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Docket No. E-01750A-09-0149
IN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL

COMPLAINT AGAINST MCHAVE
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. FILED
BY ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL

COMPLAINANTS’ REPONSE TO
PROCEDURAL ORDER ISSUED BY
ADMINSTRATIVE LAW JUDGE BELINDA
A. MARTIN

e Nt St Nt M S N st et st

Complainants Roger and Darlene Chantel are hereby filing
the following response to the Procedural Orders issued by
Administrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin.

These procedural orders do not have numbers for references
and appear that the only way to refer to them is by their
complete title as they seem to have been placed in
Administrative Law Judge procedural order.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Chantels shall file a
response to Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s Motion to

Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint no later than

August 16, 2013. Exhibit A is a copy of the response ordered by

Administrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, as alternative to filing, if
the Chantels no longer wish to pursue their Complaint before the
Commission, the Chantels shall file a Motion to Withdraw
Complaint no later than August 16, 2013. This complaint covers

safety issues that effect tourists, citizens, people using state

land, as well as safety concerns on federal government land.

[Summary of pleading] - 1

1 Commission
IS HETER




10

11

iz

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

The issues effect the safety of all local residents who use Hwy.
66 as a means of travel. The Chantels feel that it would be a
breach of their civil duty to fellow citizens if they filed a
Motion to Withdraw Complaint.

IT IS FUTHER ORDERED advising the Chantels that failure to
timely comply with the above Orders of the Commission, may
ultimately result in administrative closure of this docket for
failure to cooperate. The Chantel will make every effort to
comply to the procedural orders that are issued with the intent
to bring about justice and protect the safety of fellow
citizens.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all parties must comply with
Rules 31 and 38 of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme Court and
A.R.S. 40-243 with respect to practice of law and admission pro
hac vice. Rule 31 seems to focus on illegal activity of
attorneys. Rule 38 seems to represent the idea that this
corruption may extend as far as the Arizona Bar Association.
Rule 38 suggests that justice may only be acquired if the issues
are presented outside of this jurisdiction. Rule 38 has wording
in it that suggests some kind of authority might be brought in
from outside of the state. This Administrative Law Judge placed
the words of pro hac vice in this order. Rule 38 and the words
pro hac vice seem to direct attention to the Arizona State Bar.
This order mentions A.R.S. 40-243 which refers to some type of
arbitrating. This law does not seem to be clear as to whether
an electric company can be ordered to enter arbitration. The
guestion to the people of this State is, is this particular
order a practice of procedural law? How does this order resolve
the issues that exist under common law? There is another
possible interpretation of this order. The Administrative Law
Judge has presented these rules of legal theories, so she can

use her powers to elevate the Complainants to a status of an
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attorney. If she chooses to make this type of decision it
changes the issues in this complaint to procedural law. If the
common law of the land is abandoned the Complainants lose the
right to justice. If this Administrative Law Judge chooses to
abandon common law, this brings in the governing principals of
Judicial Cannons, which govern the acts of judges. If the
Administrative Law Judge moves into the area of procedural law
and makes any claims that the Complainants must adhere to the
same standards as an attorney that holds a license with the
Arizona State Bar, she then becomes responsible to issue an
order to the Arizona State Bar to issue the Complainant a
license to practice law.

One has to understand that Administrative Law Judges are
hired, paid and given retirement benefits through the commission
or an authority authorizing the existence of the commission. If
they make any damaging rulings they know that they and their
family could lose their way of life. If you read the order
below it is evident as to how this group of people use their
position and authority. As a visionary I do not think that this
class of people should be put on the list for the 2016 and 2017
list of people to be placed in the treason trials.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Administrative Law Judge may
rescind, alter, amend or waive any portion of this Procedural
Order either by subsequent Procedural Order or by ruling at
hearing. This is an interesting order. It appears to violate a
number of Judicial Cannons. The most interesting part about
this order is that it appears to be a self-generating order
giving the Administrative Law Judge the right to promote and
protect acts of corruption within the agency known as the
Arizona Corporation Commission. What is not clear is where she
stands on corruption. It is standard knowledge that corruption

in government agencies cause the standard of living of the
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governed to decline. The question that is not clear is, is she
promoting corruption or is she working against corruption?
Administrative Law Judges have free choice. If the
Administrative Law Judge makes efforts to comply to Judicial
Cannons it appears that a possible direction would be to put the
Complainants and Mohave Electric Cooperative into arbitration
mode and then make decisions on the outcome. It should be noted
that Belinda A. Martin, Administrative Law Judge for the Arizona
Cooperation Commission, has had a number of third party
conversations with individuals within the agency known as the
Arizona Corporation Commission about these issues or related

issues.

Dated this g—— /3" ﬂé /-f
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Roger and Darlene Chantel
10001 E. Hwy. 66
Kingman, AZ 86401

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

Commissioners
GARY PIERCE,
BRENDA BURNS

PAULL NEWMAN
SANDRA D. KENNEDY
BOB STUMP

Docket No. E-01750A-09-0149
IN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL

COMPLAINT AGAINST MOHAVE
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. FILED
BY ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL

COMPLAINATS’ RESPONSE TO MOHAVE
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE’S MOTION
TO RECONSIDER MOTION TO DISMISS
FORMAL COMPLAINT

et Nt Nl St S e St Mo s e

Complainants Roger and Darlene Chantel submit a response to
the Administrative Law Judge Belinda A. Martin’s order to
respond to Mohave Electric Cooperative’s Motion for
Reconsidering their Motion to Dismiss the Formal Complaint No.
E-01750A-09-0149.

Mohave Electric Cooperative (hereinafter referred to MEC)
comes in front of this Commission claiming that the issues in
this complaint have been fully adjudicated and resolved. The
attorneys Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udall submitted Exhibit
A “Memorandum Decision” Exhibit B “Judgment” and Exhibit C
“Mandate”. They claim that these documents represent the facts
that the issues have been adjudicated and resolved.

The Complainants claim that the issues have not been
resolved and that most of the issues have not been adjudicated

under “Common Law” or “Civil Law” of the land.
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LIST OF SOME OF THE ISSUES IN SAID COMPLAINT
1. Safety issues as they exist in A.A.C. R14-2-208 and R14-2-
208 F 1.
2. Termination of Service R14-2-211 A 3 and R14-2-208 A 5 and
6.
3. Nonpayment of bill R14-2-211 3.
4. Termination notice required R14-2-211 D.
5. Application for discontinuance or abandonment of utility
service. R14-2-202 B.
These are a few of the issues in front of this Commission that
have not been resolved. These lawyers claim that the court
proceeding has adjudicated the above issues. If this tribunal
would examine the exhibits submitted by Michael A. Curtis and
Larry K. Udall, it will find that there is no mention of any
type of common law adjudication on the above mentioned issues.
Most of these documents are about adjudication of procedure
law and the large amounts of attorney fees that the court has
awarded them.
The Complaints ask the Administrative Law Judge Belinda A.
Martin to deny this motion for dismissal on the grounds that
Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udall have failed to prove the
that the issues have been resolved or have been properly
adjudicated under common or civil law. These issues could be
resolved by the Board of Directors of Mohave Electric

Cooperative.
POINTS IN ISSUE ONE
1. If one were to review Arizona Administrative Code, which

was adopted on March 6, 1980, they would find that a number

of amendments have occurred to bring the Arizona
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Administrative Code up to its present wording. R14-2-208,
Provision of Service, R14-2-208 A, Utility Responsibility,
R14-2-208 1, “Each utility shall be responsible for the
safe transmission and distribution of electric until it
passes the point of delivery on file to the customer. The
complaint on file with this agency is about an unsafe high
voltage power transmission line that travels over the
property that where the Complainants reside. MEC is
responsible to maintain safe conditions while they transmit
and distribute high voltage electricity through their
lines. These safe conditions are described and outlined in
R14-208 F, 1. This law refers to the National Electrical
Safety Code. This code states the distances between poles
and the size of poles in relation to how much electricity
is passing through the lines.

