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Commentary 

 

Not With a Bang, But a Whimper – the end of the Water Workshops  
 

After one full year, the ACC ended its Water Workshops in November – all told the industry 

made about 20 presentations to the Commission on issues ranging from DSICs, to ROEs, to 

acquisition costs and consolidation.  Companies wrote letters in support of positions, 

responded to Staff questions, and addressed some of the most vexing challenges facing 

investment in Arizona. 

 

If you’re waiting for something to come out of it, don’t hold your breath.  The workshops are 

over and there is no big report coming, no reform package, no Special Open Meeting – nothing 

is coming next. 

If you’re looking for reasons, start by searching through Docket 06-0149.  You will find there is 

something absent – there was never a single letter from any Commissioner on any issue.  Don’t 

blame the Commissioners – they are very active on issues that interest them; from renewable 

energy, demand side management, line extension costs, to integrated resource planning, the 

electric and gas industries receive a great deal of well-earned attention.   

The fault lies not in the Commissioners, but in our efforts.  After a year of effort, the water 

industry failed to attract an audience or an interest in reform.  That’s sobering. 

For those of us who believe that the private sector has a role to play in managing and providing 

essential services, Arizona remains a conundrum:  This isn’t a left-wing state, but when it comes 

to water there is no desire to inject efficiency, market forces, or economies of scale into the 

water sector. 

There is no willingness to invest in regional plants to increase efficient water use, wastewater 

reclamation, or water reuse.  There is no desire to use price signals to encourage conservation 

of a resource that we simply cannot live without.  And there is no interest in consolidating the 

sector to achieve economies of scale that would make it possible to fix the numerous small, 

remote, broken water systems in Arizona.   

Each of those realities stands in stark contrast to the policies Arizona adopts and incents for 

electricity and gas companies.  Those industries have adjustor mechanisms for transmission, 

power, distribution, conservation, and renewable energy.  Hundreds of millions of dollars flow 

from ratepayer pockets to the solar industry’s subsidies.  And electric utilities get higher ROEs 

so investors provide billions of dollars to provide better and better service to more and more 
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people.  Their cases get settled, so bond rating agencies improve the ratings and provide lower 

cost debt. 

Arizona’s water industry is like the guy at the dance who suddenly realizes that the last song is 

over, and every girl he asked to dance that night has turned him down.   

This isn’t the first time this has happened, and the usual response of our industry is to keep 

dancing by ourselves… We are witnessing an interesting experiment in democracy: if we hold 

enough lunches, can we reform an industry? 

But while we dance alone, take a look around: APS just settled its rate case (again) and it will 

likely get a 10 ROE and a stack of adjustors (including a move toward decoupling and an 

increase in the tariff rate for water pumping).  Southwest Gas settled well and got decoupling 

and a solid ROE.  The electric and gas industries have adjustor mechanisms, robust ROEs, 

massive support from Commissioners on issues of importance – and the water industry can’t 

generate a single letter from a Commissioner after a year of workshops.   

We didn’t even get anyone interested in DSICs which would ease “rate shock” while 

simultaneously improving infrastructure.  (To continue our ‘lonely guy at the dance’ analogy, it’s 

as if we opened a bottle of Moet and poured out five glasses, and nobody picked one up…) 

What will happen next explains what just happened: each of us will go back to our work, on our 

narrow issues, on our next rate case, and hope that somebody, somewhere, fixes something.    

In other words, we will keep dancing by ourselves and hope that at some point, the pretty girl 

will notice us and come over to dance with us.  Bad news for dreamers: that isn’t how it really 

ends. 

We’re not sure what the industry should do next; but we are sure of one thing – we can’t 

expect change if we don’t change.   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

To settle, or not to settle? 
 

Commissioners debate settlement policy. 

 

In an extended Staff meeting in December, the Commissioners debated the appropriateness of 

rate case settlements.  Commissioners expressed concerns about their ability to have input into 

settlement terms, as well as less information being available when a case is settled.  Chairman 

Pierce also expressed concerns that settlements are treated like a big pot of money where 

everyone gets something – except for those not in the room.  Chairman Pierce also expressed 
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concern about what happens if the Commission wants to reject a settlement in its entirety; the 

whole process has then been set back by months.   

