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1. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

ARIZONA WATER COMPANY 

Direct Testimony of 

William M. Garfield 

Introduction and Qualifications 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, EMPLOYER AND OCCUPATION. 

My name is William M. Garfield. I am employed by Arizona Water Company 

("Arizona Water" or "Company") as its President and Chief Operating Officer 

("COO"). As such, I am responsible for the management and operations of the 

Company. Each of Arizona Water's officers reports directly to me, and I report 

directly to Arizona Water's Chief Executive Officer. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE, EDUCATIONAL 

BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS. 

Since joining Arizona Water in 1984, I have held the positions of Engineer, 

Senior Engineer, Operations Manager, and Vice President of Operations. I 

currently hold the position of President and COO, which I have held since July 

18, 2003. 

I completed my undergraduate studies at Southern Illinois University at 

Carbondale, receiving a Bachelor of Science degree with honors in Thermal and 

Environmental Engineering. I have taken post-graduate coursework at Arizona 

State University in Civil Engineering, including courses in hydrology, water and 

wastewater treatment, and statistics. I am a member of Tau Beta Pi, a national 

honorary engineering society. 

I am a member of the Arizona Water Association, the American Water 

Works Association ( "AWA' ) ,  and I serve on A W A s  Water Meter Standards 

Committee. I have been active in numerous water industry stakeholder groups 

involving the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality ("ADEQ"), the 

Arizona Department of Water Resources (''ADWR') and the Central Arizona 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Groundwater Replenishment District. I am an ADEQ certified water distribution 

system and water treatment plant operator. I serve on Arizona Water's Board of 

Directors, the Board of Directors of the Water Infrastructure Finance Authority of 

Arizona, the Board of Directors of the Water Utilities Association of Arizona, the 

Water Resources Research Center's External Advisory Board, and the Board of 

Directors of the East Valley Partnership. In the past I have served as Chairman 

of the Water Management Subcommittee of the Pinal Active Management Area 

Groundwater User Advisory Council. In addition, I have been a member of the 

Statewide Water Advisory Group, I have served on the Arizona Water Institute's 

External Advisory Board, and I was a member of the Economic Working Group of 

the Blue Ribbon Panel on Sustainability, a panel formed to address water 

sustainability which was jointly chaired by the Arizona Corporation Commission 

("Commission"), ADWR and ADEQ. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED ON BEHALF OF THE COMPANY IN 

ANY PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE COMMISSION? 

Yes. In addition to testifying on several Certificate of Convenience and Necessity 

(IICCN'I) cases, I have testified in the Company's last seven general rate case 

proceedings. ' 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

I summarize the scope of Arizona Water Company's service capacity statewide 

and specifically in the area of Miami and Globe, Arizona, and address the 

Company's 60 year history of being ready, willing, and able to serve all 

customers and anyone who needs water service within the entire area of its 

CCN, which requires the Company to provide service throughout that area. I will 

also testify about: 

See Docket Nos. W-01445A-00-0962, W-01445A-02-0619, W-01445A-04-0650, W-01445A-08-0440, 

4 
N-01445A-10 0517, W-01445A-11-0310 and W-01445A-12-0348. 
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11. 

3. 

4. 

3. 

4. 

1. The importance of the Regulatory Compact the Company has with the 

Commission, and the importance of upholding the exclusivity of its CCN service 

area and protecting the Company's operations and financial health. 

2. The Company's efforts to find the 1961 file concerning the application and 

petition for the CCN in the Globe/Miami area that is now the subject of this 

proceeding. 

3. The Company's understanding of how notice of certificate cases was 

given in the early 1960s and the evidence in this proceeding that show that the 

Commission mailed actual notice to Globe through its City Attorney and Globe 

had constructive notice through its actions with other interested parties 

throughout the area who received notice. 

Scope of Companv's Service Capabilities. 

CAN YOU EXPLAIN THE COMPANY'S RECORD OF PROVIDING WATER 

SERVICE IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA AND IN THE GLOBE/MlAMl AREA IN 

PARTlC U LAR? 

Yes. The Company has provided public utility water service in many areas 

throughout the State of Arizona since 1955. The Company is divided into three 

Groups, the Northern, Eastern and Western Groups. The Company's Miami 

water system now provides water service in areas in and near Globe which are 

part of the Company's CCN area approved by the Commission. The Miami water 

system has its own water production, supply, treatment, storage and distribution 

facilities as independent public water system No. 04-002, though it is one of 

several separate systems that make up the Company's Eastern Group. 

HOW MANY CUSTOMERS DOES THE COMPANY SERVE IN THE 

GLOBE/MIAMI AREA? 

As of June 30, 2015, the Company served 2,950 customers in the Miami water 

system. The Miami water system includes the Town of Miami and northern and 

western portions of Globe up to a boundary line that is the eastern edge of the 
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Q. 

4. 

111. 

Q. 

4. 

V. 

2. 

9. 

Company's CCN area as shown on many of the maps that are in the record of 

this proceeding. 

WHAT IS THE COMPANY'S SERVICE CAPACITY WITHIN ITS MIAMI WATER 

SYSTEM? 

The Company presently operates fifteen water production wells with a combined 

production capacity of 1.9 million gallons per day ("MGDII)I 2.4 million gallons of 

water storage reservoirs, and 381 1125 feet of water mains to serve customers in 

its Miami water system CCN territory. The Company's 1.9 MGD capacity is more 

than able to meet current and future peak demands, with the most recent peak 

day production of 1.3 MGD. 

The Company Is Ready, Willing and Able To Serve Its Entire CCN Area, 

Including The Areas Globe Now Disputes. 

IS THE COMPANY PREPARED TO PROVIDE PUBLIC WATER UTILITY 

SERVICE IN ALL PARTS OF ITS MIAMI WATER SYSTEM AND CCN AREA, 

INCLUDING AREAS GLOBE NOW DISPUTES? 

Yes. Through the water production, storage and distribution facilities described 

above, the Company is ready, willing and able to serve throughout its Miami 

water system, including within the entirety of the areas that have been described 

as the "Northern Disputed Area" and "Southern Disputed Area" in these 

proceedings. The Company has a 60-year track record of providing public utility 

water service in these communities and elsewhere the Commission has granted 

the Company a CCN with the exclusive right to provide water service. 

It Is Vitally Important For The Commission To Protect Certificated Areas. 

DOES THE COMPANY GOVERN ITSELF CONSISTENT WITH THE SO- 

CALLED "REGULATORY COMPACT?" 

Yes. The concept behind the "Regulatory Compact'' is that in exchange for being 

granted the exclusive right to provide water utility service to all present and future 

customers within a defined certificated area, the Company is obligated to provide 
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Q. 

