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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT 

 
Minutes of Meeting 

Tuesday, February 2, 2010 
House Hearing Room 4  --  2:00 p.m. 

 
 
Chairman Burges called the meeting to order at 2:38 p.m. and attendance was noted by the 
secretary. 
 

Members Present 
 
Mr. Antenori Mr. Driggs Mrs. Tovar 
Mr. Campbell CH Mr. Gowan Mr. Montenegro, Vice-Chairman 
Mr. Chabin Mr. Nichols Mrs. Burges, Chairman 
 

Members Absent 
 
None 
 

Committee Action 
 

HB2153 – DP (8-0-0-1)     HB2285 – DP (7-1-0-1) 
HB2154 – DPA (9-0-0-0)     HB2297 – DP (6-2-0-1) 
HB2175 – DP (8-0-0-1)     HB2428 – DP (8-0-0-1) 
HB2249 – DPA (6-1-0-2)     HB2451 – DISCUSSED & HELD 
HB2259 – DP (6-2-0-1)     HB2596 – DP (6-0-0-3) 
 
 
CONSIDERATION OF BILLS 
 
HB2154 – private easements; maintenance – DO PASS AMENDED 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2154 do pass. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that the Nichols two-line amendment to 
HB2154 dated 1/29/10 (Attachment 1) be adopted. 
 

Michelle Hindman, Majority Research Analyst, explained that HB2154 provides guidance for 
the maintenance and cost sharing of an easement (Attachment 2). The amendment adds 
reasonable to the bill so it requires the reasonable cost of maintenance to be shared 
proportionately rather than just the cost (Attachment 1). 
 
Representative Nancy Barto, sponsor, stated that this bill ensures that all parties share equitably 
in the cost of maintenance where there is joint use of easements or roads.  Currently, there is no 
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statutory guidance to the courts on this issue, but there is case law in statute in other states, 
notably California.  She added that the bill is a work in progress and she plans to meet with 
interested parties to develop language to improve the bill. 
 
Jerry Freeman, representing self, Cave Creek, spoke in favor of HB2154.  He related that for 
eight years, he maintained an easement that crosses Cave Creek, and parts of the road and 
ditches, which wash out once or twice a year after heavy rains.  It has been very expensive, and 
he has been unable to get the other resident in the area to share the cost.  He initiated a lawsuit, 
but after two days of hearings, the judge said there is no Arizona law on the issue so he will have 
to take this to the Legislature.   
 
Melissa Hill, representing self, spoke in favor of HB2154.  In response to a question, she advised 
that the bill can be modified to address drainage easements, but that is currently not the primary 
focus.  She said many existing shared access easements are dated, so it was not foreseen that the 
easements would be split up and the property would be developed.  When storms occur, moving 
water through such a small channel results in areas where streets are inundated with water and 
silt, which becomes a maintenance problem.  In Mr. Freeman’s case, the cost is more involved 
than just maintaining the road. She said the California law is slightly more comprehensive, and 
she would like to see language added to the bill to provide for a competitive bid or prior 
arrangement of shared costs so property owners are aware.   
 
Molly Greene, Salt River Project, testified as neutral on HB2154.  She stated that if this measure 
goes forward without an amendment as Representative Barto referred to, she is concerned that it 
would have an unintended impact on contractual obligations that would impose the burden of 
maintenance on landscaping, trash and debris, which an entity such as a utility is not intending to 
take on.  She has some language to discuss with the sponsor and other stakeholders. 
 
Penny Allee Taylor, Specialist/Government Affairs, Southwest Gas Corporation, neutral on 
HB2154, agreed with the comments made by Ms. Greene.  She stated that she is looking forward 
to working with Representative Barto on designing an amendment that works for residential 
property owners and does not entangle other groups. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2154 
but did not speak:  
Ronald Holler, representing self  
Lois Holler, representing self  
Marlene Halacka, representing self  
Janice Freeman, representing self  
Michael Weideman, representing self  
Lisabeth  Weideman, representing self 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2154 but did not speak: 
Michael Dimaria, Director of Legal Issues, Qwest Communications  
Susan Anable, Manager, Government Relations, Cox Communications 
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Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up as neutral on HB2154 
but did not speak: 
Tom Jones, Chief Executive Officer, Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative Association 
 

Question was called on the motion that the Nichols two-line amendment to 
HB2154 dated 1/29/10 (Attachment 1) be adopted.   The motion carried. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2154 as amended do pass.  The 
motion carried by a roll call vote of 9-0-0-0 (Attachment 3). 
 