 

Executive Director Ernest Johnson commented that settlements can be very challenging and 

that he sometimes asks himself “Frankly,… why am I doing this.”  However, he urged the 

Commissioners to keep an open mind about proposed settlements, saying “I urge you to 

consider that settlements are a useful tool in the regulatory toolbox.”  He emphasized the 

importance of Commissioners letting the parties know what their concerns and key issues are in 

advance, through letters, so the parties can take those matters into account in developing a 

settlement. 

 

Southwest Gas settlement narrowly approved. 

 

During the Commission’s (extremely lengthy) December open meeting, the Commission 

narrowly approved the settlement in the Southwest Gas rate case.  RUCO and AARP opposed 

the settlement, leading to lengthy deliberations by the Commissioners.  RUCO and AARP 

strongly objected to the “decoupling” rate design included in the settlement, which would 

allow Southwest Gas to recover its fixed costs while its use per customer decreases.  Ultimately, 

the Commission approved the settlement 3-2, with Chairman Pierce, and Commissioners 

Newman and Kennedy voting in favor.   

 

APS and Arizona-American. 

 

In December, settlements to the APS and Arizona-American rate cases were also reached, 

subject to Commission approval.  The Arizona-American settlement allows the highly 

controversial White Tanks regional surface water treatment plant to be included in rate base 

($78.9 million).  It also provides for a 10.6% return on equity, but requires a three year phase in 

of the new rates, with no recovery of the foregone revenue.   

 

Why aren’t there more water company settlements? 

 

While it is not unusual to see rate case settlements for large energy utilities, like APS or 

Southwest Gas, the Arizona-American settlement is a positive sign.  A regulatory environment 

that supports settlements can result in much lower rate cases expense, reduced regulatory risk, 

increase certainty, and reduced regulatory lag – all critical needs for Arizona water utilities.  But 

rate case settlements are rare for water companies, and they are almost unheard of for small 

water companies.  It seems like settlements happen only when vast armies of lawyers get 

involved in a case – and small water companies often can’t afford any lawyer at all.  Staff, RUCO 
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and water companies of all sizes should consider settlements.  As a New Year’s Resolution for 

2012, we should all look for ways to promote reasonable settlements.  And let’s find a pathway 

to settle rate cases for small water companies, without the need for lawyers.   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The ACC Gets Serious About Fixing Regulatory Lag 
 

During the WUAA annual luncheon on November 18, 2011, Chairman Gary Pierce emphasized 

the Commission’s budget proposal, which includes adding a second hearing room in Phoenix, as 

well as two new ALJs to hear cases.  Attached is a fact sheet from the ACC regarding their 

proposed FY 2013 budget.   

 

The fact sheet notes that the plan “specifically equates to increased timeliness and efficiency in 

regard to multiple and overlapping scheduled Commission proceedings. The centerpiece of 

this effort is our Hearings Division and the need for a second full-scale Hearing Room….”   The 

fact sheet explains that they anticipate the plan “will reduce the time it takes for a Large Utility 

Rate case from a current average of 20 months to 9 months.”   

 

Recently, scheduling hearings has been very difficult because the main hearing room is 

frequently booked far in advance, as are the ALJs.  The ACC’s budget plan eliminates these key 

bottlenecks that slow down rate cases.  Unnecessarily lengthy proceedings hurt everyone – 

Commissioners, Staff, customers, and certainly utilities, who suffer increased regulatory lag.  

The Commission should be commended for this innovative plan.  We encourage everyone to 

support the Commission’s FY 2013 proposed budget -- contact your state senator and 

representatives to let them know how important this is.   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

     

Year in Review - 2011 

Some Positive Developments on the Water Front 

While it’s true that we are often critical of the Commission’s decisions, we do believe in giving 

credit where credit is due, and there were positive developments with respect to the water 

industry in 2011.  From our vantage point, in 2011 the Commission approved two major policy 

shifts for water companies. 

 

 



January 2012 Issue 12-1 6 | P a g e  

Copyrighted Material – Reproduction Prohibited 

Hook-up Fees   

Most significantly, the Commission in several cases agreed that unexpended hook-up fees 

should not be deducted from rate base as CIAC.  This makes a lot of sense; plant built with 

hook-up fees shouldn’t be included in rate base.  But rate base shouldn’t be reduced just 

because the utility collected hook-up fees that are sitting in a bank account waiting to be spent.   

Many utilities collected significant hook-up fees during the real estate boom; when the market 

tanked, the utilities sensibly cut back on capital expenditures, especially to serve new areas.  