A number of unsafe conditions were presented to MEC. They
did not make any effort to correct any of the unsafe
conditions. Some of the unsafe conditions are under sized
poles and the distance between poles. These poles are
about twice the distance that is allowed by law. Over
time, the Complainant has seen one of the poles on this
property leaning to a point that if any kind of severe
weather should occur in the area it would break. The pole
that is under sized and leaning has lines that connect
directly into Complaints’ place of residence. If anything
were to happen to these lines and poles it would pull and
put such pressure on the electric wires in Complainants’
house that it could cause wiring to become unsafe and the
house unlivable. With the Complainant’s medical need for
continuous electricity, this would become a devastating
event to his life. Any reputable utility company would

have sat down with the Complainants and reviewed the
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concerns that have been presented and would have made every
effort to comply to the laws. MEC could have brought the
high voltage transmission lines into compliance by adding
one pole, which would have satisfied the distance
requirements in R14-2-208 F 1 and it would have satisfied
MEC’s claims of a distance violation against Complainants.
Look at MEC’s course of actions. MEC refused to
acknowledge the issue that a portion of their high voltage
transmission line was out of compliance with Arizona
Administrative Codes. When a public utility fails to
acknowledge violations they then resort to different forms
of corruption to cover up their actions. It appears that
Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udall created a scheme that
the Complainants were in violation of some type of distance
code that existed in the National Electrical Safety Code.
Complainant believes this is evident by the fact that MEC’s
attorneys made claims of a distance violation, but did not
present a measurement to verify their claims to the court
in any of their evidence. The alleged violation of
distance stated by these attorneys just so happens to be in
the same location as the non-compliant distance between
poleé as stated in R14-2-208 F, 1. See Exhibit A, Result
of Survey. These two attorneys’ scheme was to cover up
MEC’s safety violation and claim that the Complaints were
the ones in violation. If an agency or the director of an
agency fails to create requested reports to determine
issues of safety it becomes clear that corruption is
present and growing. The violation in this area is the
distance between poles and how they do not comply with R1l4-
2-208 F, 1. It also appears the pole sizes are in
violation of R14-2~208 F, 1 as well. If the Administrative

Law Judge is seeking justice and promoting safe electrical
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conditions for the citizens of the State of Arizona, she
will issue an order to Steven Olea, the Director of the
Utility Division of the Arizona Corporation Commission, to
inspect the poles and lines from mile marker 66 to mile
marker 80 along Highway 66 and then create a report on his
findings. The individuals conducting the investigation
should measure the distance between each pole, the size of
the pole, and make a determination if the poles are leaning
or have any type of wood deterioration occurring in said
poles. After the investigation is completed, a report
should be created showing the violations that exist. The
judge and the citizens can review the evidence to determine
what type of safety violations occurred. It seems this
kind of action is standard in common and civil law
proceedings. This report will help the judge and the
citizens that will be reviewing this case to make a

determination as to how much corruption might exist.

POINTS IN ISSUE TWO

Termination of Service R14-2-211 A 3 and R14-2-211 A 5 and 6

1. MEC’s attorneys claimed that Mohave County issued a
disconnect order to the Complainants’ place of residence.
These attorneys quoted a number of laws and made claims
that a violation occurred from the top of an existing
building to the bottom of MEC’s high voltage lines. These
attorneys are competent attorneys that claim to know
utility law and the responsibilities that a utility owes to
the citizens of the State of Arizona. The claim that the
violation occurred from a high voltage transmission line
clearly puts the Arizona Corporation Commission as the only

jurisdiction that could have issued a disconnection of
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service. R14-2-208 A 1 clearly points out that the
jurisdiction to disconnect Complainants’ electricity falls
under the Arizona Corporation Commission. The scheme
created by these two attorneys was that a high voltage
transmission line was too close to a structure. They knew
that the Arizona Corporation had jurisdiction over the
disconnection of Complaints’ electricity. If a closer
examination of this case were to occur, it would appear
that these two attorneys have used corruption as a basis
for improper disconnection of Complainants’ electricity.
MEC’s attorneys and the managing staff of MEC communicated
with certain staff members of the Mohave County Planning
Department in such a way as to cause Mohave County Planning
Department to act outside of their jurisdiction, which is a
form of corruption. The fact is, Mohave County had no

jurisdiction to issue a disconnection of service.

. The jurisdiction to reconnect service falls upon Steven

Olea the Utility Director for the Arizona Corporation
Commission. If Steven Olea fails to comply with the laws,
can the people of the State of Arizona ask the Attorney
General Office to file documents to have this utility
director dismissed from his office of authority?
Complainant has submitted evidence to this Administrative
Law Judge in the past that he needs continuous electricity
for a medical need. The reinstatement of electricity is
governed by R14-2-211 A 5 and 6. The Complainant has
provided evidence that he has Sleep Apnea and needs
continuous electricity to run his breathing machine.
“Exhibit B” The people believe that judges have a civil
duty to do what is necessary to protect the citizens who
pay their wages and provide for their retirement. The

Complainant believes that this Administrative Law Judge has
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a civil duty to issue an order of reinstatement of

electricity to Steven Olea and MEC.

POINTS IN ISSUE THREE

Nonpayment of bill. R14-2-211 3 It should be noted that the
Complainants had always paid their electric bill on time.
MEC’s attorneys have mislead a number of authorities that they
had some kind of right to make claims upon the Complainants
that they were responsible to pay MEC for moving the unsafe
high Voltage Transmission lines off of the property that MEC
negligently placed on this property. R14-2-211 3 restricts
MEC from making any claims for payment when it comes to

reinstating Complainants’ electricity.

POINTS IN ISSUE FOUR

Termination notice required R14-2-211 D There are a number of
issues that exist in these rules and regulations that MEC has
failed to comply to. One of the issues is that MEC did not
give a five day written notice of termination nor did they get
any type of written approval from the governing authority
known as the Arizona Corporation Commission to disconnect

electricity.

POINTS IN ISSUE FIVE

Application for discontinuance or abandonment of utility
service. R14-2-202 B MEC placed lines in a negligent manner
on the property. MEC has not conducted any type of
maintenance on the abandoned lines that is referred to as “old

lines” in Exhibit A, Result of Survey.
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CONCLUSION

The Complainants move the Administrative Law Judge to deny
Mohave Electric Cooperative’s Motion to Dismiss on the grounds
that the issues in the complaint have not been resclved or

adjudicated in accordance to “Common Law” or “Civil Law”.

Dated this/"f day of August, 2013
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INTEGRA SLEEP SOLUTIONS,LLC.
SLEEP 8TULY AREFORT
PHYSICIAN'8 IMPRESBION

Patlent: CHANTEL DUSTIN Date of study: 06/24/02
DOoB: — MedicaiRecord:
Roferring Physlclan: LAWRENCE MD, JAMES, Coneulting Physician:  Simon J. Farrow MD

(This report reprasents the interpreting phyaician's clinical impression from raview of available information abowt
the patient including the actual polysomnogram and quantitative analysis of ths polysomnogram as set out in the
fult report of which the impression forms anly & part. it should not be considered to stand alone as the full report.)

The subject of Investigation is a 55 year(s) old mals who has been raror'red for evaluation of possibie obstuctive
sleep apriea and trial of treaiment if appropriate.