HB2153 – homeowners’ associations; public roadways – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2153 do pass. 
 

Brooke Olguin, Majority Assistant Research Analyst, Commerce Committee, explained that 
HB2153 prohibits a homeowners’ association (HOA) from regulating any street, easement or 
other area that is owned by a governmental entity (Attachment 4). 
 
Representative Nancy Barto, sponsor, indicated that this bill passed the Committee last year but 
was held up in the Senate.  It will clarify in statute that HOAs do not have the authority to 
regulate publicly-owned roads within their communities, which is happening all over the state.  
She added that she will offer a substantive amendment on the Floor to remove any doubt about 
the intent of the bill by striking the words “EASEMENT OR OTHER AREA” and “OR USE” on 
page 1, lines 7 and 8. 
 
Tom Bertram, representing self, opposed HB2153.  He testified that he is a homeowner who 
lives in a community with a HOA that restricts on-street parking.  The covenants, conditions and 
restrictions (CC&R) are written so the people in the neighborhood can call for a vote to make 
changes.  People who moved into the neighborhood agreed to the CC&Rs, and if he wanted to, 
he could have moved to another neighborhood that did not have on-street parking restrictions.  
He requested that the Members oppose the bill. 

  
Kevin B. DeMenna, representing Community Associations Institute, opposed HB2153.  He said 
if this is enacted, there will be no way to amend community documents to change the 
circumstances in relation to publicly-owned roadways.  He requested that the bill be held for a 
week in order to work on the language to make it easier for local residents in an HOA to change 
the contract the residents signed when they moved in. 
 
Mr. Gowan commented that anyone who wants to move to a new development is forced into a 
contractual obligation with a HOA; the other choice is to move to an older neighborhood. 
 
Mr. DeMenna suggested that may be an issue to discuss with home builders, noting that he has 
often proposed changing the threshold required to make changes to CC&Rs. 
 
Mr. Nichols remarked that builders obtain building permits from cities, which require HOAs to 
be set up in order to transfer the responsibility of maintaining roads, water retention areas, parks, 
etc., to HOAs.  He lived in a HOA neighborhood for many years and did not like it, but 
affordable housing in the East valley was only in HOA communities.  He finally purchased land 
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and built a home on it; the only other option was to move to a neighborhood that was 30 years or 
older without an established HOA.  Many HOA communities cannot get 10 to 15 percent of the 
residents to show up for an HOA election, let alone achieve the threshold required to change 
some of the CC&Rs.   
 
Discussion followed about cities and HOAs.   
 
Mr. Antenori cited the case of an individual who had a lien placed on his home by a HOA for 
attorneys’ fees associated with the HOA taking him to court to collect a fine for a parking 
violation.  He questioned why pseudo-government entities are being given the authority to 
impose civil action against people for parking on a public street.   
 
Mr. DeMenna stated that residents in HOA communities are supplied with the CC&Rs in 
advance of moving into the neighborhood and he recommends that people read the documents.  
He submitted that people do have a choice.  If the Legislature insists on making changes to those 
contracts, the only remaining alternative is to pass a law to make it easier for communities to 
alter the contracts.   
 
Melissa Hill, representing self, in support of HB2153, made the following comments:  

• HOAs do not have the authority to move or ticket a car but they do so, and they place 
liens on homes and sue residents.   

• A newsletter from Scott Carpenter was sent to HOA management companies last year 
who sent it to HOA board members (Attachment 5).  In the middle of the recession,  
Mr. Carpenter thought it would be a great idea, since people were financially strapped 
and suffering, to increase a $25 fine to $250 to scare people into compliance.  

• Contracts are entered into every day that are not legal and she has not seen a CC&R that 
says residents cannot park on a public street; CC&Rs are extremely vague and usually 
identify something like “HOA property.”     

• She designed several subdivisions in the valley and cities require developers to create 
HOAs to transfer responsibility of maintenance costs from the city to HOAs.  Developers 
would like to get rid of HOAs because it is a very costly legal process when it could be 
easily handled with zoning issues.  HOAs have no regulatory authority but a zoning 
board does.   

• Hopefully, this bill will pass; this is the fourth year it has been introduced and every year 
she receives 100 new phone calls on this issue. 