They shouldn’t be penalized for that by reductions to rate base.  If and when the hook-up fees 

are spent on plant, the plant should be excluded from rate base.  Notably, the Commission 

adopted this approach over RUCO’s vociferous objections.   

The first decision under this new approach involved Bella Vista Water Co.,1 and the Commission 

subsequently followed the same path in a recent rate order for Litchfield Park Service 

Company.2  Chairman Gary Pierce and Utilities Director Steve Olea are to be commended for 

spearheading this change. 

BMPs 

Second, in a number of orders, the Commission rejected attempts to impose “Best 

Management Practices” or “BMPs” for water conservation beyond those required by ADWR.  In 

2010, the Commission issued a number of orders imposing additional BMP requirements on 

water companies.  While we at Arizona Regulatory Reports are big fans of water conservation, 

top-down regulatory mandates from the ACC are not the way to get there.  Instead, as an 

economic regulator, the Commission should look to economic incentives (such as ROE adders) 

and cost recovery options (such as DSM or BMP adjustors) to give both water companies and 

customers incentives to pursue conservation – and to remove disincentives such as poor rate 

designs that encourage utilities to sell more water. 

The Commission also issued two significant orders on rehearing, resolving highly contested, 

long-running rate disputes.  The Commission reversed an $18 million rate base reduction to 

Johnson Utilities3, and it allowed shareholders of Chaparral City Water Company to share in 

some of the settlement proceeds from a damaged well.4   

                                                           
1 See Arizona Regulatory Reports, Issue 11-1, page 5. 
2 Docket No. SW-01428A-09-0103. 
3 See Arizona Regulatory Reports, Issue 11-5, page 20. 
4 See Arizona Regulatory Reports, Issue 11-1, page 4. 
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Perhaps most importantly, the Commission stopped issuing radically low ROEs, such as the 

8.01% imposed on Litchfield Park Water Company in 2010.5  

Lastly, the Commission approved EPCOR Water USA’s acquisitions of Arizona-American Water 

Company and Chaparral City Water Company.  It is notable that the Commission approved 

these purchases without imposing onerous conditions (e.g., a rate case “stay-out” 

requirement.)  Those of us who remember the conditions the Commission imposed upon the 

sale of some of the same water systems when they belonged to Citizens understand the 

downside and long-term negative effects such conditions can have.  While such conditions may 

seem attractive to the Commission at the time the transaction is approved, they have highly 

problematic consequences down the road. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Open Meeting Updates 

ACC recognizes value of professional management 
Mirabell Water Co. 

Docket No. W-02368A-11-0185 

 

Mirabell is a small, Class D water company with 57 customers.  Its owner, Morton Friedman, 

has owned it for at least 30 years.  He told the ACC that he’s never taken a salary or a dime in 

profit from the company.  Like a lot of small, older companies, Mirabell was challenged with 

aging infrastructure, limited finances and no professional staff.  In a previous interim rate case, 

the Commission noted management and operational deficiencies.  Facing a service outage and 

increased regulatory oversight, Mirabell retained Southwester Utility Management (SUM), an 

experienced operator of small water systems.   

 

SUM went to work immediately.  Unfortunately, the test year for the rate case was already 

over.  Mirabell proposed including SUM’s ongoing fees in rates, with a $10 a month temporary 

surcharge to pay-off the remaining SUM fees.  Staff recommended the surcharge be denied, 

arguing that these were non-recurring expenses out of the test year.  The ALJ recommended 

50% recovery with a $5 fee.   

 

However, Chairman Pierce proposed an amendment to allow the full $10 surcharge.  His 

amendment stated “We believe that it is in the public interest to authorize timely recovery of 

                                                           
5 See Arizona Regulatory Reports, Issue 11-1, page 2. 
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SUM’s managerial expenses.  Failure to authorize timely recovery of SUM’s managerial 

expenses may result in companies like SUM being unwilling to rescue distressed water 

companies, including serving as interim managers, in the future.”  After the ALJ noted that 

hiring SUM was “an excellent move”, Chairman Pierce explained that he wanted to make sure 

SUM was made whole and to make sure that Mirabell has enough cash flow to pay SUM.  The 

ACC approved the amendment (see Decision No. 72675).   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Two and a half years to approve a WIFA loan? 
Sonoita Valley Water Services 

Docket No. W-20435A-09-0296 

 

Sonoita Valley Water Services (Sonoita) is a Class D water utility in Southeastern Arizona.  Its 

current owner, Buck Lewis, was asked by the Commission to take it over as an interim manager 

and eventually he bought the system when its previous owner essentially abandoned it.  Like 

many such systems, it was poorly designed and constructed and has been plagued by 

operational problems.   