The first part of this recording demansirated severe obstructive sleep apnea with an overall apnea/hypopnea
index of 20, and apneahypapnea index of §8 when the patient was supine, respiratory disturbanca index of 35
overall and lowest recordesd bicod oxygen saturation of 85%. :

The patlent’s sleep related ventilation disorder was not adequately controlied at lolerated CPAP prassure. It was
mii-cz:ﬁntmﬁeﬁ using BiPAP at 18/13 cm H20 with 2 ResMed siandard Mirage naesal nask and inline heated
nuttidifier, :

No disturbances of cardiac rhythm were recerded,
No periedic imb movements of slssp were recordeq, ?

impression: this recording demonstrates a signiticent steep relatod ventlation discraer which was adegualel
coniroiled with BIPAR apperatus and selings as above which are thergiore recommended. Y

780.53-Hypersomnia with sleep apnea

R

Simoty J. Farmow

Cortifiad by the American Bowrd of
ey 30 208 nd of Sleep Madicine




INTEGRA SLEEP SOLUTIONS, LLC
8678 W. Spring Mountain Road, Sts, 108
Las Vogas, NV 89117
Tel: (702) 9808447
Fau: (702) 30490223

Ovemnight Polysomnography with CPAP\BiPAP Titration

Patlent Namye: Chantel, Dustin Date of Stady: 05-24-2002
DOB: + diS Medical Record: ST

r3 } ) X T
Referdng Physiclan: Jomes Lawreros, MDD Consulting Physiclan:  Stonon Fasrow, MO

PROCEDURE: An all-rdght compreherwive sleep study wes performed in which the following medical
perameters were recorded using the SANDMAN® computerized polygraph. The siudy was attended by
a polysomnography technologist and reviewed by Simon Fagrow, MD, Diplomate, Americars Board of Sleep
Medicine.

The overnight sleep study recarded:
Central Electroencephatogram (C3 and C4) Qodipital Bleciroencephalogram (O and O2)
Hecizromyography (chin and anterior tibialis) Flectrocardiogram using Lead 1
Abdominel and Thosacic Respiratory Bifort Body Position
Nasgal/Oral Airflow Oxygen Saturation via Pulse Oximnetry
Electro-vculogram (LEOG & REOG) A microphene was used to monitor: tracheal sound and snhoring,
PATIENY BACKGROUND;
AGE: 8 HEIGHT: 60" WEIGHT: 253.0 s,
NECKSIZE: 18 fnches
MEDICATIONS: None Listed
BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY: 7 (NORMAL <9)
EPWORTH SLERPINESS SCALE; 18 (NORMAL <85)
REASON FOR STUDYY: Peusible Obstructive Sleep Apnea
BLOOD PRBSSURE:  Start of Study: 136\84 End of Study: 132\ 80

OVERVIEW: The patient slept with the head of the bed fiat wtilizing 1 pillow. The sleep onset latency
was 6.4 minutes and no REM onset. Obstructive apnea and hypopnes was observed and oocurred at an
overall rate of 20.0/hour and 58.1/hour in the supine body-position, Apnea, hypoprea, pius snore
arcusals (RDI) occurred at an overall rate of 34.7/hour and 61.9/bour in the Supine position, Light-Loud
Snoring was noted and digturbed sleep at a rate of 14.7/hour. The lowest recarded oxygen satwration
duning sleep was 84.5% from a baseline of %6.4%, Mouth brathing was observed. There were ro log
fovements. There were a tota] of 2 spontatieous arousale for a total BEG arousal index of 2.7 hour.



INTEGRA SLEEP SOLUNIONS, LLC
6078 W, Siring Mountyin Road, Ste. 106, Las Veges, NV 89117

Pationt Name: Chantel, Destin = Study Date: 06-24-2002 -  Medical Record: SUNIRse

The patient was fitted with a Resmed starndard Mitage nasal mask and CPAP was indtiated at 4cmt.HO
and titrated to 12anHyO, BIPAP was initiated with IPAP ranges of 12cm.H20 - 18cmH:0O and EPAF
ronges of: 7TanHiO - 16em HO, An inline-beated humiditier was wtlized during the recording. A
Chingtrap was not utilized. The sleep onset latency weg 0.9 minutes and REM onset lnm'cy at 115
minutes. While CPAP\BiPAP titakion was sdnunistered, oxygen Saturation durmg sleep varied fom
84.5% o 99.0%. REM (303%) rebound occurred during CPAP\BiPAP titration. No apnea or hypopnen
wag ohgerved with en IPAP of 18cm M0 and EPAP of 13cm kO, Snoring was eliminated with a IPAP of
18cn.HAO, There were no leg movements. There were a tetal of 40 sportanecus arousals for a total EEG
arousal index of 10.6/hour. In the amn, the patient reported their sieep to be the same 88 usual. The
reconding started at 23:32:26 and ended at 05:32:49.

SLEEP ARCHITECTURE: ~DIAGNOSTIC - - CPAR -
Total Sleep Time (TST): 450 minutes 204 winates
Total Time in Bed (T1B): 651 minutes 253 wminmtes
Sleep Efficiency: 692 percent 770 percemt
Labmcy to Sleep Onset: 64 minutes 09 nunmtes
Latency to REM Onset: N.A  mirates 115 minutes
SLEEP STAGES: - DIAGNOSTIC - = (PAP -

Miuutes YIST Nosmalg Minutes %EST Nommala
Stage 1. 125 278 (2%-5%) - 360 153 (25%-5%)
Stage 2 s 722 (45%-55%) 1214 53.4 {45%-55%)
Stage 3: NA 00 (3%-8%) 1.0 0.4 (3%-8%)
Stage 4: N.A 00 (10%-15%) N.A 0.0 {10%-15%)
REM Sleep: N.A 00 (20-25%) 890 30.3 (20-25%)
AROUBING ACTIVITY: - DIAGNOSTIC - - CPAP -

Number #perhour | Number  #perbour

EBG Acousals (Spontauecus): 2 2.7 40 10.6
Regpiraiory Arousals {Total): 15 2.0 8 21
Snoring Arvesals: 1 147 5 13
LEG Movement Arvusals: 0 0.0 0 00
ARM Movement Arousals; 0 0.0 0 00




INTEQRA SLEEP SOLUTIONS, LLC
878 W. Spring Mountwn Roud, Ste. 108, Lus Vegas, Nv 87

Pitent Name: Chartsl, Destin »  Study Date; 05-24-2002 +  Medical Record siiiumeme.

DISCUSSION: Prior to CPAP\BIPAP titration, totel Non-REM sieep was 450 minutes and total REM
sinep wos N.A meirbes, There were 32 stage shéfls, N.A REM peviod(s), and 3 awaketdings. The longest
of all apaees and hypuprean was 29.0 seconds with o wear of 20.7 seconds.
Ducing CPAP\BiPAP titration, there wes 1.6 minutes of sleep spent with the oxvgen satexation < 90%.
Total Non-REM sicep way 158.4 minutes acd total REM sleep wae 69.0 winutes. There were 94 stage
shifts, 3 REM period(s). nnd 16 swakenings. The Jungest of all apoess and hypopoeas was 40.8 seconds