 
Kurt Anderson, representing self, Scottsdale, spoke in favor of HB2153.  He said he read the 
HOA contract and chose to live in a HOA community.  He has a two-car driveway and there are 
designated areas in the community for spillover visitors and community members.  Everything 
worked great until a new board member decided that parking should not be allowed on the street, 
even in designated areas.  He received letters stating that he owed the HOA board $1,200 for 
parking fines and from the HOA attorney stating that he also owes attorneys’ fees, etc., for a total 
of almost $1,500, and that the HOA will sue him.  He never parked on a public street; he parked 
in the driveway or designated areas, but now he has to hire and pay an attorney.  He will win the 
case, but he has to pay the attorney fees anyway, so the person who wins is the attorney.  On top 
of that, he and another gentleman tried to run for the HOA board, but the incident was used as a 
scare tactic to prevent him from being elected to the board.   
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Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2153 but did not speak: 
Scott Carpenter, Attorney, Community Associations Institute  
Jeff Sandquist, representing Robson Communities 
Don Thompson, representing self  
Anne Hamilton, Senior Account Executive, DMB Associates  
Fran Noe, representing self  
Mary Arnold, representing self 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2153 
but did not speak: 
George Staropoli, representing self  
Patrick Nuanez, representing self  
Penny Allee Taylor, Specialist/Government Affairs, Southwest Gas Corporation  
Brenda Barry, representing self  
Jerry Freeman, representing self  
Janice Freeman, representing self  
Marlene Halacka, representing self 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up as neutral on HB2153 
but did not speak: 
Scot Mussi, Deputy Director, Legislative Affairs, Home Builders Association of Central Arizona 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2153 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 8-0-0-1 (Attachment 6). 
 

HB2175 – city annexation procedure – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2175 do pass. 
 

Stephanie Johnson, Majority Research Intern, explained that HB2175 creates a 60-day deadline 
for a municipality to provide the clerk of the Board of Supervisors with a copy of an adopted 
annexation ordinance (Attachment 7). 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2175 
but did not speak: 
Todd Madeksza, Director of Legislative Affairs, County Supervisors Association 
 
Lee Miller, Lobbyist, Maricopa County, spoke in favor of HB2175.  He stated that heretofore 
when Arizona municipalities expanded boundaries there was no obligation on the municipality’s 
part to let the county know.  This bill will ensure that the voter registration and property tax rolls 
are appropriately updated to reflect new annexations. 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2175 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 8-0-0-1 (Attachment 8). 
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HB2249 – municipal development fees; refunds – DO PASS AMENDED 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2249 do pass. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that the Antenori five-line amendment to 
HB2249 dated 2/1/10 (Attachment 9) be adopted. 
 

Stephanie Johnson, Majority Research Intern, explained that HB2249 refunds any fees collected 
if the facility is not completed within seven years of the first development fee that is assessed on 
the facility (Attachment 10).  The amendment contains the following provisions (Attachment 9): 

• changes the payor of the fee to the original property owner  
• clarifies that the fees are for the facility  
• adds that if the original property owner cannot be determined, the municipality must 

refund the fees to the current owner of the property. 
 
Ken Strobeck, Executive Director, League of Arizona Cities & Towns, opposed HB2249.  He 
noted that HB2008, general government; budget reconciliation, which was passed in the  
Third Special Session, imposed a two-year freeze on impact fees, which has only been in place 
for about four months.  HB2008 also included the provisions of HB2259, which only went into 
effect in late November 2009, so he is not sure why this bill was introduced to change the way 
impact fees are administered by cities.   He surmised that the home builders’ ultimate goal is to 
eliminate impact fees and require existing taxpayers in a community to pay for infrastructure 
needed for new development when the Legislature’s position historically has been that as new 
development occurs, the builders should pay for the infrastructure used to serve the development.   
 
He indicated that HB2249 changes the methodology for impact fees by focusing on a certain 
facility rather than services that are provided, which could be difficult to calculate.  Additionally, 
the refund provision to the builder seems like double dipping.  The amendment strikes that 
provision and requires a refund to the original owner, and if that cannot be determined, to the 
current owner.  He suggested bypassing the original owner who was compensated for impact 
fees paid when the house was sold. 
 
Representative Andy Biggs, sponsor, indicated that he supports the amendment.  He noted that 
he has a memo from a previous speaker stating that development impact fees are paid for 
construction of infrastructure such as streets, fire stations, parks and other items that serve a 
development, which is broad.  He stated that growth should pay for growth.  This bill states that 
if an impact fee is required but the amenities are not built within seven years, which is a 
reasonable amount of time, excluding water resources, wastewater or sewer facilities that take 
longer to build, the fees should be refunded.  The home builder passes the cost along to the home 
purchaser, but if that person does not receive the amenities that were expected, that person 
should get some money back.   
 
