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BEFORE THE ARIZONA$ttj?PTION COLmiaarun REC.-I ii ‘ t ,  

30B STUMP 
JUN -5 P 2: Q3 

SARY PIERCE Arizona Corporabon Commission 
COMMISSIONER DOCKETED 

3RENDA BURNS 
COMMISSIONER JUN O S  2014 

308 BURNS 
COMMISSIONER 

SUSAN BITER SMITH 
COMMISSIONER 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF I Docket No. WS-01303A-14-0010 

CHAIRMAN 

EPCOR WATER ARIZONA INC., AN 
ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A 
DETERMINATION OF THE CURRENT FAIR 
VALUE OF ITS UTILITY PLANT AND 
PROPERTY AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS 
RATES AND CHARGES FOR UTILITY 
SERVICE BY ITS MOHAVE WATER 
DISTRICT, PARADISE VALLEY WATER 
DISTRICT, SUN CITY WATER DISTRICT, 
TUBAC WATER DISTRICT, AND MOHAVE 
WASTEWATER D I STRl CT. 

ORIGINAL 

RUCO’S REPLY TO THE COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO MOTION TO COMPEL 

The RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CONSUMER OFFICE (I’RUCO) hereby replies to il ic 

Sompany’s Response to RUCO’s Motion to Compel Discovery. 

RUCO is simply asking the Company to provide it with starting balances anc 

adjustments for its plant in service. On its face it would seem like RUCOs request is norma 

and what the Company would provide as a matter of course. In its response, the Compan] 

Totes that RUCO complains because the information is not in the format that RUCO wants anc 

:hat it is sufficient to provide RUCO with “data files” with the pertinent information. RUCO coulc 

:hen extrapolate the information and come up with the balances that the Company used in it! 

m e .  The Company feels this is appropriate because RUCO did not “specifically” ask for it ir 
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the format RUCO wanted. Apparently, from the Company’s view the fault lies with RUCO for its 

lack of specificity. 

Perhaps the Company makes a point. Either the Company wants to change the game 01 

it has simply not put the information together in a format that is normally used. RUCO, 01 

course, will now have to jump through many more hoops to get to the balances that the 

Company started out with, then of course, RUCO will have to verify with the Company that a1 

the numbers that it used and all of the balances that it came up with are correct and are the 

numbers and balances that the Company started out with. Obviously this will take a lot morc 

time and use a lot more resources than would otherwise occur had the Company sent the 

information in the traditional format. Since the filing date for RUCO’s direct testimony is noi 

until October, RUCO cannot say for certain it will need an extension of time to file at this poini 

under the Company’s view of discovery. However, when it becomes obvious, and it will, thai 

RUCO will need the extra time, RUCO will file its motion to suspend the procedural order. 

For what it is worth, RUCO would further reply to the Company’s response as follows, 

RUCO briefly addressed the issue of the beginning balances in its Motion. It is not as simple as 

the Company contends. It is true that RUCO can research and obtain the beginning plani 

balances and beginning accumulated depreciation balances from the last authorized 

Commission decisions and compile this information for all five districts into an excel sheet, 

However, RUCO and the Company may interpret and/or decipher the previous decisions 

authorized plant and accumulated depreciation balances differently. It is certainly noi 

uncommon for the parties to have different starting points than authorized from a prior decisior 

(For example - this occurred in the most recent LPSCO case regarding the beginning CIAC 

balances). 
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Again, it is customary for these schedules as described to be included with the rate 

3pplication when it is originally filed, or produced shortly thereafter when inevitably requested* 

RUCOs analysts do perform regulatory audits of information contained in these schedules, bur 

as a starter RUCO should not have to recreate these plant schedules from data files when the 

information should have already been compiled by the Company and made a part of its 

application. If the Company wants to change the game, it should not come as surprise wher 

parties are unable to meet the filing deadlines due to all the extra time required to assembk 

information that should be provided as a matter of course. 

The Company did say that it intends to provide the information to RUCO by June 30 

2014. In the end, all RUCO wants is the information in a format that it can use. If the Compan] 

is willing to provide it in that format by June 30 and it comes on or before then -the issue goe! 

away. RUCO is willing to wait until June 30, 2014, to get all the information in a completc 

format. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 5" day of June, 2014 

/ 
IYaniel W. Pozefsky I/ 
Chief Counsel y 

AN ORIGINAL AND THIRTEEN COPIES 
of the foregoing filed this 5* day 
of June, 2014 with: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

-3- 



4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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COPIES of the foregoing hand delivered/ 
mailed this 5th day of June, 2014 to: 

Dwight Nodes 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Robin Mitchell 
Matthew Laudone 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Steve Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Jay Shapiro 
Todd Wiley 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
2394 E. Camelback Road, Suite 600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 

Marshall Magruder 
P.O. Box 1267 
Tubac, Arizona 85646 

Chefiraulob 
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