witly 8 mean of 21.7 seconds.
RESPIRATORY EVENTS: - DIAGNOSTIC<f - CPAP- Apness were scored  end
Apneon: 3 8 defined as a complete cessation
- ) uf aitiow for 10 seconds of
Central apneas: 0 0 groater, with o1 withowt aerousal
Mixed apreas: 0 0 ¥
, nees vers scored and
Obstuctive spness: 3 8 m #s & decrense In eior:omw
: 10 seconds o 2
Hypopnuas: 12 » mocinied wih a lesst 8 4%
Toial Apneas & Hypopneas: 15 28 on desetoration, with or
@ o ;Knh”ommusas ackivity.
Agmes Hypopnesa hndex (AH: 20.0/br 7.4/ b
Smoring o 1 5 AHI = apnsas + hypupnoss
Resp. Disturbance Index (RDI: ~ 347/he 8.7/ b ROl e e rapopnoas
TR AR/BIEAR TIXRATION:
Prvontize TIMES RESFIRATORY DISTURBANCES OXIMETRY
Yeoe: | TKC | REM | Non | Apnea| Aphes | Apnea iypop- Total | AMI | Smore | RDF | Max. | Miu. | Meen
knoy | 00 | Geied | REM | Cen. | Obs. | Mol | neas | Resp. Arousal| Rexz.+ |SpO, % | Sp0; % 1 5pO:%
(e B0y REM | l - Snem) :
2 1 Events ; (R | arRD | (IED
Cpap Tegs
2 06 04 0.2 - - - - - - - - 970 ¢ 885 | M5
4 6.1 - 52 - - - 3 3 | 344 - 3¢4 | 970 | 835 | 931
6 658 | 125 | 498 | . - - 2 4| 19 1 29 1980 | 835 | M43
] sl - 1l ws | - 1 ;] 5.2 - 52 | o700 | 930 | 9590
W 170 | 66 | 104 . ] - - 5 17.6 1 2.1 1 970 | 885 | 938
12 285 | 173 | 85 - - - 4 4 8.9 21133 1990 | 903 | @80
IRAFPEP AP WAPTW
37 | 23 - 2% - - - 3 3 | 76.9 - 76.9 | 990 [ 915 | 954
139 | 21 - 21 - - - - - - - -1 975 | 925 | 954
gﬁ 13-5 o T - - 3 J 12l - 1172 ) 975 | 925 . %
i ixiiz = 19-: . - - 3 o 1183 | 1 1214 | 990 | 925 | 957
21320 V3727 - - - 1 1 09 - 09 1 990 | 905 | 95.5




INTEQRA SLEEP SOLUTIONS, LLC

3878 W, Spring Mourtain Road, Ste, 108, Las Vagas, NV 80117

Patient Name: Chartol, Destin - Study Date: 05-24-2002 « Medical Rosor/
BODY POSITION: %ISY AHX RDX Minintam SpO:
Diagnostic CFAP [Diagnostic CPAP |Diagaostic CFAP [Diagmostic CPAP
Suptne: 344%  100.0% | 583/hr  V4/hx | 619/l 87/hw | 845K 84.5%
Lefi-Side: 0.0% 00% | NA/lr NA/Rr | NAAr  NA/Rr | NAX O NA%
Right-Side: 65.6% 0.0% 0.0/ NA/hr | 203/l NA/e | 905% N.A%
Prone: 0.0% 00% | Nas/twr  NA/he § NA/he NA/Mr | NAR NA%
Upright 0.0% 00% | NA/hr  NA/be | NA/e NA/Jhr | NA% NAD
SLEEP STAGES: TIME {utin) AHI ‘ ERDI Minissuna SpO;
Ulagnastic  CPAP  |Diagnostic  CPAP [Diagnostic  CPAP [Diagmostic  CPAP
REM Sleep: N.A 620 | NAMr  35/0x | NA/Mm  o61/tw | NAR B85%
Non-REM Sleep: £5.0 158.4. { X49/hke 91/ke | 347/he 98/hr | 845% B4.5%
OXIMETRY SUMMARY: - DIAGNOSTIC - ~CPAP-
Wake NowREM REM 181 Wake Non-REM REM TST
Baveline Sp0x 1% 964%  NAXZ  vc4% | 973%  WOR HOT 969%
Mirdonusn SpOy: 910%  845% N.A%  8a5% | £35%  845%  835%  845%
Meacdarumn SpOs: 99.0% 99.0% N.AR 90% 29.0% 99.0% 97.5% 9:.0%
Maan SpOy; 9%2%  VE%  NA% W8% | 955%  950%  945% M8
Time spent at <90% SpOx 00min. 3imin  NA  31min | 02min. 12min. Oimin.  2.6min
min.
TST spent at * % TST* TST spent at * % TST *
0% — 100% SpOy: 41.9 s, 8.1% 225.8 mun. 99.3%
80% - #9% SpOx 31 min. 6.9% 1.6 min. 07%

* Dista ins oolurrens Sotaling less than 100% of TST indicates ‘bud data’ yaprhed on SpO;: channel,

CABRDIAC BVENTS: Prior o CPAP\BIPAP tittation; average heart rate (wake): 72.5 bpm. Mean Heart
tate {(Non-REM sleap): 70.4 bpm. Mintwtun heart eate (ISTX: 4.4 bpm. Maximum hesrt rate (FST): 78.0

bpm.

Dusing CPAP\BIPAP tirativn; avernge heort rate (wake): 70.6 bpm. Megn Heart rate (Non-REM sleep)

714 bpin. Msan heart xute (REM sleep): Y28 bpm. Mindmusn heart rate (IST): 5%.4 bpm. Maxipuaa
hesst rate (TST): 96,5 bpm.



INTEGRA SLEEP SOLUTIONS, LLO
8378 W, Spring Mountain Roed, Bte. 108, Lae Vegas, NV 89117

Patinn! Narne: Chantel, Destin  +  Sludy Date; 08-24-2002 « Madice! RecoiilNNRDNgE

MUSCLE MOVEMENT: - DIAGRNOSTIC - : = CPAP -
Number # per hour Number # pex houe

LEG Movements Total; N.A 0.0/ ke N.A 0.0/hr
Azousals: NA 0.0/t N.A 00/iw
Non-Aroussis: N.A 0.0/ NA 0.0/
ARM Movements Total: N.A o.u/hr NA 0.0/l
Arxcusals: N.A 0:0/hr N.A Q0.0/hr
Non-Arousals: N.A D.o/hr N.A 0.0/hx

BBG: Prior to CPAF\B{PAP titration, skeep onset Iatency occurred at 6.4 minutes and no REM omset.
There was no Deita and REM sieep. There were 3 wake after sleep onget periods of 8.5, 3.5, and 4.5
minuten, respectively. There were a total of 2 spontancous arcusals for a total EEG arousal index of
L7/ hour,

Duting CPAP\BIPAF ttration, REM (30.3%) rebound oocursed. There were 2 wake after sleep onset

pesiods of 485 and 5.5 minmtes, respectively. There were & total of 40 spontaneous arousals for a total
BEG arousel index of 10.6/hous.



Palient Name: Ghantel, Dpstin
Subject Code; DCE52402

Study Date: 5/24720062
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Roger and Darlene Chantel
10001 E. Hwy. 66
Kingman, AZ 86401

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

Commissioners

GARY PIERCE, CHAIRMAN
BRENDA BURNS

PAUL NEWMAN

SANDRA D. KENNEDY

BOB STUMP

Docket No. E-01750A-09-0149
IN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL

COMPLAINT AGAINST MOHAVE
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC. FILED
BY ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL

MOTION TO TRANSFER ISSUES IN
COMPLAINT TO THE CITIZENS’
JURISDICTION

et Nt e sl ol N N st e s

Complainants petition the Administrative Law Judge to
transfer issues in this complaint to a civil authority of the
common people using common sense and who follow common law with
intent to make common sense of issues.