Mr. Chabin asked why cities cannot utilize those funds to offset the cost of other impacts of 
growth if the amenities are not provided.   
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Representative Biggs responded that cities have to conduct a survey and forecast, so redirecting 
the funds would be ignoring those, which is what the imposition of impact fees is based upon, so 
it would equate to total imposition of a tax. 
 
Mr. Chabin submitted that people who are elected are in the best position to decide where the 
money should go in terms of mitigating the impacts of growth.  A brief discussion followed. 
 
Courtney Gilstrap Levinus, Arizona Multihousing Association; Arizona Building Owners and 
Managers Association, testified in support of HB2249.  Referring to the first page of a handout 
from a study by Duncan & Associates, she noted that most states included in the study impose a 
time frame in which impact fees that are collected need to be spent (Attachment 11).  The time 
frames range from five to fifteen years with a median average of six years.  This is not a new 
concept.  The third page identifies provisions that should be included in any development impact 
fee study, one of which is that impact fee revenues have to be spent within a certain period of 
time, usually six to eight years from collection, or be refunded to the fee payor.  She opined that 
refunds are commonplace and should be in place in Arizona.   
 
She added that another reason for the requirement of the refund is to have cities focus on projects 
that can be built within a specific time frame when developing infrastructure improvement plans 
(IIP).  Some cities include items that will not be built for 15 to 20 years, so a more realistic 
picture needs to be within a shorter time frame.     
 
Spencer Kamps, Deputy Director, Home Builders Association of Central Arizona, spoke in favor 
of HB2249.  He submitted that without impact fees there is no infrastructure, but home builders 
want to pay only their fair share and want reasonable rules to abide by.  Impact fees are 
established before anybody moves to a community, which is the process set up in statute, so the 
people who pay the fee are not around during discussion of the services to be provided, and the 
fee is included in the cost of the home.  This is a simple bill related to seven-year refunds with an 
exemption for water, wastewater and sewer.     
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2249 
but did not speak: 
Scot Mussi, Deputy Director of Legislative Affairs, Home Builders Association of Central 

Arizona  
Lori Lustig, Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 
Jeff Sandquist, representing Robson Communities  
Emily Ryan, Government Affairs, Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2249 but did not speak: 
Mike Williams, representing City of Tempe; Town of Queen Creek 
Sandy Bahr, Conservation Director, Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter 
Peter Bengtson, representing self  
Jacqueline Walker, City of Kingman  
Amber Wakeman, Government Relations, City of Tempe  
David Johnson, Intergovernmental Affairs Analyst, Town of Buckeye  
Shirley Gunther, Intergovernmental Affairs Manager, City of Avondale  
Lisa Estrada, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Peoria  
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Katie Decker, Legislative Liaison, Town of Fountain Hills  
Michael Celaya, Intergovernmental Relations Director, City of Surprise  
Romina Korkes, Director of Government Affairs, City of Goodyear  
Jennifer Pena, Deputy City Clerk, City of Litchfield Park  
Scott Butler, City of Mesa  
Patrice Kraus, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Chandler  
John Wayne Gonzales, Legislative Liaison, City of Phoenix  
Paul Jepson, Assistant to the City Manager, City of Maricopa  
Michelle Gramley, Town of Gilbert 
 

Question was called on the motion that the Antenori five-line amendment to 
HB2249 dated 2/1/10 (Attachment 9) be adopted.  The motion carried. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2249 as amended do pass.  The 
motion carried by a roll call vote of 6-1-0-2 (Attachment 12). 

 
HB2259 – development fees; proportional share – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2259 do pass. 
 

Stephanie Johnson, Majority Research Intern, explained that HB2259 makes multiple changes to 
development fee law (Attachment 13). 
 
Representative Andy Biggs, sponsor, said this bill takes into account proportionality when 
considering growth paying for growth. 
 
Ken Strobeck, Executive Director, League of Arizona Cities & Towns, opposed HB2259.  He 
said these provisions are already in law.  Home builders have been unhappy with many of the 
provisions, and in some cases, filed lawsuits against various cities and towns.  Home builders 
lost a case in Goodyear again because the courts are upholding the process contained in statute.  
He said this bill will add complications, cost and more processes because it will be confusing for 
city officials to understand and for analysts who have to do impact fee studies to know which 
standard to adhere to.  Based on changes made in the last three years, it now takes a minimum of 
285 days from the time a city council decides to impose an impact fee to conduct the study, hold 
public hearings, allow for waiting periods, and hold more public hearings, so it is not done 
overnight or secretly, and developers have many opportunities to get their points on the record.  
He asked that the Members not pass the bill because the provisions are already required. 
 