A. 

safe and reliable public utility water service at reasonable rates as set by the 

Commission to anyone within the CCN who requests water service pursuant to 

rules and rates established by the Commission. In consideration of the 

Company's obligation to provide safe and reliable public utility water service 

throughout its CCN, Arizona law protects the Company from impermissible 

bypass and service duplication by municipalities like Globe that conflict with the 

Regulatory Compact and regulatory governance set forth in the Arizona 

Constitution and in Arizona Law.* 

HOW DOES THE COMPANY PERFORM AND FULFILL ITS OBLIGATION 

UNDER THE REGULATORY COMPACT? 

The Company has committed significant capital and other resources to plan for, 

design, construct, operate and maintain utility plant infrastructure, including 

developing extensive water supplies to serve present and future customers in its 

CCN areas. The Company's stockholders have invested millions of dollars and 

also incurred millions of dollars of bonded indebtedness expressly approve by 

the Commission to meet this obligation. The Company would be unable to raise 

and attract capital if the investments it makes in furtherance of its public service 

obligations were at risk from municipalities encroaching into its CCN and by- 

passing it to provide water utility service to the Company's customers, effectively 

confiscating revenues and stranding its investments. In exchange for having its 

rates, cost of service, return on investment, and all rules, regulations, terms of 

service, and tariffs set by the Commission, the Company is protected by law from 

competition that would effectively strand utility investments and deprive the 

Company of its investment and lawful revenues. 

! See Article XV of the Arizona Constitution and Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 5 9-516 (A) and (B). 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

4. 

WHY DOES SUCH UNLAWFUL COMPETITION HARM THE COMPANY, 

RATEPAYERS AND THE PUBLIC? 

Because duplicative, parallel systems cost more than a single system. While 

public service corporations are subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the 

Commission, which must first review, approve, or deny, Company activities, 

including financial decisions, records and rates, no such oversight exists for 

municipal systems. The Company would be unable to attract financing and build 

adequate systems if municipal providers were allowed to encroach into its CCN 

area, take its prospective customers, strand its investments, and deprive the 

Company of its lawful right to earn a return on its investments and recover its 

cost of service. This result would directly conflict with the Regulatory Compact 

and with Arizona law and public policy as set forth in A.R.S. § 9-516(A). 

HOW DID THE CONCEPT OF PROTECTION OF PUBLIC SERVICE 

CORPORATIONS LIKE ARIZONA WATER COMPANY FROM MUNICIPAL 

COMPETITION EVOLVE IN ARIZONA? 

As I understand it, Arizona law once allowed neighboring municipalities to 

compete with public service corporations. This practice was affirmed by Arizona 

Supreme Court decisions in two cases, both entitled City of Tucson v. Polar 

Water Co., which were issued in 1953 and 1954. The Polar Water cases 

generally held that a CCN did not protect a public service corporation from 

neighboring municipalities expanding to provide service within the public service 

corporation's certificated area. But, the Arizona Legislature responded 

immediately by enacting Laws 1954, Ch. 105, Sections 1 and 2, which declared: 

"It is declared to be public policy of this state that where adequate 
public utility service under authority of law is being rendered in an 
area, within or without the boundaries of a city or town, a competing 
service and installation shall not be authorized, instituted, made or 
carried on by a city or town unless or until that portion of the plant, 
system and business of the utility used and useful in rendering such 
service in the area in which the city or town seeks to serve, has 
been acquired." 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

That 1954 statute, A.R.S. 9 16-604(b), became A.R.S. 9 9-516(A). That 

Arizona public policy enacted in State law remains firmly in place today. 

DOES THE COMPANY PROVIDE WATER UTILITY SERVICE IN AREAS 

ADJOINING OTHER MUNICIPALITIES AROUND THE STATE? 

Yes, in many other areas throughout the State, including Mesa, Buckeye, 

Goodyear, Casa Grande, Apache Junction, and Show Low, among others. We 

have had very few, if any, problems with municipal encroachment into the 

Company's CCN territory in these areas, and my experience is that municipalities 

normally observe and respect the CCN boundaries established by the 

Commission and also comply with A.R.S. 9 9-516(A) and the State's statutorily 

documented public policy prohibiting such encroachment, poaching, and 

competition. 

DID GLOBE EVER APPROACH ARIZONA WATER COMPANY FOR 

PERMISSION TO SERVE IN THE DISPUTED AREAS? 

Yes. The City has repeatedly acknowledged the Company's exclusive right to 

provide water service within the very same CCN areas the City now says it 

disputes in this matter. In a December 5, 2000 letter to Mr. Udon McSpadden of 

McSpadden Ford, Globe City Manager Manoj Vyas stated: 

"Our legal research has found that the City of Globe will not be able 
to provide water to any parcels of land for the western halves of 
sections 23 and 26 of Township 1 North, Range 15 East, which 
includes your property adjoining Highway 60 as well as other 
undeveloped parcels of land. This finding is based on the Arizona 
Water Company's Certificate of Necessity boundaries established 
and approved by the Arizona Corporation Commission years ago.'I3 

Further, on November 8, 2003, the City and the Company agreed in an 

Emergency Connections Agreement as follows: 

A. "The Company is a public service corporation engaged in the 
business of providing water utility service in the area of Miami and 

See letter from U. McFadden dated December 5, 2000, Exhibit A. 3 
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Q. 

4. 

Q. 

9. 

3. 

4. 

Globe included within the Company's certificate of convenience and 
necessity (TC&N") issued to the Company by the Arizona 
Corporation Commission (the "Commission")." 

B. "The City provides water service to the areas within the 
incorporated City limits of Globe which are not in the Company's 
CC&N." 

Thus, the City effectively affirmed that the Company, and not the City, 

would provide water service in the Company's CCN, including CCN areas within 

Globe, and also recognized that the Commission issued a CCN to the Company 

both in Miami and in Globe.4 

HAS THE CITY ACKNOWLEDGED THE EXCLUSIVITY OF THE COMPANY'S 

CCNONOTHEROCCASIONS? 

Yes. On April 28, 2010, Globe City Manager Kane Graves requested that the 

Company allow the City to provide municipal water service to a parcel of land 

located along U.S. Highway 60 in the Company's CCN.5 

HOW DID THE COMPANY RESPOND TO THE GLOBE CITY MANAGER'S 

REQUEST? 

On June 1, 2010, I responded on behalf of the Company, stating that the 

Company had an existing water main adjacent to the property and was prepared 

to provide water service to that parcel of land and to all property within the 

Company's certificated service area. I further stated that the Company was 

pleased to play an important role in the economic development of the Globe- 

Cobre Valley area and looked forward to working with the developer of the 

property, and with other developers in the future, to provide water service to 

assist in the area's development.6 

IS THAT STILL THE COMPANY'S POSITION? 