CAUSE FOR CHANGE IN JURISDICTION

There are many causes that may be valid for the change of
jurisdiction. A change of judicial jurisdiction to public
citizens’ jurisdiction is becoming a necessity in our changing
society needs. The general public is becoming aware that there
are many forms of corruption that are impacting and effecting
their standard of living. There seems to be a presence of
corruption in and around the issues of this complaint. It
appears that most of the different types of corruptions have
been instated by attorneys Michael A. Curtis and Larry K. Udall
and/or people in authority that they have communicated with.
Corruption exists when legal professionals are aware that local
jurisdictions do not have the authority to issue a disconnect of

electricity that is under the jurisdiction of the Arizona

[Summary of pleading] - 1
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Corporation Commission. Corruption exists when a person in
authority, Steven Olea, sidesteps his responsibilities to
conduct investigations and create reports that concerned
citizens may have when the concerns cover issues like the
supplying of electricity. Issues on electricity effect
businesses that provide the services that citizens use to
maintain livable standards for themselves and their children.
The disconnection of electricity can cause people who have a
medical need for it to die. The loss of electricity can cause
the loss of a citizen’s ability to supply heat or air
conditioning. Electricity effects citizens’ cell phones,
computers, the availability of gas for cars, the availability of
getting electronic money to pay for things of need. If people in
position of importance fail to honors laws of maintaining safe
high voltage transmission lines or if people in legal position
do not put forth the effort to show care for their follow man
that has a medical need, this clearly represents that corruption

is advancing in this agency or in its surrounding authorities.

CITIZENS’ RIGHTS AND AURTHORITY TO TAKE ACTION

The rights to govern the people who live in the boundaries
of the country known as The United States of America, has a
number of documents that are used to protect the rights,
liberties and freedoms of the individual people living under
their protection. One of these documents is known as "“The
Declaration of Independence” (adopted in Congress July 4, 1776)
Inside this Document it speaks of a Creator of man. It mentions
unalienable rights, such as life, liberty and the pursuit of

happiness. It states “That to secure these rights, governments

are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the

consent of the governed, that whenever any form of government

{Summary of pleading] - 2
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becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people

to alter or abolish it,..”. The issues in this complaint are

about life and property rights. It’s about a cooperative’s
misuse of its power to not provide electricity for the purpose
of happiness and the protection of life.

In simple common sense law Steven Olea has a duty to issue
a request to investigate claims of unsafe lines and poles and
make a determination as to whether these lines are in compliance
with the National Electric Safety Codes. If evidence exists
stating that a medical need requires the need for continuous use
of electricity, it becomes a mandate to Steven Olea, the Arizona
Corporation Utility Director, to issue an order to Mohave
Electric Cooperative to reinstate Complainants’ electricity. If
this person in power fails in his responsibility to the general
public, it then becomes the responsibility of the Arizona
Attorney General Office to file documents to remove this person
from power. As this happens the care of providing electricity
falls on the Arizona Corporation Commissioners to file the
necessary documents to place Mohave Electric Cooperative into a
receivership for failure to honor “Convenience and Necessity”
documents. If the actions of this agency continues in a
destructive manner it then becomes the responsibility of Arizona
State Legislature to draft the necessary bills to disband this
agency and fire all employees without retirement compensation.
If the system has become so corrupt then the citizens have the
right to take possession of the authority and change it or
abolish it.

The complainants move this Administrative Law Judge to

grant the Motion to Transfer Issues in Complaint to the

Citizens’ Jurisdiction.

Dated this day of August, 2013 . W
er Chantel

[Summary of pleading] - 3
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PROOF OF AND CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I hereby certify that on this /3ﬁkday of August, 2013, I caused the
foregoing documents to be served on the Arizona Corporation Commission by
mailing the original and (13) copies of the above to:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix Arizona 85007

Copy of the foregoing mailed this/gfhday
Of August, 2013 to:

Lyn Farmer, Chief Administrative Law
Belinda A. Martin Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Janice Alward, Chief Legal Counsel

Wes Van Cleve, Assistant Legal Counsel
Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Tom Horne,

Arizona Attorney General

Cameron H. Holmes, Assistant Attorney General
Billie A. Rosen, Assistant Attorney General
1275 West Washington Street

Phoenix Arizona 85007

Janice K. Brewer

Arizona Governor

Executive Tower

1700 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Honorable Ken Bennett

Secretary of State

1700 West Washington Street F1. 7
Phoenix AZ 85007-2808

Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan,
Udall & Schwab, P.L.C.

501 East Thomas Road
Phoenix, AZ 85012

[Summary of pleading] - 4




TIME LINE

In 1950 Mohave Electric Cooperative acquired a right-of-way from the Bureau of
Land Management and in that same year also acquired a right-of-way from the
State of Arizona to construct, operate, and maintain a 14.4 kv overhead electric
line.

In 2004 Mohave Electric Cooperative renewed their right-of-way with the Bureau
of Land Management.

In 2008 Mohave Electric Cooperative renewed their right-of-way with the State of
Arizona.

In 2012 a Result of Survey was put together by Arizona Surveying, Inc. This
Result of Survey shows where the granted right-of-ways from the Bureau of
Land Management and the State of Arizona are located. This Result of Survey
also shows that Mohave Electric Cooperative’s right-of-way crosses over the
North East corner of Sec. 5, T. 23 N., R. 14 W. Parcel Number: 313-11-006. The
Result of Survey shows the current location of Mohave Electric Cooperative’s old
lines and also the location of Mohave Electric Cooperative’s new lines. Neither
the old lines nor the new lines are located inside of their right-of-way they
acquired from the Bureau of Land Management or the State of Arizona.

Also in this Result of Survey, the surveyor made note that one of the poles in the
old line is leaning in a southeasterly direction by approximately 2.4’. Since this
survey was put together, this pole has continued to lean, causing a huge swag to
the east of the pole and causing the line to the west to be drawn extremely tight.
These poles were abandoned in 2008 and are still on the property. They are
unsafe and could cause substantial damage to the property and anyone visiting
on this property.

In 2008 Mohave Electric Cooperative made claims that we were placing a
building inside of their right-of-way. They could not produce evidence proving
their claim of right-of-way. After a while, they made claims that they had a
prescriptive right-of-way. After we talked to the Bureau of Land Management
about Mohave Electric Cooperative having a prescriptive right-of-way, we were
informed that according to Federal Law 28 U.S.C. 2409a utilities cannot have
prescriptive right-of-ways, they must have a granted right-of-way. After that
claim fell short, they claimed that the previous owner gave them permission to
place their poles and lines across the southerly portion of Parcel Number 313-11-
006 (where the old lines are today) Again there was no evidence produced to
substantiate their claim.

Mohave Electric Cooperative signed documents for right-of-ways with Federal
and State agencies acclaiming that they were using the granted right-of-ways
they had acquired. The Serial Number for the Bureau of Land Management
right-of-way is AZA-32288. This is evidenced by the attached copy of their
contract with the Bureau of Land Management and the Result of Survey. The



R/W Number for the State of Arizona is 17-1750. This is evidenced by the
attached copy of their contract with the State of Arizona.

All of this evidence is proof that Mohave Electric Cooperative has been and is
still trespassing on the southerly portion of Parcel Number 313-11-006. To our
knowledge they have not acquired an Application for Discontinuance or
Abandonment of Utility Service R14-2-202 B 1, 2. They have not removed the
poles and lines that are currently on this parcel and have not maintained or
corrected the hazardous conditions.

Respectfully submitted by:

Elizabeth D. Chantel W A Choded

August 2013
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Aug 24 11 06:06p Roger Chantel _ 9287;.
. . R - ) ‘ ‘}
FORM 2800-14 ' Issuing Office
(Angust 1985) Kingman Field Office
UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
RIGHT-OF-WAY GRANT/TEMPORARY USE PERMIT

SERIAL NUMBER AZA-32288

R

1. A right-of-way is hereby granted pursuant to Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
October 21, 1976 (90 Stat. 2776; 43 U.S.C. L761).

