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IN THE MATTER OF THE FORMAL COMPLAINT 
OF ROGER AND DARLENE CHANTEL, 

COMPLAINANTS, 

k! 

DOCKET NO. E-01750A-09-0149 

MMIS 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION Cuivi ivi imiun 

IONERS Arizona Corporation Commission A Z  c 
BOB STUMP - Chairman 
GARY PIERCE 
BRENDA BURNS DEC 3 1 2013 2013 UEG 31 
BOB BURNS 
SUSAN BITTER SMITH RIGINAL 

RESPONDENT. I 
PROCEDURAL ORDER 

(Setting Procedural Conference) 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

On March 24, 2009, Roger and Darlene Chantel (“Chantels” or “Complainants”) filed a 

formal complaint (“Complaint”) with the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) against 

Mohave Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“MEC” or “Company”). MEC filed its Response to Formal 

Complaint and Motion to Dismiss on April 10,2009. A Procedural Order docketed on July 28,2009, 

denied MEC’s Motion to Dismiss. 

On July 12, 2013, MEC filed a Motion to Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint 

(“Motion to Reconsider”). 

On August 14, 201 3, the Chantels docketed their Response to Mohave Electric Cooperative’s 

Motion to Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint and a Motion to Transfer Issues in 

Complaint to the Citizens’ Jurisdiction (“Motion to Transfer”). 

On August 26, 2013, MEC filed its Reply to Complainants’ Response to Motion to 

Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint and its Response to Complainants’ “Motion to 

Transfer Issues in Complaint to the Citizens’ Jurisdiction.” 

On September 4, 2013, the Chantels docketed a Motion to Enforce Arizona Administrative 

Codes R14-2-211(A)(5)(6), R14-2-202(B)(1)(2), R14-2-208(A)(l) and (F)(l), and attached a 

proposed form of Judicial Order (“Motion to Enforce”). 
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On September 9, 20 13, a Procedural Order was docketed setting a procedural conference for 

September 25, 2013, for the purpose of taking oral arguments on MEC’s Motion to Dismiss and 

\.lotion to Reconsider and on the Chantels’ Motion to Transfer and the Motion to Enforce. The 

?rocedural Order also directed MEC to file a response to the Chantels’ Motion to Enforce by 

September 23,20 13. 

On September 16, 2013, the Chantels filed a Motion to Postpone Most of the Issues at the 

Hearing on September 25, 2013 (“Motion to Postpone”), and a Motion to Hear Issues on the 

Zmergency Notice of Action Submitted to Steven Olea of the Arizona Corporation Commission 

:‘Motion to Hear Issues”). In their Motion to Postpone, the Complainants asserted that the parties 

lad planned an inspection of MEC’s lines along Highway 66 and requested that most of the issues set 

:o be heard at the September 25, 2013, proceeding be postponed pending results of the inspection. 

The Chantels requested that the Emergency Notice of Action’ be heard instead. 

On September 23, 2013, MEC submitted its Response to Complainants’ Motions 1) to 

Enforce, 2) to Postpone and 3) to Hear Issues. The Company objected to postponement of the 

September 25, 2013, procedural conference and requested that the oral arguments continue as 

scheduled. 

A Procedural Order was docketed September 23, 2013, vacating the September 25, 2013, 

procedural conference. 

On September 30,2013, the Chantels filed a reply to MEC’s September 23,2013, Response. 

MEC filed a Motion for Procedural Conference on October 8, 2013, requesting that a 

procedural conference be set for the purpose of hearing oral arguments on all outstanding motions. 

On October 16, 2013, the Chantels docketed a Request to Decline Motion for Oral Argument 

in a Procedural Conference and that the Administrative Law Judge Move Forward in Issuing of the 

Enforcement Order. The Chantels stated that no new evidence or testimony can be presented that 

will add to that already submitted by the parties; therefore, MEC’s Motion should be denied. 

On October 30, 2013, a Procedural Order was docketed setting a telephonic procedural 

The Chantels included their “Emergency Notice of Action” as an attachment to their Response to Mohave Electric 1 

Cooperative’s Motion to Reconsider Motion to Dismiss Formal Complaint. 
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:onference for November 19, 2013, at 1O:OO a.m., to address certain procedural questions prior to 

.aking oral arguments on any outstanding motions. The Procedural Order advised the parties that no 

substantive matters would be considered during the proceeding. A toll-free telephone number was 

x-ovided for the parties’ use. 

The telephonic procedural conference convened on November 19, 201 3, and Larry Udall, on 

3ehalf of MEC, and Wes Van Cleve, on behalf of Commission Staff, attended telephonically. A 

:OW reporter was also present by telephone to record the proceeding. After postponing the 

xocedural conference for 15 minutes, the Complainants did not appear telephonically or in person 

md the proceeding was cancelled. MEC and Commission Staff were advised that a Procedural Order 

would be issued setting another procedural conference for the purpose of determining whether the 

Zhantels desired to proceed with their Complaint. 

On November 25,20 13, a Procedural Order was docketed setting a procedural conference for 

December 16, 2013, to discuss whether the Chantels wished to continue with their Complaint. The 

Procedural Order advised the Complainants that failure to attend the telephonic procedural 

;onference could result in administrative closure of the docket. 

The procedural conference convened on December 16, 201 3, with both parties attending 

telephonically. The Complainants stated that they desire to pursue their Complaint. At the 

:onclusion of the procedural conference, the parties were advised that a Procedural Order would be 

issued setting a telephonic procedural conference to address the procedural questions originally 

intended for the cancelled November 19, 2013, proceeding. The parties were also advised that no 

substantive issues would be addressed at the procedural conference and they would not be taken up 

until all procedural questions had been resolved. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that a telephonic procedural conference shall commence 

on January 28,2014, at 11:OO a.m., CALL-IN NUMBER: (888) 450-5996, PARTICIPANT NO. 

45739%. The parties may also attend in person at the Commission’s Tucson offices, Room 222,400 

West Congress Street, Tucson, Arizona 85701. 

. . .  

, . .  
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the purpose of the telephonic procedural conference 

hall be to discuss procedural matters only. There will be no discussion of substantive issues 

luring this procedural conference. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission’s Utilities Division (“Staff”) shall 

ittend the telephonic procedural conference in the event that Staffs input is needed on certain 

irocedural questions. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all parties must comply with Rules 3 1 and 38 of the Rules 

)f the Arizona Supreme Court and A.R.S. 540-243 with respect to practice of law and admission pro 

lac vice. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that that the Administrative Law Judge may rescind, alter, 

mend, or waive any portion of this Procedural Order either by subsequent Procedural Order or by 

uling at hearing. 

DATED thi@day of December, 20 13. 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
e foregoing mailed 

of December, 20 13, to: 

‘loger and Darlene Chantel 
,000 1 East Highway 66 
Cingman, AZ 86401 

vlichael A. Curtis, Esq. 
K. Udall, Esq. 

XJRTIS, GOODWIN, SULLIVAN 
& SCHWAB, P.L.C. 

501 East Thomas Road 
’hoenix, AZ 85012 

lanice Alward, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
4RIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
I200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

4 

Steven M. Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

ARIZONA REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 
2200 N. Central Avenue, Suite 502 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-148 1 

By: 