Spencer Kamps, Deputy Director, Home Builders Association of Central Arizona, spoke in favor 
of HB2259.  He stated that if a decision is made to build a facility to serve existing residents, 
there will be a proportional allocation typically done to new and existing residents.  This bill 
requires that if that is done by a city those existing residents must pay their proportional share.  
There is also a disclosure component dealing with financing and bonding because home builders 
want to know the debt that is allocated to impact fees.  There have been cases where home 
builders paid an extra $10 million on projects because the projects were financed, but impact fee 
revenues are not a good source to use as a financing mechanism for bonds.  It does not mean that 
cannot be done; it is just that the home builders would like to know.   
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Courtney Gilstrap Levinus, Arizona Multihousing Association; Arizona Building Owners and 
Managers Association, testified in favor of HB2259.  She agreed that there are provisions in the 
law to address proportionality, but the industry is looking for predictability and clarity, which 
will benefit the cities and builders.  She noted that a table in the Duncan & Associates study 
shows that development fee statutes in all of the states require reasonably related impact fees, but 
not all states, including Arizona, are very clear on this (Attachment 14).  The level of service is 
addressed in the infrastructure improvement plans (IIP) portion of the statutes, but it is not clear 
that a development fee has to specifically address existing level service and new level service.  
Arizona’s requirement is that proportionate share has to bear a reasonable relationship to the 
burden imposed to provide the additional necessary public service.  The first column of the 
handout shows there are better ways to phrase this, which was done in the language of the bill. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2259 
but did not speak: 
Scot Mussi, Deputy Director of Legislative Affairs, Home Builders Association of Central 

Arizona  
Lori Lustig, Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce  
Emily Ryan, Government Affairs, Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association  
Jeff Sandquist, representing Robson Communities 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2259 but did not speak: 
Mike Williams, representing City of Tempe; Town of Queen Creek  
Amber Wakeman, Government Relations, City of Tempe  
David Johnson, Intergovernmental Affairs Analyst, Town of Buckeye  
Shirley Gunther, Intergovernmental Affairs Manager, City of Avondale  
Lisa Estrada, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Peoria  
Katie Decker, Legislative Liaison, Town of Fountain Hills  
Michael Celaya, Intergovernmental Relations Director, City of Surprise  
Romina Korkes, Director of Government Affairs, City of Goodyear  
Jennifer Pena, Deputy City Clerk, City of Litchfield Park  
Eric Emmert, Arizona Planning Association  
Scott Butler, City of Mesa 
John Wayne Gonzales, Legislative Liaison, City of Phoenix  
Patrice Kraus, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Chandler  
Paul Jepson, Assistant to the City Manager, City of Maricopa  
Michelle Gramley, Town of Gilbert 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2259 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 6-2-0-1 (Attachment 15). 
 

HB2297 – city or town annexation – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2297 do pass. 
 

Michelle Hindman, Majority Research Analyst, explained that HB2297 allows the governing 
board of a municipality to immediately annex certain territory with a majority vote of the 
governing board (Attachment 16). 
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Representative Jerry Weiers, sponsor, asked a representative from the City of Glendale to 
respond to questions from the Committee. 
 
Craig Tindall, City Attorney, City of Glendale, spoke in favor of HB2297.  He related that about 
a year ago, the City of Glendale learned that the Tohono O’Odham Nation desired to take  
135 acres of land into trust for purposes of Indian gaming.  The land is within the jurisdiction of 
the City and the Tribe is currently in court trying to take that jurisdiction away judicially.  Other 
tribes in Arizona consistently work with other municipalities, but when the Tribe presented the 
proposal to the City, it clearly stated the intention to ask the federal government to create this 
reservation without any input from the community.  This bill allows the City to annex the 
property and create a situation where a reservation cannot be created under these circumstances, 
and it will allow other cities to address similar situations that arise.   
 
In response to questions, he advised that annexation has never been considered a taking in the 
State of Arizona.  The City of Glendale’s policy is to work with land developers who wish to 
develop a property and determine if it is appropriate to annex the property.  This land was vacant 
for a long time and the Tribe bought it through another entity, so the City had no knowledge it 
was held by the Tribe.  The City did annex a portion of the property so that issue is being 
addressed in the court system.  The remainder of the property was not annexed because no 
development was planned nor did any developer ask the City to annex the property. 
 