2. Nature of Interest:
a, By this instrument, the holder:

Mahave Electric Cooperative
Post Office Box 1045
Buithead City, AZ 86430

receives a right to construct, operate, maintain, and terminate a 14.4 kv overhead electric line
with associated guy anchors, on public lands described as follows:

Gila and Salt River Meridian

T. 15N, R 12W.,
sec 14 WIaNW4;
sec 32 NW¥ SWYNEY SEY:
T. 13N, R. I3W_,
sec 24 BVAaNW4,
T. 16N, R. 13W.,
sec 04 BYANEY;
T. 164N, R. 13W_,
sec 21 ot 3;
sec 21 SW¥SEL;
sec 28 SWIYNEY Ni4SEV4:
sec 33 EVANEW EYASEY:;
T. 1IN, R, 13W,,
sec 10 W% NWL4;
sec 15 WizELs:
sec 26 WHANWIA, NWYSWi4;
sec 35 BEYvaWis,

AZA-32288
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T. 18N, R. 13W,

sec 34 SEWSEY;

sec 35 WiANWY;
T.23N., R. 13W.,

sec 20 SEV;

sec 26 SWY EVaNW Y, NWYNEL;
T.23N.,R. 14W., '

sec 04 N¥a, NEVSEY;

sec 10 NEW.

b. The permit area granted herein is 20 feet wide, 59,136 feet long for a 14.4 kV electrical power
pole. The total right-of-way contains 27.15 acres, more or less.

C. This instrument shall terminate on 30 years from its effective date unless prior thereto, it is
relinquished, abandoned, terminated, or modified pursuant to the terms and conditions of this
instrument or any applicable federal law or regulation.

d. Notwithstanding the early relinquishment, abandonment, or termination, the provisions of this
instrument, to the extent applicable, shall continue in effect and shall be binding on the holder, its
successors, or assignees, until they have fully satisfied the obligations and/or liabilities accruing
herein before or on account of the prior termination, of the grant.

Rental: ‘
For and in consideration of the rights granted, the holder agrees to pay the Bureau of Land -
Management fair market value rental as determined by the authorized officer unless specifically
exempted from such payment by regulation. Provided, however, that the rental may be adjusted
by the authorized officer, whenever necessary, to reflect changes in the fair market rental value as
determined by the application of sound business management principles, and so far as practicable
and feasible, in accordance with comparable commercial practices.

Terms and Conditions:

a. This grant or permit is issued subject to the holder's compliance with all applicable regulations
contained in Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations part 2800.

b Upon grant termination by the authorized officer, all improvements shall be removed from the

public lands within 90 days, or otherwise disposed of as provided in paragraph (4)(d) or as
directed by the authorized officer.

c. Each grant issued for a term of 20 years or more shall, at 2 minimum, be reviewed by the
authorized officer at the end of the 20th year and at regular intervals thereafter not to exceed 10
years. Provided, however, that a right-of-way or permit granted herein may be reviewed at any
time deemed necessary by the anthorized officer.

AZA-32288
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Failure of the holder to comply with applicable law or any provision of this right-of-way grant or
permit shall constitute grounds for suspension or termination thereof.

The holder shall perform all operations in a good and workmanlike manner so as to ensure
protection of the environment and the health and safety of the public.

Any Cultural and/or paleontologicai resource (historic or prehistoric site or object) discovered by
the holder, or any person working on his behalf, on public or Federal Jand shall be immediately
reported to the authorized officer. Holder shall suspend all operations in the immediate area of
such discovery until written authorization to proceed is issued by the authorized officer. An
evaluation of the discovery will be made by the anthorized officer to detenmine appropriate
actions to prevent the loss of significant cultural or scientific values. The holder will be
responsible for the cost of evaluation and any decision as to proper mitigation measures will be
made by the authorized officer after consuiting with the holder.

The holder shall conduct all activities associated with the construction, operation, and termination
of the right-of-way within the anthorized Iimits of the right-of-way.

Construction sites shall be maintained in a sanitary condition at all times; waste materials at those
sites shall be disposed of promptly at an appropriate waste disposal site. “Waste” means all
discarded matter including, but not limited to, human waste, trash, garbage, refuse, cil druras,
petroleum products, ashes, and equipment.

Haolder shall remove only the minitmm amownt of vegetation necessary for the auguring of pole
holes. Topsoil shall be conserved during excavation and reused as cover on disturbed areas to
facilitate regrowth of vegetation.

Construction holes left open over night shall be covered. Covers shall be secured in place and
shall be strong enough to prevent livestock or wildlife from fafting through and into a hole.

The power line shall meet minirum standards recomimended in “Suggested Practices for Raptor
Protection on Power Lines, The State of the Art in 1996" Aviar Power Line Interaction
committee (APLIC), 1996. Edison Electric Institute/Raptor Research Foundation, Washington
D.C.

Keep surface disturbing activities to a minimmum.  Cross country driving should only be permitted
rather than the balding of a road. Plant spacing and slope would allow for cross-country driving.

Avoid running over/crushing plants along the right-of-way. Drive around plants where possible.

AZA-32288

e
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The undersigned agrees to the terms and conditions of this right-of-way grant or
permit.

/.
/
/ /
Mg ! »’5?:1:7’5 / -
3 £ N & 3
(Signature of Hol&er) (Signature of Authorized Officer)
\ P . <
gq{\r m_,,‘:.;;ﬁ, L/ (‘ e q[ { e s s ﬁctiquField Manager
! /} .
- (Titley ; / (Title)
}’. f‘o:_’ {f.’; - 3 jr
é.f'»_f?l't:’ ‘g"c:='-' £ i { / /S / L [z}
£ 7/ Date) “(Effective Date of Grant)

AZA-32288
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STATE LAND DEPARTMENT
STATE OF ARIZONA

Right of Way .
R/YY Ne. 17-1750

THIS RIGHT OF WAY (“Right of Way™) is entered into by and betwween the State
of Arizona {as *Grantor™) by and through the Arizona State Land Department and

MOHAVE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.
(“Grantee™).  In consideration of payment and performance by the parties of each of the
provisions set forth herein, the parties agree as follows:

EXTENT OF DOCUMENT

“Additional Conditions™, “Fxhibits®, and “Appendixes” are an integral part of this
docament. In case of a conflict between the printed boiler document and the additional
conditions, exhibits, or uppendixes, the applicable additional condition, exhibit, or
appeadix shall be considered the governing ducument and supersede the printed beiler, but
only to the extent necessary to implement the additional eondition, exhibit, or appendix,
and only if the additonal conditivn, exhibit, or appendix-does not conflict with governing
state or federal law. ‘ )

ARTICLE 1
SUBJECT LAND

1.1 Grantor graats to Grantee a Right of Way on, over, through, and across the
State lands deseribed inm Appundix A attached hereto ("Subjeet Land™),

1.2 Grantee nuikes use of the Subject Laud “as is”, and Granter makes ne
express or implied warraaties as to the physieal condition of the Subject Land.

ARTICLEZ
TERM

2.1 The term of this Right of Way commences on _ March 13, 2008
{“Commencement Date™), and expires on __March 12, 2618 (“Expiratioa Date™), unless
sooner eanceled or terminated as provided herein or as provided by [aw,
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ARTICLE 3
RENT
3.1 Rental is due in advanee for the term of this Right of Way document,

3.2 If the Grantee should fail tv pay reatal when due, or fail to keep the
covenants and agreements herein set forth, the Commissioner, at his eption, niay cancel
said Right of Way or declare the same forfeited in the manner provided by k.

ARTICLE 4
PURPOSE AND USE OF SUBJECT LAND

4.1 The purpose of this Right of Way is the location, construction, operation, and ;
maintenance of:

an overhead 14.4kV elcetric distribution line.