Very much so. The Company's master plan for this area provides for the 

Company to construct and operate utility plant facilities to provide adequate 

See November 8, 2003 Agreement, Exhibit B. 
See April 28, 2010 letter from Kane Graves, Exhibit C. 
See June 1, 201 0 letter from William M. Garfield, Exhibit D. 
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V. 

Q. 

4. 

a. 

4. 

water supplies and pressures to serve all anticipated commercial and other 

development, including facilities designed to provide water required for 

firefighting purposes, along U.S. Highway 60 and surrounding areas, and also 

within the Southern Disputed Area. 

The Citv Of Globe Had Notice Of The Companv's 1961 CCN Application and 

Petition. 

WHAT STEPS DID THE COMPANY TAKE TO ATTEMPT TO FIND IT'S FILE 

FOR ITS 1961 APPLICATION AND PETITION FOR A CCN IN THE MIAMI 

AREA? 

We conducted an exhaustive search of our current and archived hard copy and 

digital files and found that we did not retain files going back that far. We also 

contacted the law firm of Fennemore Craig, outside counsel who represented the 

Company when it filed its CCN petition in August, 1961 , and that firm could not 

find its file for this matter either. This is one of the primary problems with the 

City's Petition, which attempts to modify or amend a Commission Order that has 

been uncontested and final for over 53 years, since September 20, 1961. 

IS THERE ANY DOUBT IN YOUR MIND THAT THE COMMISSION 

FOLLOWED ESTABLISHED POLICIES AND PRACTICES IN PROVIDING 

NOTICE OF THE COMPANY'S CCN PROCEEDING? 

No doubt at all. My understanding is that in 1961 there were no governing 

procedural rules or requirements in place that required the Company to give 

notice of its petition to surrounding municipalities such as Globe. To the 

contrary, from what we can see in the Commission's records, the Commission 

policy and practice at that time was for the Secretary of the Commission-not the 

petitioner-to provide such notice to interested parties, and the records obtained 

from the Commission's files show that the Secretary of the Commission provided 

such notice of the Company's petition and the date of the Commission's public 

hearing. 

11 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IS THERE ANYTHING YOU SEE IN THE AVAILABLE COMMISSION FILE 

THAT SHOWS THAT THE COMMISSION MAILED NOTICE OF THE 

COMPANY'S PETITION TO THE CITY OF GLOBE? 

Yes. The Commission itself released its available files for Docket No. U-1445 as 

an attachment to its April 29, 2015 Procedural Order. Those files clearly show 

that the Commission's Secretary, Francis J. Byrnes, mailed the notice of the 

hearing on the Company's petition (which hearing was set for "9-11-61") to the 

lengthy list of interested parties and others as set forth on pages 9 and 10 of the 

Commission's record, which I have attached as Exhibit E.7 The tenth entry on 

the notice shows that the Commission Secretary mailed the notice to Mr. Navor 

Proctor, who was the City Attorney for Globe at that time in 1961, and also prior 

to that year.' Therefore, the Commission mailed notice of the Company's petition 

and public hearing to the City of Globe through its City Attorney, Navor Proctor. 

ARE THERE OTHER INDICATIONS IN THE HEARING NOTICE THAT 

REFLECT THAT GLOBE WOULD HAVE KNOWN ABOUT THE COMPANY'S 

APPLICATION? 

Yes. Louis B. Ellsworth, Sr., a property owner of large areas in and around 

Globe and owner of the Skyline Drive water system, was also shown on the list of 

interested parties to whom the Commission Secretary mailed the notice. The 

City purchased the Skyline Drive water system in 1961, just at the same time as 

the Company's CCN application for Central Heights and other areas to the west 

of the City boundaries, including the Northern and Southern Disputed Areas, was 

  ending.^ City Attorney Proctor is shown on the Commission Secretary's mailing 

list on behalf of East Globe Water Company. Pueblo Water Company, another 

water company later acquired by Globe, is also on the service list. A check of the 

' 
See Commission Records of Notice of Hearings on September 11, 1961, Exhibit E. 
See copies of City Directory for City of Globe, Exhibit F; City Council Meeting Minutes showing 
Mr. Proctor's participation as City Attorney dated October 16, 1961, Exhibit G. 
See copies from the Arizona State Archives of the Arizona Record (a weekly newspaper then serving 
Globe) account of these transactions dated September 21, 1961, attached as Exhibit H. 
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Q. 

Commission files and documents produced in this matter show that neither of 

these water providers were regulated public service corporations, but maintained 

areas of service within Globe proper. The Arizona Silver Belf, the daily local 

paper for Globe and Miami, received the Commission Secretary's notice and 

published a page one article on September 7, 1961 about the Company's CCN 

Petition and the pending Commission hearing. lo The Commission records show 

that the Commission Secretary mailed notice to the Gila County Board of 

Supervisors, based in Globe, as well as water companies operating within Globe 

and in other surrounding areas. Based on the lengthy list of interested parties to 

whom the Commission mailed the notice, it would be unreasonable to conclude 

that the City of Globe would not have known of the Company's petition and the 

Commission's pending hearing on that petition. 

Also, it is clear that Globe's leaders were actively making decisions about 

which water service areas it wished to acquire and which to ignore, and the City 

had made the decision to allow Central Heights and its adjoining areas, including 

the Northern and Southern Disputed Areas, for which the Company was 

requesting the Commission to expand its CCN, to go to the Company. The City 

of Globe instead expended its resources to acquire additional service area to the 

east, inside the City limits, and to shore up its water production facilities east of 

Globe." Mr. Schneider also discusses these utility planning and engineering 

decisions in his testimony. 

