  seve re
financia l ha rdship on those  of us  living he re  full time  on fixed incomes  not to mention the
burden of having restricted access to our homes and the  loss  of water service  for extended
periods of time. The  financia l burden, according to John Sears , is  minimal because  we
can pay for this  project ove r a  15 yea r pe riod. This  is  only pa rtia lly true  because  we  will
only be  a llowed to finance  the  s tree t portion. The  cost to provide  connection from the
stree t to the  meter on your house  must be  paid in  fu ll a t the  time  of connection. My cos t is
$9139.43 for the  public a rea  and 310757. 17 for the  service  connection on my lot which
must be  pa id in a  lump sum in order to ge t se rvice . Shave  no options ava ilable  to me
because  even if I could se ll my house  in this  depressed rea l es ta te  marke t, would not be
able  to find a  new res idence  for an equa l or lower cos t. The  other gla ring inequity of this
project is  the  apportionment of the  cos t. P lacing the  utilitie s  underground is  of little
benefit to me because  I do not have  a  lake  view lot and the  utilities  a re  a t the  rear of my
property and out of s ite . The  people  with the  lake  view lots  would benefit grea tly and
should pay the  majority of the  cos t if this  project proceeds . The  a rgument tha t we  would
a ll bene fit is  only pa rtia lly true . Ha lf would bene fit grea tly and ha lf would bene fit ha rdly
a t a ll. Le t those  who voted yes  pay for the  entire  cost if they fee l so s trongly about this
project. Anothe r inte re s ting fact is  tha t of the  50 or so lots  with full time  re s idents , 56%
voted no while  only 44% voted yes . Also, if property va lues  a re  increased, so will taxes ,
which is  another negative . I know tha t many who voted yes were  pressured and
intimida te d into s igning the  pe titions .
In conclus ion I would like  to mention the  fact tha t I have  spent 30 plus  years  as  an
outside  plant engineer in the  communica tions industry and have  engineered 6 projects
like  this  one. I a lso acted as coordinator and project manager and have never seen one
comple ted without extreme  difficultie s  and se rvice  inte rruptions . All we re  initia ted by
city, county or s ta te  agencies . None  were  by priva te  property owners .
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