4.2 No material may be removed by Grantee or its eontracters without the
written approval of the Grantor.

4.3 Grantee shall not exclude from use the State of Arizena, its lessees, or
grantees, or the general pablic the right 6 ingress and egress over this Right of Wy,

44  Grantee shall acquire required permits prior tu construction. and adhere to
all applicable rules, regulations, ordinances, and buikling codes as promulgated by the
focal jurisdietion and any applicable State or Federal agencies.

45 All use of State land outside the Right of Way must be applied (or and
autherized in accordance with applicable Iaw.

4.6  Grantee shall not sublet or assign this Right of Way or any portion thercof
without the written consent of the Grantor.

4.7 The Grantor vetains ownership of the Subject Land. The use of this Right of
Way is to be non-cxclusive. This Right of Way is sold subject to existing reservations,
casentents, or rights of way heretofore legally obtained and now in full force and effect.

48  When necessary tor Grantee's reasanable use of this Right of Way for the
purposes for which the grant is made, it shall be deemed to include the rights in, upon,
over, and across the described Subject Land to erect, construct, reconstruct, replace,
repair, and maintain the facifities suthorized by this Right of Way,
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4.2  Graatee shall have the right to erect, maintzin, and usc gates in all fences
under the control of the Grantor which now cross or shall hereafter cross said Right of
Way, and te trim, cut, and clear away trees or brush whenever in its judgment the same
shall be necessary for the convenient and safe exercise of the right herein provided.

4.10  Grantee shall not fence any portion of this Right of Way unless specifically
authorized in the attached additional conditions without prier written consent of Grantor,

nor shall Grantee exclude frem the use of the surface thereof the State of Arizona or its
essees or grantecs as reserved in Paragraph 10,1,

ARTICLE 5
CONFORMITY TO LAW

8.1 This Right of Way is subject to applicable laws and covenants relating to
State lands.

ARTICLE 6 A
CANCELLATION, TERMINATION AND ABANDONMENT

6.1 This Right of Way is subject to cancellation pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-511,

6.2  If at any time the Right of Way ceascs to be used for the purpose for which it

was granted, it shall become void, and the right to use the Subject Land and all the rights
of Grantee hereunder shall revert to the Grantor.

6.3 Upon revecation or termination of the Right of Way, the Grantee shall
remove all equipment or facilitics, and so far as is reasonably possible, restore and/er

rchabilitate the Subject Land to its original condition, and to the satisfaction of the
Graator.

ARTICLE 7
ENYIRONMENTAL INDEMNITY

7.1 Grantec shall protect, defend, indemnify, and hold harmliess the Grantor
from and agains¢ all liabilitics, costs, charges, and cxpenses, including atterncys’ fees and
court costs arising out of (or related to) the presenee of (or existence of) any substance
regulated under any applicable federal, state, or local environmentat kaws, regulations,
ordinances, or amendments thercto because of: (a) any substance that came to he focated
on the Right of Way due to Grantee’s use or eccupancey of the lands by the Grantce before
or after the issuance of the Right of Way; or (b) any release, threatened release, or escape
of any substance in, on, under, or from the Right of Way that is caused, in whole or in part,
by any conduect, actions, or negligence of the Grantee, regardless of when such substance
came fo be located on the Right of Way.
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72 For the purposes of this Right of Way the term “regutated substances” shafi
include substances defined as “regulated substances”, “hazardous waste”, “hazardous
substances™, “hazardous materials”, “toxic substances™, or “pesticides™ in the Resource
Conscrvation and Recovery Act, as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments of 1984; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act; the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act; the Toxic Substance Control
Act; the Federal lnsccticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act; the refevant local and state
environmental laws, and the regulations, rules and ordinances adopted, and publications
promulgated pursuant te the local, state, and federal laws. This indemnification shall
include, without limitation, claims, or damages arising out of any violations of applicable
environmental iaws, regulations, ordinances, or subdivisions thereof, regardless of any real
or alieged strict liability on the part of Granter. This environmental indemnity shall
survive the expiration or termination of this Right of Way and/or any transfer of all or any
purtion of the Subject Land and shall be governed by the laws of the State of Arizona.

73 In the event any such action or claim is brought or asserted against the
Grantor, the Grantee shall have the right, subject to the right of the Grantor, to make all
final decisions with respect fo Grantor’s Mability for claims or damages, (i) 1o participate
with Grantor in the conduct of any further required cleanup, remeoval, or remedial actions
and/or ncgotiation and defense of any claim indemnifiable under this environmental
indemnity provision, having reasonable regard to the continuing conduct of the
operation/business lecated on the Subjeet Land and (ii) to participate with the Grantor in
negotiating and finalizing any agrecment or settiement with respect to any such claim or
cleanup.

ARTICLES
INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS

8.1 Grantee shall maintain in full foree a commereinl general liability insurance
policy during the Right of Way term affording protection to the limit of not less than one
million dollars. This policy shall contain a provision that Grantor, named as ar additional
insured, shall be entitled to recovery for any loss oceasioned to it, its agents, and employees.
Further, the policy shall provide that Grantec’s coverage is primary over any other
insurance coverage available to the Grantor, its agents, and employees, Insurance policies
must contzin a provision that the Granator shall reccive an advance 30 day writéen notice of
any cancellation or reduction in coverage.

ARTICLEY
ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

9.1  Grantece shall strictly eomply with Environmental Laws refating but net
limited to hazardous and toxic materials, wastes, and pollutants. Compliance means the
Grantec shall act in accordance with the mecessary reporting obligations, ebtain and
maintain all permits required, and provide copies of all decuments as required by
Envirenmental Laws. For purposes of this Right of Way the term “Environmental Law”

shall include but not be limited to any relevant federal, stafe, or local laws, and applicable
STANDARD RAVY 123/05 Rev. 7406 1
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regulations, rules and ordinances, and publications promulgated pursuant thereto,
including any future modifications or amendments relating to environmenial matters.

ARTICLE 10
RESERVATIONS; RELINQUISHMENTS

101 Grantor reserves the right to grant other rights in, upon, over, and aeross the
described Subject Land for any purpose whatsoever not inconsistent or incompatible with
the use allowed by this indenture, and the Grantee agrees not to exclude the Grantor or its
lessees or grantees from the use of the Subject Land herein described.

102 Grantor reserves all nataral resources, timber, and minerals (including oil or
gas) in or upon the described Subject Land, and the right to grant leases, permits,
easements, and/or rights of way to extract such resources as provided by law and in a
manner not inconsistent or incompatible with Grantee rights hercunder. Where
inconsistent or incompatible uses exist, the Grantor will require the applicant therefer to
indemnify Grantee for loss it might suffer by reason of such use.

10.3  Grantor reserves the right to relinquish to the United States pursuant to the

U.S. Act of August 30, 1890, land needed for irrigation works in connection with a
gevernment reclamation projeet.

ARTICLE 11
LOCATION, CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE

11.1  Grantec shall ensure full compliance with the terms and conditions of this
Right of Way by its ageats, employecs, and contractors (including sub-contractors of any

ticr), and the employees of each of them and shall include the terms and conditions in all
contracts and seb-contracts which are entered into by any of them.

11.2  Failure or refosal of Grantee's ageunts, employees, contractors, sub-
coniractors, ar their employees to comply with these terms and conditions shaill be deemed
to be the failure or refusal of Grantee.

ARTICLE 12
NATIVE PLANTS AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12.1  if the removal of plants protected under the Arizona Native Plant Law is
necessary to enjoy the privilege of this Right of Way, the Grantee hereunder must obtain
the written permission of the Grantor and the Arizona Department of Agriculture prior to
removal of those plants.