WHAT DO YOU MAKE OF THE COPIES OF THE SEPTEMBER 20, 1961 

OPINION AND ORDER WITH A HANDWRITTEN MAILING LIST THAT DOES 

~~~~ 

lo See copies from the Arizona State Archives of the Arizona Silver Self article dated September 7, 1961 
entitled "Miami area water set for hearing", attached as Exhibit I. 
See "One Man's Opinion" column by John D. Seater, Jr., in the same September 21, 1961 Arizona 
Record newspaper, at page one (Exhibit H), discussing Globe's decisions as to where to expand its 
water service territory and lamenting Globe's decision not to acquire service area to the west, "which 
was purchased by a private firm," that private firm being Arizona Water Company. 

13 

I1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

4. 

Q. 

4. 

NOT INCLUDE THE CITY ATTORNEY, MENTIONED BY THE CITY IN ITS 

PETITION? 

The handwritten list of eight recipients appears to show the parties who were 

mailed notice of the Commission's September 20, 1961 Opinion and Order, not 

the notice of the petition and the hearing itself (which the Commission Secretary 

had already mailed to a much wider list of interested parties and other 

recipients). Accordingly, these appear to be the parties who attended or 

requested the Commission to send copies of the final decision. Clearly, all of the 

contemporaneous sources cited above show that Globe received ample notice.of 

the Company's petition and the Commission's public hearing but decided it had 

no interest in the areas the Company sought to serve, and chose not to 

participate in the Commission's duly noticed public hearing concerning the 

Company's petition. This is consistent with Globe's lack of interest in acquiring 

the Central Heights Water Company. 

DO YOU SEE ANYTHING IN THE COMPANY'S 1961 CCN PETITION THAT 

SUGGESTS THE COMPANY MADE ANY REPRESENTATION ABOUT THE 

STATUS OF WATER UTILITY SERVICE IN THE NORTHERN OR SOUTHERN 

DISPUTED AREAS? 

No. Globe's Petition appears to rely in part on an allegation that the Company 

made misrepresentations about no utility providing service to the area, but there 

is no evidence that the Company made any such representation. In any event, 

following the Company's extensive research and review of the 1961 CCN 

Petition, the Company found no evidence that Globe was providing any water 

service in the Northern or Southern Disputed Areas as of September, 1961. The 

City has produced no such evidence. The language the City repeatedly cites in 

its Petition is, instead, a Finding of Fact by the Commission itself contained in the 

text of the Commission's September 20, 1961 Opinion and Order, which is a 

contemporaneous finding by the Commission and its Staff , not a representation 
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Q. 

A. 

made by the Company. Based on the evidence produced and available in this 

proceeding, the Commission was correct that no utility, not even Globe, was 

providing water utility service to the Northern and Southern Disputed Areas in 

1961. 

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE COMMISSION MADE A 

"MISTAKE" IN THE WAY IT HANDLED THE COMPANY'S PETITION IN 1961 

OR IN ISSUING THE CCN TO THE COMPANY? 

No. All of the evidence that has been produced shows that the Commission 

properly notified the public and the interested parties of the CCN proceeding 

under the Commission's governing procedures applicable at the time, that Globe 

received notice through its City Attorney, that the pending petition was actively 

reported and discussed in the local newspapers, that Globe was considering at 

the same time where it wanted to expand its water service and where it did not 

want to venture into water service, and that it chose not to participate in the 

hearing or attempt to assert that it was able to provide service outside of its City 

limits in the areas the Company sought to serve. Further, there is no evidence 

contrary to the Commission's independent finding that no other party was 

providing public utility water service in the areas for which the Company sought 

the expansion of its CCN at the time. Another party appeared at the hearing and 

two sitting Commissioners attended the hearing. There is no evidence that 

anything other than full due process was accorded to all participants and 

interested parties. During the more than fifty years since the Commission 

approved the Company's expanded CCN in 1961, Globe's conduct and 

statements have been consistent with acknowledging that the Company has the 

exclusive right to provide water utility service in the Northern and Southern 

Disputed Areas, which the Commission itself agreed in 1961 were natural 

extensions from the Company's pre-existing Central Heights CCN. 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

DID THE COMPANY RELY ON THE COMMISSION'S 1961 DECISION, AND 

BEGIN TO PLAN, DESIGN, AND CONSTRUCT UTILITY PLANT ADDITIONS 

TO SERVE CUSTOMERS IN THE CCN EXTENSION AREAS? 

Yes, absolutely. Based on the Commission's decision to extend the Company's 

CCN, the Company began to plan, design and construct utility plant, which 

required the Company to commit capital and other resources to meet its public 

utility service obligations in the CCN extension areas. As I testified above, the 

Company's ongoing master planning process identifies present and future utility 

plant facilities needed to serve the entire CCN area. 

DO YOU THINK IT IS CONSISTENT WITH SOUND PUBLIC POLICY AND 

FAIRNESS FOR A COMPETITIVE WATER PROVIDER TO MAKE A CLAIM 53 

YEARS AFTER THE COMMISSION APPROVES A CCN THAT A PORTION OF 

THAT CCN SHOULD BE DELETED OVER A HALF CENTURY LATER ON 

GROUNDS OF AN ALLEGED "MISTAKE" OF WHICH NO CREDIBLE 

EVIDENCE HAS BEEN PRODUCED? 

Absolutely not. As stated above and in Mr. Schneider's testimony, there is no 

evidence that a mistake occurred and no evidence whatsoever that Globe was 

providing water utility service in the Disputed Areas in September of 1961. There 

is no evidence that the Company made any misrepresentations to the 

Commission or to any party about the status of service in 1961. In addition to the 

fact that the City's claims have proven to be baseless and unsupported by any 

credible evidence, there comes a point where an unchallenged and long-since 

final Commission decision and order granting a CCN to a regulated water utility 

should have the protection that Arizona law provides that its CCN is not subject 

to attack by a city attempting, after the fact, to justify its unlawful intrusions into 