 

In June of 2009 Sonoita filed a rate case and financing applications.  The financing application 

requested approval of a loan from WIFA to address its significant infrastructure deficiencies.  

On August 10, 2011 the Commission approved a rate increase (Decision No. 71830), however, 

the Commission indicated more information was necessary before approving the loan.  Sonoita 

was required to file a detailed description and prioritization of construction projects allowing 

the Staff to prepare a Revised Staff Report.   

The company provided a revised description of the necessary capital improvements and their 

costs to the Commission.  In an effort to reduce the impact on its customers the company 

proposed a less extensive (and less expensive) capital improvement plan.  The initial Revised 

Staff Report rejected the company’s new capital improvement plan but, after discussions with 

Mr. Lewis, Staff filed a revised report recommending approval of the financing request. 

The Commission approved the company’s revised financing request at the November 8, 2011 

Open Meeting which is a positive for the company and its customers.  However, the fact that it 

took two and a half years for a Class D financing request to be approved is notable.  Such delays 

not only delay the necessary system improvements, they also increase the legal and 

administrative costs of such filings.  Given the essentially non-existent returns earned by 

owners of small systems like Sonoita, mitigating such delays (and their accompanying expenses) 

should be a priority for the Commission.   
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ACC allows loan to recover arsenic capital costs; Staff proposal to 

force capital investment rejected 
Little Park Water Co. 
(Docket W-02192A-10-0395) 
 

Little Park Water Company, like many water companies in Arizona, faced significant expenses in 

complying with the EPA’s arsenic requirements.  Little Park incurred $267,091 in capital 

expenditures for arsenic treatment plant.  It collected $85,835 in hook-up fees.  Little Park 

obtained a loan from its parent company for the remainder, $140,000.  Little Park then sought a 

loan from Chase Bank for the $140,000, to repay its parent company, Big Park Water Company.  

 Chase agreed to the loan, but the ACC Staff recommended that the loan be rejected, and that 

the $140,000 loan from the parent be invalided, and that the $140,000 be considered paid-in 

capital from the parent.  In the alternative, Staff recommended a $118,000 loan.  Little Park 

argued that its parent, Big Park, could not afford to make a $140,000 investment in Little Park 

and that Big Park needs to be repaid.  The ALJ agreed with Staff’s $118,000 alternative.  The 

Commission, in an amendment proposed by Commissioner Kennedy, rejected the Staff and ALJ 

alternatives and approved the full $140,000 loan. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

   

ACC approves interim tariff without considering revenue impact 
Truxton Canyon Water Company, Inc.  
W-02168A-10-0247 
 

At the December 14, 2011 Open Meeting the Commission addressed the issue of what rates the 

Valle Vista Property Owners Association (the Association) should pay to Truxton Canyon Water 

Company, Inc. (Truxton.)  The Association’s water consumption is driven by a golf course, park 

and swimming pool it owns and operates.   Previous to this decision the Association did not 

take water from Truxton Canyon, rather it paid a fixed monthly amount under a contract with 

the Claude K. Neil Family Trust (Trust.)  The Trust is affiliated with Truxton and subsidizes 

Truxton’s operations.   

 

As a result of previous Commission action, the Association became a direct customer of Truxton 

and Truxton filed a proposed interim tariff for the Association to be effective from January 1, 

2012 through the resolution of Truxton’s current rate case.  The interim tariff was subject to a 

true up to the rates that ultimately will be approved in the rate case.  The interim tariff filed by 
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Truxton was designed to maintain the status quo in that it generated the same revenue as the 

contract with the Trust. 

The Association opposed the interim tariff and advocated for substantially lower rates.  Truxton 

maintained that those rates were far too low to cover its cost of operations.  The Commission 

ultimately approved an interim tariff with rates slightly above those advocated by the 

Association and well below those filed by Truxton.  The rates approved by the Commission are 

also significantly below what the Association would pay under Truxton’s existing tariff. 

Truxton maintained that the approved rates would result in severe financial strain on the 

company.  The Staff indicated that Truxton had not filed any supporting “cost of service” 

information in spite of the fact that a full rate case was filed by Truxton in September.  It seems 

odd that the Commission would approve rates without considering the revenue impact on the 

company. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Cost of Capital – Special Section  

The Best ROE You Can Get 

We have been tracking Arizona ROEs for all Class A companies (water, gas, and electric) since 

2004 and comparing them to the 

U.S. average ROEs as reported in 

Public Utilities Fortnightly.   