12.2  Grantce shall promptly poetify the Commissioner of the amount of flora, if
any, which will be cut, removed, or destroyed in the construction and maintenance of said
Right of Way and shall pay the Grantor such sam of money as the Commissioner may
determine to be the full value of the flora to be so cut, removed, or destroyed. Grantee
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shall notify the Granter and the Arizona Department of Agriculture 30 days prior to any
destruction or removal of native plants to allow salvage of those plants where possibie,

12.3  Prior to surface disturbance, the Grantee hereof shalt provide evidence of
archacological clearance to the Department. Archacological surveys and site mitigation
must be conducted in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Director,
Arizona State Muscum. In the event additional archaeological resources arce detected by

Grantee after receipt of archaeological clearance, all work shall cease and notification shall
be given to the Director, Arizona State Museum, and Grantor.

ARTICLE 13 :
GRANTEE SHALL PROTECT AND RESTORE THE SUBJECT LAND

13.1  Grantee shall be required, upon completion of Right of Way ‘construction, to
makc such rehabilitation measures on the State lands, including but not kmited to

restoration of the surface, revegetation, and fencing as determined necessary by the
Grantor.

13.2  Grantee shall conduct all construction and maintenance activities in 2
manner that will minimize disturbance to all land values including but not limited to
vegetation, drainage chanoels, and streambanks. Construction methods shall be designed
to prevent degradation of soil conditions in arcas where such degradation would result in
detrimental erosion or subsidence.  Grantee shall take such other soil and resource
conscrvation and protection measurcs on the Subject Land under grant as determined
necessary by the Grantor.

13.3 Costs incurred by the Grantee in complying with restoration and
rechabilitation requirements, as determined by the Department, on State lands shall be
borne by the Grantee.

134 Grantee shall conduct its eperations on the Subject Land in such a manner
as is consistent with geod environmental practices. Grantce shall exert reasonable efforts
to aveid damage of protected flora, and restore the surface to its condition prior to the
occupancy thereof by Grantee,

ARTICLE 14
MISCELLANEQUS

141 The described Subject Land shall be used only for the purpose stated in
Paragraph 4.1, and as may be forther detailed elsewhere.

142 This Document is submitted for examination and shall have no binding effect

on the parties unless and until exceuted by the Grantor (after execution by the Grantee),
and until a fully exceuted copy is delivered to the Grantee.
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143 In the event of a dispute between the parties to this Right of Way, it is agrecd
to use arbitration te reselve the dispute, but only to the extent required by A.R.S. § 12-

15318, In no event shall arbitration be employed to resolve a dispute which is stherwise
subject fo administrative review by the Department.

144 The Granter does not represent or warrant that access exists aver other State

lunds which intervene respectively between the above Right of Way and the nearest public
roadway.

145  Grantee agrees to indemnify, hold, and save Grantor harmless against ali
loss, damage, liability, expensc, costs, and charges incident to or resulting in any way from

any injuries to person or damage to property caused by or resulting from the use,
condition, or oceupation of the Subject Land.

14.6 I for any reason the State of Arizona dees not have title to any of the Subject

L:and described herein, this Right of Way shall be null and veid insofar as it relates to the
land to which the State has failed to reeeive title,

14.7  Every obligution of the State under this Right of Way is conditioned upon the
availability of funds appropriated or allecated for the payment of such ebligation, If funds
are not allocated and available for the continuance of this Right of Way, this Right of Way
may be terminated by the State at the end of the peried for whick funds are available. No
liability shall accrue to the State in the cvent this provision is exercised, and the Statc shall
not be ohligated or liable for apy future payments or any damages as a result of
fermination under this paragraph.

14.8 The parties agree to be bound by applicable State and Federal rules

governing Equal Employment Opportunity, Non-discrimination and Disabilitics, including
Executive Order No. 99-4.

149 Within 30 days of preject completion, Grantee shall submit a completed
certificate of construction (copy attached).
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STATE OF ARIZONA LAND DEPARTMENT

RUN DATE  20-MAR-
16186 W. ADANMS ‘ AR-2008
PHOEN!X, AZ 8507 RUNTIME:  10:37:46
' KPPENDIX A
PAGE: D01
KE-LEASE#:  017-001750-00-001 APPTYRE: RENEWAL

AMENDMENT®: D

== ===

= o e = e s i g

LAND LEGAL DESCRIFTION AUS ACREAGE
21.0-N-15.0-W-32-08-030-3000 hi&8 THRU 52 NE 0.00 2.500
23.0-N-13 0-W-02-08-030-9001 M&B THRU NW NWSW 0.00 2.500
23.0-N-15.0-W-02-08-030-0003 M&B THRU SESE 0.00 0.570
23 0-N-15.0-W.32-08-030-0003 M&B THRU SW N2 .00 £.400
24.0-N-14.0-W-32-08-030-S003 M&B THRU S2 0.00 3.850
24.0-N-15.0-WW-36-08-030-9004 M&B THRU SE 0.00 1.360

TOTALS: 0.00 153.180
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IN WITNESS HEREOF, the parties hereto have si

gned this Right of Way effective the day
and year set forth previously herein.

STATE OF ARIZONA, GRANTOR

Arizona State Land Commissioner ‘ /M Q& éé@ébil c Co ’"0)?, / AC
“GRANTEE

- oo BPR1 T 2008 (T es
Date g

. an j/O 4g

““Address
) BU L felEn ) Ce‘?}/’ ,42 6550
" City State Zip
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August 13, 2013

EMERGENCY NOTICE OF ACTION

Mohave Electric Cooperative has abandoned a number of poles and lines that are located between mile
marker 76 and 77 on Hwy. 66 east of Kingman, AZ. It appears that these poles and lines are not being
used nor has any type of maintenance been done on these lines and poles for about five years. One of
these poles is leaning to the point that if it breaks it could cause major damage to the wiring in the
house in which | reside. | am a disabled veteran and require the need for continuous electricity to
power my breathing machine. If | do not have continuous electricity to power my breathing machine |
could die. Please understand my persistent efforts to get the issues that are in front of the commission
into compliance with the laws. The only way my life can be guaranteed is if all of these laws are strictly
adhered to.

1 am asking you, and whoever is responsible for issuing orders, to protect the general safety of the
citizens and issue an order, under Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-202 B 1 and 2, to Mohave Electric
Cooperative to file an Application for Discontinuance or Abandonment.

I, Roger Chantel, am giving you notice that | have a medical need for continuous electricity. My request
falls in the described law known as Arizona Administrative Code R14-2-211 A5 and 6. | am requesting

that you give notice to Mohave Electric Cooperative to re-instate the electric service to 10001 E. Hwy 66,
Kingman, AZ.

if you would be so kind, please supply a copy of the orders or any communication that you or your staff
may have with Mohave Electric Cooperative.

Respectfully submitted,

RogerLhantel



NOTICE

A notice is give to Steven M. Olea, Arizona Corporation Commission Utility Director,
by Roger Chantel and a number of citizens of the State of Arizona.

This NOTICE requests the Arizona Corporation Commission Utility Director to
conduct an inspection of utility lines and poles that are located on or next to Hwy
66. The inspection shall start at Mile Mark 66 and end a Mile Mark 80. The
inspection report shall include the distance from pole to pole, size of poles, any
evidence of deterioration of the poles, any leaning poles, and any other elements
that the inspector may deem unsafe. The inspection shall include both the newly
constructed lines and the old abandoned lines between Mile Mark 76 and 77. The
inspector shall compare his findings of these two lines and make a comparison
with the safe standards set forth in A.A.C. 14-2-208 F 1, which are the laws that
protect the citizens of Arizona from being subjected to hazardous high voltage
power line conditions.

A copy should be presented to Belinda A. Martin, Administrative Law Judge.

Respectfully Submitted

R tn 5 —

Roger Chantel