the Company's CCN territory for which it has no legal right. Is an A.R.S. § 40- 

252 challenge appropriate to cure a mistake in a legal description or service 

condition a year or two after an award of a CCN? In appropriate circumstances, 
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4. 

3. 

9. 

perhaps so. But to employ the rehearing statute 53 years after the Commission 

issued an order approving the CCN in an effort to end-run the facts that Globe 

must prove in a proceeding to delete all or part of a CCN is unfair and 

inappropriate. This case illustrates the very real problems associated with such a 

procedural "stunt'': the parties' files are no longer available, all witnesses are 

deceased or can't be found, remaining engineering records from more than fifty 

years ago are sparse, unproven allegations and unsupported conclusions put 

forth by Globe abound, and the entire case is based on nothing but speculation 

and faulty and misleading arguments. It is also a very costly and a time- 

consuming waste of the Commission's and utility's resources to be forced to 

devote a great deal of their staffs time and attention and a team of outside 

lawyers to defend against such frivolous claims. 

ARE THERE OTHER PUBLIC POLICY REASONS WHY THE COMMISSION 

SHOULD DENY GLOBE'S PETITION TO DELETE THE COMPANY'S CCN 

WITHIN THE DISPUTED AREAS? 

Yes, because it is patently unjust for a utility, like the Company, to rely upon a 

Commission decision, and then after 53 years to have its CCN deleted, 

especially when the City of Globe knew about the Company's application for the 

CCN extension and the Commission's public hearing in 1961 and during the last 

53 years leading up to this point-and never once objected to the Company's 

CCN. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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Qi uul. 
12/07/00 15:46 B1 520 473  2 2 7 1  AZ WATER CU - MI +++ YHUhNlA 

CITY OF GLOBE December 5, 2000 
- 

Mr. Udon Mcspadden 
McSPADDEN FORD, INC. 
P. 0. Box 2749 
Globe, Arizona 85502 

Dear Mr. Mcspadden: 

This letter is se to your Letter to the Hon. Mayor Gibs 
coordination of efforts with 
Highway 60 to take advantage 0 dow of'appartun'ty which will be avai 
sincerely apologize for our ndfng back to your letter pdrnafify due to the long time it has 
taken us ta determine the City's ~ ~ p o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ y  to provide water in the area n6ar your praperty adjoining 
the highway. 

We are working with the ADOT officials in development of an intergovernmental 
agreement to include Utility sleeves to cross the highway at various locations to facilitate provision of 
water and sewer lines to the undeveloped areas of the City. Our legal research has found that the 
City of Globe will not be able to provide water to any parcels of land for the western halves of sections 
23 and 26 of Township 1 North, Range 15 East. which fndudes yuur praperty adjoining Highway 60 
as well as other undeveloped parcels of land, This finding Is based on the Arizona Water Company's 
Certificate of Necessity boundaries established and approved by the Ariran 
Commission years ago. While we would love to do our besf to provide water to all undeveloped areas 
within the City Limits, we are unable t o  do so in certain areas such as the one described above. 

With respect to the sewer utility services to the undeveloped area. including the one 
referenced above, we will do our best to minimize conflict with the State's highway improvement 
project through our advance coordination and agreement. In terms of actual connection to the City's 
Wastewater Collection System, we work with individual property owners based on their subdivision 
plats or development plans for non-residential and r n ~ i ~ ~ ~ j ~ y  residentlal uses and, thmgh the 
City's required review and approval process and comsp 
policies and procedures, we will identify the need 
the specific obligation$ for both the City and the P 

Joe Camlo, our Plannlng & Zoning Directerr ( 425-7146 Ext. 19 1, or me ( 425-7146 Ext. 25 or Pager 
No, 1-888-589-0944 at  your cornrenience far any additional information with respect to the sewer 
u t i l h s  for your property UT for any other area of interest. Again, we thank you for your interest and 
suggesicsnsr and forward to working with you as your development plans for your property on 
H&hway 6D prog 

me&gs, pc3r *e cain 
r system a-s, and 

Please da not her te to cantact Bilt Bennett, our Public Works Director ( 425-4959) cr 

c: The Hon. Mayor & Councit Members 
Mark Kieren, Arizona Water Company 

Manoj Vyas, City Manager 
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EMERGENCY CONNECTIONS AGREEMENT 
This Emergency Connections Agreement (the "Agreement") is made as of the &+h day 

of ytM&3er 2003 between the CITY OF GLOBE (the "City"), an Arizona municipal 
coqdratio$ and AIUZONA WATER COMPANY (the "Company"), an Arizona corporation. 

RECITALS 

A. The Company is a public service corporation engaged in the business of providing 
water utility service in the area of Miami and Globe included within the Company's Certificate 
of Convenience and Necessity ("CCdkN") issued to the Company by the Arizona Corporation 
Commission (the "Commission"). 

€3. The City provides water service to areas within the incorporated city limits of 
Globe which are not in the Company's CC&N. 

C. Neither the Company nor the City is obligated to furnish water for resale or sell 
water to the other parfy, and neither the Company nor the City undertake hereby to devote any of 
its facilities or resowces to b i s h i n g  or selling water to the other party for resale or emergency 
purposes on a regular or permanent basis; but the Company and the City desire and are agreeable 
to using certain existing emergency connections (the "Emergency Connections") to provide 
water to each other on an emergency basis under the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of &e premises, mutual covenants, promises, and 
conditions set forth in this Agreement, and for other good, valuable, and adequate consideration, 
the parties a p e  as follows: 

1. The Emeraencv Connections. The Emergency Connections are installed and 
located as shown on Exhibit A to this Agreement, which by this reference is incorporated herein. 
Water delivered pursuant to this Agreement shall be measured and recorded by water meters 
capable of measuring the expected range of flows within +_ 3% accuracy. 

2. Ownershb of the Emergency Connections. The Company owns and agrees to 