Here’s what you already know: 

the ACC fares poorly – usually 

lagging the U.S. average by over 

100bp (in a world where 

investment decisions can turn on 

10bp differentials.)  This is a 

major reason why S&P, Moody’s, 

and Janney Montgomery Scott 

rate Arizona in the bottom of 

their surveys of states for utility investment. 

Here’s what you don’t already know: All of that can be solved with one simple solution: Adopt 

the ACC Staff’s ROE. 
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In 2011, there were only two rate decisions affecting large water companies and the ACC 

granted an average ROE of 8.875%.  The U.S. average (compiled using data from Public Utilities 

Fortnightly) was 10.11% (based on 100 cases across the U.S.)   

In 2011, the ACC Staff’s ROE recommendation was 9.3% - still lower than the U.S. average, but 

because of the tiny number of cases, we think the better way to look at the issue is by 

combining Arizona’s 2010 and 2011 decisions.  In 2010 and 2011, the ACC granted ROE average 

was 9.23% while the U.S. average during that period was 10.22% - consistent with Arizona’s 

norm of being 100bp lower than average. 

But if the ACC had adopted the ROE recommendations of its own Staff, the average ROE in 

2010 and 2011 would have been 9.99% - still lower than the U.S. average of 10.22%, but close 

enough to be within the range of reasonableness. 

This month, the ACC Staff reached a Settlement with Arizona Public Service for its pending rate 

case – with an agreed-upon ROE of 10%. 

If the ACC and the water industry want to do something simple, transparent, and positive for 

the long term investment needs in Arizona, we recommend one thing: Adopt Staff’s ROE 

recommendations.  And the best way to do that is to follow the Florida Model, have the Staff 

build one ROE model per year, and let water and wastewater companies opt-in to that ROE. 

The results would be an instantaneous savings of hundreds of thousands of dollars of rate 

case expense per year (which is borne by customers), an increase in regulatory certainty in 

Arizona (which improves our investment profile), and a decrease in hearing days (which saves 

the ACC time and money.) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The RUCO Index 
Evaluating the ROEs earned by RUCO’s “Comparable Companies” 
 
In our first issue we took a look at the actual returns on equity (ROE) earned by the companies 

RUCO uses to develop its cost of capital estimates.  It turned out that the actual ROEs earned by 

these companies were well above what that ROE estimation process implies.  We thought it 

was time for an update so we took a look at the ROEs actually earned by the RUCO sample 

through the third quarter’s end.   
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The returns have come down some since year end (due to seasonality in the gas industry) but 

are still relatively very healthy.  The average earned ROE of the RUCO companies is 10.85% - 

well above what we’ve experienced in Arizona.  

 

*Through end of second quarter. 
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Operating Margins – The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly  
 

At a recent ACC hearing Staff provided testimony that we found very surprising.  On the subject 
of how to set rates for utilities with negative or very low rate bases the Staff witness testified 
that:  
 

We don't really use operating margin. Operating margin just doesn't mean anything. To 
use operating margin for rate of return is like allocating general expenses based on how 
much revenue one division gets over another. It provides no basis whatsoever.  
Operating margin doesn't provide any good measure to quantify whether the rates are 
adequate. As long as the cash flow is there, then that's the basis.6 

 
A REGULATORY REPORTS DIALOGE   

ROWELL 
I found this very surprising because Staff’s standard practice has been to set rates based on 
operating margins when the rate base is negative or close to zero.  There are a multitude of ACC 
orders that adopt the operating margin as the method for setting the revenue requirement 
when the rate base is inadequate.   
 
WALKER 
To me, the interesting element is that the Staffer did something we don’t see often enough: 
just flat out told the truth about a policy.  OM’s are completely artificial, and the operating 
margin approach covers a multitude of investment sins – God bless him for saying that there is 
nothing rational about running utilities with an operating margin. 
 
ROWELL 
In a perfect world that’s true, operating margins aren’t rational.  In a perfect world all utilities 
would have rate bases large enough to use rate of return regulation.  But we all know that in 
the real world many water utilities don’t have the rate base for that.  In the real world we have 
to think about “second-best” solutions.  The operating margin is recognized nationally as the 
appropriate ‘second-best” ratemaking method to use when the rate base is too small.   
 