maintain those portions of the Emergency Connections consisting of its water meter and all other 
facilities necessary to provide emergency service to the point of delivery to the City from the 
Company's water system. Such facilities were installed previously, and the City agrees to pay 
the cost of additional facilities, if required, to provide emergency service to the City. The City 
agrees to reimburse the Company for the cost of any such additional facilities within fifteen (15) 
days of the date of mailing an invoice therefor. 

The City owns and agrees to maintain those portions of the Emergency Connections 
consisting of its w t e r  meter and all other facilities necessary to provide emergency service to the 
point of delivery to the Company from the City's water system. Such hcilities were installed 
previously, and the Company agrees to pay the cost of additional facilities, if required, to provide 
emergency Service to the company. The Company agrees to reimburse the City for the cost of 
any such additional facilities within fifteen (1 5 )  days of the date of mailing an invoice therefor. 

ORIGINAL 



3. Backflow Prevention. If the Company, the City, the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality, or any other agency having jurisdiction should require the installation of 
a backflow prevention device, such device, of a type and design acceptable to the Company and 
the City, shall be installed on the water system of the party receiving emergency service, and 
maintained in proper operating condition by and at the expense of such party. 

4. Maintenance of the Ememenc~ Connections. The City will perform, or arrange 
for, all necessary maintenance ofthose portions of the Emergency Connections which the City 
o m ,  and the Company will perform, or arrange for, all necessary maintenance of those portions 
of the Emergency Connections which the Company owns. 

5. Deliverv of Water. The Emergency Connections will normally be off. The City 
and the Company agree that either party may request water deliveries from the other party 
pursuant to this Agreement only in case of temporary emergencies such as a water shortage or 
failure of or defect in its wells, pumps, or related equipment and facilities, which failure or defect 
the party requesting emergency service agrees to repair or correct as promptly as possible. Either 
party may request delivery of water through the Emergency Connections by contacting the other 
party as follows: 

Arizona Water ComDany Citv of Globe 
Telephone: (928) 473-4433 Telephone: (928) 425-71 46 
Fax: (928) 473-2271 Fax: (928) 425-4820 
Pager: (928) 473-2514 Pager: (888) 589-0944 
Cell Phone: (928) 200-1 3 IO 

The party requesting emergency service agrees to advise the party providing emergency 
service of the date and time that emergency service is to be commenced, the estimated flow rate 
of water to be delivered, expressed in gallons per minute, and the expected duration of water 
deliveries needed to satisfy such temporary emergency. The party requesting emergency service 
will advise the party providing emergency service of the date and time that the party providing 
emergency service is requested to discontinue such emergency service. 

The party providing emergency service will only be responsible for providing such water 
at such pressures as may be available from time to time within its water system. Water deliveries 
by the party providing emergency service may, without notice, be limited, curtailed, or 
terminated by the party providing emergency service if such party determines, in its sole 
judgment, that conditions within its water system warrant such limitation, curtailment, or 
termination. 

6. Accountinn for Water Delivered. The amount of water furnished by the party 
providing emergency service shall be measured by its water meter which will be read by the 
party providing emergency service upon the commencement and discontinuance of deliveries 
and at the end of each month in which water continues to be delivered. The party providing 
emergency service will bill the party receiving such emergency service monthly for water 
delivered including any and all applicable sales taxes, with no minimum monthly charge or 
service charge. All such bills will be computed using a rate of four dollars ($4.00) per one 
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thousand gallons delivered. Payment for water delivered shall be made within fifteen (1 5 )  days 
of the date of mailing a bill therefor. 

7. Indemnification. Neither party shall incur any obligation to the other or to the public 
or any person or entity as a result of said party's failure or inability to provide emergency service 
pursuant to this Agreement and each party hereby mutually releases and agrees to indemnifi, 
defend, and hold the other party and their directors, councilmembers, officers, employees, agents 
and contractors hannless from, and against, any claim, cause of action or any liability, loss, 
damage or expense, including reasonable attorney's fees, which the party that fails or is unable to 
provide emergency service may incur or suffer by reason of such failure or inability to provide 
emergency service pursuant to this Agreement. 

With respect to any other claim of loss, action, suit or injury arising under or in 
connection with this Agreement, each party agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold the other party 
and their directors, councilmembers, officers, employees, agents and contractors harmless fiom, 
and against, any claim, cause of action or any liability, loss, damage or expense, including 
reasonable attorney's fees, which a party may incur or suffer as a result of any alleged wrongful, 
willfbl or negligent act of a party that provides emergency service pursuant to this Agreement. 

8. m i n u a t i o n  of Aareement. Provided both parties comply with and perform all 
of the terms and conditions required of them under this Agreement, this Agreement shall remain 
in effect until terminated by either party hereto upon thirty (30) days' written notice given to the 
other party. This Agreement may be modified as mutually agreed in writing by the parties 
hereto. 

9. Removal of Emernencv Connections. Upon termination of this Agreement, the 
Company may remove all or any part of the facilities comprising its portions of the Emergency 
Connections. Likewise, upon termination of this Agreement, the City may remove all or any part 
of the facilities comprising its portions of the Emergency Connections. 

IO. Assignment. Both parties agree that this Agreement and any right arising under 
or by virtue of this Agreement shall not be assigned or transferred by either party, and this 
Agreement shall not inure to the benefit of any successor, assignee, or transferee of either party, 
without the prior written consent of the other party. 

11. Notices. Written notices, including compndence and invoices, shall be sent by 
first-class mail, addressed and delivered as set forth below: 

Company: President 
Arizona Water Company 
3805 North Black Canyon Highway 
P.O. Box 29006 
Phoenix, Arizona 85038-9006 
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City: City of Globe 
Attn: CityManager 
150 N. Pine St. 
Globe, Arizona 85001 -2592 

12. Attomev Fees. If either party to this Agreement brings suit to enforce or to 
recover damages for the breach of any term, covenant, or condition contained herein, the 
prevailing party shall be entitled to an award of attorney's fees in addition to the amount of any 
judgment and costs. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by their 
respective duly authorized officers as of the date first written above. 

ARIZONA WATER COMPANY 
an Arizona corporation 

BY 

CITY OF GLOBE 

William M+ G d e l d  
President City Manager 

ORIGINAL 
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City of Globe 
2007 IS0 N. Plne Street 

Globe, Arizona 86501 
Phone (928) 425-7146 Fax (828) 425-4820 TDD (928) 425-5330 

1907 
I 

April 28,2010 

Mr. Fred Ri06 - 
Arizona Water Company 
P. 0. Box 2000 
Miaml. Arizona 85539 

Re: Reuuest to Serve a Parcel Within Service Area 

Dear Mr. Rlos: 

*We met and discussed the request by fne City of Globe that It was a g i d  that the City be 
allowed to provide water service to a parcel of land located within the City, Our purpose in 
making this request Is to pursue a Development Agreement whereby the City would acquire real 
property for munioipal purposes. The parcel In question In located within your service area and 
is approximately 39.37 acres In slze, belng Gila County Assessor's parcel No, 207-1 U-0038 as 
shown in the enclosed map, 

The shaded portion of the property located within the larger parcel is the parcel which the City 
intends to acqulre. The contemplated use of the remainlng parcel is residential and commercial 
In which the City will also play a cruolai role. In addition to ease of administration, we am 
concerned that Arizona Water Company may not presently have the ability to service the 
pqperty and meet the fire flow requirements of the International Fire Code, as adopted 
throughout the City. I am informed that this has been an issue in the past. Part of the proposed 
Development Agreement is the installation of City water llnss to sewlee this parcel in such size 
to meet the fire flow requirements and facilitate development, 

Please bring this request to the attention of the appropriate decision makers and let me know 
your thoughts as aoon ita possible. Thank you, 

City Maneger 

cc: Mayor and Council 

MAY 0 6 2010 
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June 1,2010 

Mr. K. Kane Graves, City Manager 
City of Globe 
150 N. Pine Strcet 
Globc, Arizona 85501 

Re: Water Scrvice to Property located within Arizona Waler Company's 
Certificalcd Scrvica Area 

Dear Mr. Graves: 

This letter responds lo your April 28, 2010 letter to Freddy Rios, Arizona Water 
Co~pany's (!ha "Company") Miami I- San Manuel Division Manager aboul water scrvice to 
property (Gila Coiinty Assessor's Parcel No. 207-10-0038), which is located within the 
Company's certificated service area, 

Undcr Arizona law, the Company provides water service, pursuant to the provisions ol'its 
tariffs and terms and conditions of service, to all properly within its ccrtificated service area, 
including the property you wrote about. 

As you are aware, rhe Company has an existing water main adjacent to the properly. Thc 
Company's Engineering Department can meet with the property owner.or reprcscnlatives at their 
convenience to discuss their development plans, and the Company is confident that its water 
systcin will be ablc to incet their water service needs as the properly is dcvelopcd. 

The Company is plcased to play an important role in the economic developrnenl of the 
Globe - Cobrc Vallcy area, and looks forward to working with the developer of chis parlicular 
property, and with other dcvclopers in thc future to assist in the area's developrncnl. 

Very truly yours, 

W+ 
William M. Garfield 
President 

lar 
eo: Freddy Rios - Miami Division 

Phoenix Staff 
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T D  ARIZONA CORPORATION C O m S S I O N  

CASE - 

U- 1445 

I N  THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF SUNSET WATER 
C0MPP.h-1 POR A C E R F I F I C A T E  OP CONVENIENCE AND 
WX,CSZTY T O  CONSTRUCT, OPERATE AMI MAINTAIN A 

18, 'IOW'NWIP 19 NOR%, RANOE 17 WEST, AM) SECMONS 
14, 21, 22, 23, 24 AND 26, 'IWNSHIP 19 NORTH, 
RPblQk 18 WEST, bdrsREJe;M, WHAVE COUNTY, ARIu)NA. 

PUBLIC tfrrLIm WATER SYSTEM IN THE W& OF SECTION 

I N  THE MATTER OF THE P m I T I O N  OF ARIU)NA WATER 
COMPAhY BUR INCREASE OF AREA T O  BE SERVED AT MIAMI, 
ARIZGNA T O  INCLUDIS I3EGINNINO AT THE4 NE CORNER OF 
SECTION 30, T 1 N, H 15 E; THENCE WESTERLY APPROX- 
I?U!PhLY 3 MILES; THENCE SOUTXE3iY APPROXIMATELY 
1-1 2 MILES; m C E  h'ESTERLY APPROXIMATELY 1 MILE; 

Wl3S"ERLY APPROXIMATELY 1-1/2 M I  
CORNER OF S E C P l O N  b ,  T 1 S, R 14 E; THENCE SOUTH- 
ERLY TO THE SW CORNER OF TNE NWi 08 SECTION 9, 
T 1 S, R 14 E; THENCE EASTERLY TO THE SE CORNER OF 
TIIE NE* OF SECTION 10, T I S, R 14 E; THENCE 
N O R T H U Y  TO THE NW CORNER OF SECTION 11 , T 1 S , 

TUY #,mu; thence easterly a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1-3 
MILES-TO 1HE sw CORNER OF SECTION 6, T 1 S, R 15 E; 
TIIENCE NORTiiERLY TO THE POINT OF BEUINNINO, ALL 
O&FE&M., GILA COUNTY, ARIZONA. 

d s  TH E L  'CE SOUTHEHLY APPkOXIMATELY 1 2 HILE. THENCE 
TO TkE NW 

R 14 E; THGNCB EASTERLY TO THE SE CORNER OF SEC- 
T I O N  T 1 S, R 14 E; THENCE NORTHEHLY APPROXIMA- 

U - 1 4 4 & o n c o m ~ * ~ @  I N  THE MATTER OF THE P E T I T I O N  OF ARIZONA WATEn 
Arizona COW COMPAMl FOR INCREASE OF APIA To BE SERVED AT 

CEHPRAL HETOHTS, ARIZONA CESCRIBED AS -INNING AT 
THE SE CORN&R OF THE SkIe OF SECTION 26, T 1 N, 

SEt OF THE Sw&J SECTION 28, T 1 N, R 15 E; thence 
NORTHERLY TO T&E Nw CORNLR OF THE NE+ OF THE SW& 
S%l!I~IJ 16, T 1 N, R 15 L; T:iENCE USTERLY TO THE 
NE C O F W R  03' THE Slit SECTiON 14, T 1 NJ R 15 E; 

i: I *  *,I 1'361 R 15 E; THENCB WESTERLY.TO THE S!J CORNER OF THE 