The National Regulatory Research Institute’s research on small water companies indicates that 
the Operating Margin is the appropriate ratemaking method to use in these instances.7  Public 
utility Commissions across the country employ the operating margin for ratemaking.  For 
example, the California Public Utilities Commission has an explicit policy of calculating both the 
return on rate base and an operating margin and using whichever one produces the higher 

                                                           
6 Testimony of Gordon Fox, Docket No. W-02031A-10-0168 et. al., 10/19/2011, Transcript 
Volume II at 253. 
7 See the NRRI publication: Small Water Systems: Challenges and Recommendations, Melissa J. 
Stanford , February 7, 2008  
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revenue to set the revenue requirement for small water utilities.8  It is also the stated policy of 
the Florida Public Service Commission to use the operating margin when rate base is too low to 
use the rate of return method.9   
 
To my knowledge it is the norm across the country to use the operating margin when the rate 
base isn’t an option. 
 
WALKER 
Once upon a time, my church, the Catholic Church, got caught up in a mess because it was 
selling ‘indulgences’ to provide forgiveness for sins in exchange for money.  That indulgences 
were widespread was not a justification.  The U.S. relies on original cost rate base – and so does 
Arizona even though we are technically a fair value state; so when assets get depreciated, 
unless there is growth driving more and more investment, the rate base just disappears.  When 
that happens, you have utility companies with no assets – so at that point they can’t grow at all 
unless they have a lot of retained earnings because banks simply won’t lend to them. 
 
ROWELL 
That’s right, but to get retained earnings companies need cash flow; and what sort of cash flow 
does the Staff believe is appropriate for small water companies?  At the same hearing Staff’s 
witness testified that: 
 
 “spare cash flow that should be made available should be fairly nominal.”10 
 
So the Staff believes that only a “nominal” amount of cash should be made available to cover 
both contingencies (such as equipment breakdowns) and to provide a return to the owners of 
small water companies.   
 
WALKER 
So, in my work for Wall Street firms and for utilities, I look at the whole of regulatory policy and 
try to figure out the overarching goal.  And there are some states where we look at that and 
conclude, ‘this state is trying to get investment in sustainability’, or ‘this state is trying to flatten 
the forward price curve.’  But you look at Arizona’s approach to water and it’s ‘keep water 
cheap.’  And that fits, really, with Arizona’s entire water history: at first it was - keep water 
cheap so we can farm, then it became - keep water cheap for new housing and growth, and 
now our policy is - keep water cheap because our economy sucks.   
 
 
 

                                                           
8 See, CPUC RESOLUTION NO. W-4524, March 17, 2005. 
9 See Florida PSC Order Nos. PSC-96-0357-FOF-WS and PSC-97-0130-FOF-WU. 
10 Testimony of Gordon Fox, Docket No. W-02031A-10-0168 et. al., 10/19/2011, Transcript 
Volume II at 199. 
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ROWELL 
So the message to owners and potential owners of small water companies is clear:  Arizona 
believes that the only compensation you should receive for the significant liability you incur and 
the only cash available for contingencies is a “nominal” amount of cash flow.  This attitude 
towards the industry is not conducive either to encouraging current owners to invest in their 
utilities or to encouraging consolidation in the industry.   
 
WALKER 
That’s right, so we have 280-something water companies around the state, and most of them 
have little to no rate base, so they can’t finance and grow; and bigger companies can’t buy 
them because you add customers and costs but not rate base.  So it’s just a matter of time 
before something breaks, the well runs dry, a new EPA rule comes down, and the company 
goes to WIFA and gets emergency financing and the ACC gives them just barely enough money 
to pay the WIFA loan back but because it was thru rates it doesn’t change rate base and we 
stay, forever and ever, in this position where half the water companies, and their customers, 
live under the sword of Damocles. 
 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Did we miss an important issue or case?  Let us know.  Working on a case we should follow?  

Let us know and we will track it.  Have a question or a regulatory issue?  Let us know, that’s 

what we do. 

 

 

Arizona Regulatory Reports is published by Arizona Regulatory Reports, LLC. 

For subscription information, please email info@arizonainsight.com 

 
To contact Matt Rowell, please email mattrowell@cox.net 

To contact Tim Sabo, please email tsabo@rdp-law.com 
To contact Paul Walker, please email paul@arizonainsight.com 
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