THENCE SOUTHERLY TO THE POLAW OF BEGINNING, 
G&sRE&)rlj G I L A  COUNTY, AHIZOINA. 

ALL 

U - 1 4 4 5  

u- 1799 

IN T H B  MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ARIZONA WATER 
COMP4NY FOR A CERTIEICATE OF CONVENIENCE AND 
NECESSITY TO SEsz;IE THd V I C I N I T Y  OF FiOiiENCE 
JUNCTION, ARIZONA DESCRIEED AS BEOINNING AT THE NE 

EHLY TO TkB Euw CORNER GP SECTION 1, T 2 S, R 9 E; 
SOUTHLUY 'Po THE SW COiiNLR OF SECTION 36, T 2 S, 
R 9 E; l H M C E  EASTERLY M THE SE COFCdER OF SECTION 
36, T 2 S, R 10 E; TWNCE NORTlW3LY TO THE P O I N T  
OF BZGlNNINC, ALL C&sRIykM, PINAL COUNTY, A R I Z O N A .  

IN THX MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF RAINBOW VALLEY 
I ~ G t ~ T I O N  COMPAkNJ AN ARKZUNA CORPORATION, FOR ;I 

CEKTI~ICATL OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO OPERATE 
A MUTUl.bL I M I O A T A O N  WATER SYSTa4 TO SERVE SECTION 
14; NE,, and E+ of SEk of SrX'i'1"JiJ 15; Section 22;  
E OP SEC'iION 23; E' OF SECTION 25; W i  OF SECTION 
29; SECTIOIJ 27; SEt'OF SEC2ION 34 an? the S;!i OF 
SFCTXUN 35, A L L  T 2 S, R 2 M, G L C W l ,  MAhICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA. 

CORNER OF SiCTION 1, T 2 S, A 10 E; TIiENCE WEST- 



u-1800 

u-1801 

IN 
WA= CoSIpAW, AN ARIZONA NON-PROBZT CoRpoRATIOCS, 
POR A CEiEmCATB OF 001SYB1JIENCB AND NECBSSITY 
WNSTIWCT, OPIPIA'PB Ms) MAINPAIN A CafillAL WATER 
SYSTKH BOR THE m 8 E  OF RIAMSHINo powEsTIC 

AND 
TOWSHIP 17 woffar, 

ARTZONA, LYINO WEST OF THE CBNTBR LINE OF OAK 
USEIS, AND SPECIFICALLY INCLUDINO Au OF OAK CREEK 
CLIFFS, A SUBDIVISION AS mOWN ERt MAP OF RECORD IN 
TIOI: OFmCE OF THE COUNTY RECOmm, C O o O N I ~  

SUQI OTHM PROPERTY NEAR OR ADJACANT THWETO AS 

TION. 

I N  THE CIAm OF THE APPLICATION OF OVERQAARD 
WATER COMPANY POR A CEIWIFICATE OF C O w v E N l z E N ~  Am 
NECBSSITy TO CONSTRUCT, OPERATE AWD M I W A I N  A 
DOMESTIC WATER SYSTEm I N  THE AREA DESCRIBED AS 
PORTION, IF ANY SERVED BY McNARY UP- 
THE EAST HALP (E ) OF SECTION 32, T 12 N, R 17 E, 
EXCEPT THAT PORT 4 ON SERVED BY NONARY UTILITIES CO. ; 

T 12 N, R 17 E, OiSRE&M, NRVAJO COublTY, ARIZONA. 

HA- OF PtB APPLICATION OF DOOOIBB910 

warn  To 12s MmBims IN OAK CLIFFS StmXVISION 
AREli D)45cRfm AS ALL THAT FORTIOM OP 

NW4 OF SECTXOII 1 
BAS!P,OFTLEBa 8Jkw4, COCONINO COUNTY, 

COUNTY, ARIZONA, CASE 1 OF MAPS, M P  101, AND OF 

U Y  BE DESIGNATED BY THE BY LAWS OF THE CORPORA- 

ALL OF SECTION 33. T 12 N, R 17 E, EXCEPT THAT 
CO.; 

SOlEmEAST QUARTm (SEt) OF SECTION 29, 

DATm at Phoenix, Arizona this 318t day of August, 1961. 
BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

FMNCIS J. BYRNES 
SECRETARY 
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EXHIBIT F 





CITY COUNCIL 

Wm. Arthur Oates 
Herbert Bednorz 

. . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . .  M a r y  F. Roberts 

Chief . 5 .  . . . . . . .  Rodney J. Weinberg 
ief AI 0. Fritz 

'LE 
. . . . . . . . . .  Navor Proctor 

TOGETHER . . . . . . . . .  Clyde Shute 

erinfendent . f . . . . . . .  C. S. Collins ;LOBE 
Louis J. Schmerber 

'LACE IN 

6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

LIVING 



ert Jimmy D (Betty L) @ emp ICC Co h Bandy Hts PO Bx 1125 
jlbert Stephen E (Esther R) .I @I carp & millwright Van Dyke Constn Co h 200 

Cobb ( C  Hts) RD 1 BX 79D OGA 5-4117 
es Wiley @I retd h 420 S 4th St 
lard Ben (Town &It1 Go) res New York NY 
lespie Leland E (Mary L) 2 Q drill hlpr ICC Co h 250 Cuprite OGA 5-4119 
lespie Mary Ann @ tchr Miami HS h 14 2nd Av (CC Manor) (G)  4 G A  5-2793 
lespie Noel B (Mary L) I mechl eng MC Co, corres sec YMCA Men’s Club h 30 
Bechtel Tract RD 1 Bx 39H 4 G A  5-6457 

GgIespie Rose L (wid Hugh) q 14 2nd Av (CC Manor) 4GA 5-2793 
Gillette Carrie (Mrs S V) ofc sec Miami Tnsp Hosp r ss Skyline Dr Po Bx 675 

Gglette John Q (Frances) 2 @ custdn PO h 149 Hopi (Six Shooter Canyon) 

Gjllette nobt L (Martha T) Q linemn Ariz Pub Serv h 1407 E Maple PO Bx 1711 

) @ retd h ss Skyline Dr P O  Bx G78 4 G A  5-6276 
ude) 2 @ retd h 1035 N East 4GA 5-5624 
2 pipe ftr  MC Co Copper Cities Div 11 Little Acres 

Giono Teresa r South of Globe RD 1 Bx 4F 
Giorgio Vito instrrirnent mn State Hwy Dept h Apt 2 325 S Sutherland OGA 5-2312 
Giorsetti Jos B (Cath) 4 0 prin Noftsger Hill Sch h 127 S 2nd St 4GA 5-5219 
Giovando Bat (Lena) 2 @ lab tech ICC Co h 120 N 2nd St P O  Bx 1053 4 G A  5-4680 
Giovando Jerrie student r 120 N 2nd St PO Bx 1053 OGA 5-4650 
Given Brothers Shoe Co Inc  Leon Glenn mgr 152 N Broad OGA 5-2311 
Givens Franklin L (Norma A)  1 USA r 10s Glendale ( C  Bts) RD 1 B x  119 4GA 54245 
Givens Kath J r 108 Glendale (C H t s )  RD 1 Bx 119 QGA 5-4245 
Givens Thos A @ crane opr ICC Co h 108 Glendale (C Ws) RD 1 Bx 119 4 G A  5-4245 
Glenn Leon J (ICathleen B) 2 0 mgr Given Bros h ss Skyline Dr OGA 5-4SG7 
Glenn Willard A (Strelsa B) 3 0 dep state mine inspr h 107 Central (C H t s )  

Globe Advertising Co (Wesley Lillagore) Ice tIse Canyon PO Bx 344 OGA 5-5193 
GLOBE AUTO PARTS (Fred E Wade) 151 E Sycamore OGA 5-2431 
GLOBEBATTERY SHOP (V B Allison) L Ezell mgr ss Globe-Miami Hwy PO Bx 1805 

Globe Body Shop (J V Bustamante) 926 N Broad QGA 5-5351 
Globe Business & Professional Women’s Club Mozelle Wood pres meets ea Tues noon 

GLOBE CAFE& STEAK HOUSE (Mrs Yerda House) ‘‘open 24 hours” specialjzing in  

Globe Candy Cottage (R €I StoIze) ret1 ronfectioncrs 914 N Broad 
Globe Canyon Full Gospel Church Mrs Nona V Montgomery pastor 300 West (C Hts) 

GLOBE CHAMBER O F  COMMERCE Mrs Emma R Wcnker mgr Dominion Rotel 

G L O B S C I T Y  O F  

(Miami) OGA 5-6491 

670 E Sycamore 

fine food 396 N Broad 4 G A  5-6341 

PO Bx 1454 OGA 5-2808 

PO Bx 2593 (Globe) 4 G A  5-4495 

Attorney Navor Proctor 150 W Cedar OCA 5-2442 
limes home ’ ’  ‘1 . . Barn 102 Carico 

Cemetery 441 W Hackney 
Central Ball Park 421 W Hackney 
City Hall 150 W Cedar OGA 5-2442 
Clerlc Mrs Mary F Roberts 150 W Cedar 4GA 5-2442 
Council Geo Larson, Fred Fritz, S IvI Gibson, ’w A Odes, Anton Chiono & Herbert 

in ea mo 

2351 

ad OGA 6-2522 Bednorz mems 150 W Cedar 4GA 5-2442 

1960 Globe City Directory 335 -Kille of Arizona 



EXHIBIT G 



30734 
30735 

*m35 
*30736 
830737 
*3W38 
*30739 
930740 
3ww 
30742 
+300742 

1.00 
7,136.10 
1,793.50 

229.92 
8,ooo.00 

2,166.70 
361.25 
W.63 
793.20 - 
W.03 ' 

eO.32 

30743 
9307L3 
* 3 m  
3wwl 
307t5 ' 

'3WL5 
* m ~ 6  

30746 

Internal Rev. 
n I nu/H 

Aris. st. W I  
Aris st. T=. W/H 
n n W W / H  

xnduetrial c-. 

n ,I n 

n W  (1 

T o t a l s  

1,955.00 
456.80 
778.U 

2,450.32 
260.98 
65.20 

134.73 
665.25 

28,015.04 



EXHIBIT H 







EXHIBIT I 