Scot Butler, Attorney, Gila River Indian Community, related that the Gila River Indian 
Community supports HB2297 and offered to answered questions. 
 
Chairman Burges announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2297 but did not 
speak: 
Cathi Herrod, President, Center for Arizona Policy  
Dale Wiebusch, Legislative Associate, League of Arizona Cities and Towns  
John MacDonald, representing City of Glendale 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2297 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 6-2-0-1 (Attachment 17). 
 

HB2285 – city building permit fee – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2285 do pass. 
 

Christopher Stapley, Majority Assistant Research Analyst, explained that HB2285 enacts statutes 
regarding the fees for building permits or plans assessed by a city or town (Attachment 18). 
 
Scot Mussi, Deputy Director of Legislative Affairs, Home Builders Association of Central 
Arizona, spoke in favor of HB2285.  He stated that this bill contains the same language the 
Legislature adopted two years ago for solar permits in relation to being attributable and defraying 
the cost of service.  It refers to all permits since some jurisdictions are not providing justification 
for costs related to building permits, in order to make sure things are done in a fair and equitable 
manner.  He said city representatives are satisfied with most of the provisions, but did express 
concern about lines 10 to 12 relating to providing an itemized, written list of individual costs 
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associated with issuing the permit or plan at the request of the permittee.  In response to a 
question, he noted that some fees are going up 70 or 80 percent this year with no justification, 
while others are going up two percent, but he will work with the cities on language.   
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro agreed that there are some concerns by the cities, which will be 
addressed on the Floor. 
 
Dale Wiebusch, Legislative Associate, League of Arizona Cities and Towns, stated that he 
opposes HB2285 in its present form, but he plans to work with Mr. Mussi and  
Vice-Chairman Montenegro to rectify those concerns, after which his position will be neutral. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2285 
but did not speak: 
Lori Lustig, Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce  
Emily Ryan, Government Affairs, Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association  
Jeff Sandquist, representing Robson Communities 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2285 but did not speak: 
Mike Williams, representing Town of Queen Creek  
Shirley Gunther, Intergovernmental Affairs Manager, City of Avondale  
Lisa Estrada, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Peoria  
Michael Celaya, Intergovernmental Relations Director, representing self  
Romina Korkes, Director of Government Affairs, City of Goodyear  
Jennifer Pena, Deputy City Clerk, City of Litchfield Park  
Patrice Kraus, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Chandler 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2285 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 7-1-0-1 (Attachment 19). 
 

HB2428 – county zoning hearings; appeal – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2428 do pass. 
 

Christopher Stapley, Majority Assistant Research Analyst, explained that HB2428 allows county 
supervisors to delegate the review of decisions made by a hearing officer to a county board of 
adjustment (Attachment 20). 
 
Mr. Driggs, sponsor, deferred testimony to Ken Quartermain. 
 
Ken Quartermain, representing Maricopa County, spoke in favor of HB2428.  He advised that 
the board of adjustment interprets zoning ordinances when there is a dispute between county 
staff and an applicant, and grants zoning variances when there is a peculiar condition on a 
property and the zoning interpretation causes a hardship.  The board of supervisors hears appeals 
on decisions made by the county’s hearing officer of violations of the zoning ordinance.  This 
bill gives a county the option of moving that function to the board of adjustment.  There will be 
no effect on county budgets.   
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Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in favor of HB2428 
but did not speak: 
Morgan Day, Maricopa County  
Michael Racy, lobbyist, Pima County  
John Kaites, representing Maricopa County  
Todd Madeksza, Director of Legislative Affairs, representing self 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2428 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 8-0-0-1 (Attachment 21). 
 

HB2451 – line extensions; utility infrastructure; charges – DISCUSSED & HELD 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2451 do pass. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2451 be amended as follows: 
 Page 1, line 20, after “LATERAL” insert “IS” 
 

Michelle Hindman, Majority Research Analyst, conveyed that the Rules attorneys’ indicated that 
the verbal amendment is simply a clerical error.  She explained that HB2451 requires public 
service corporations to offer a 1,000 foot free line or service lateral extension needed to extend 
electric service and monetary credits toward the cost of any necessary utility infrastructure 
(Attachment 22).   
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2451 be amended as follows: 
 Page 1, line 20, after “LATERAL” insert “IS” 
The motion carried. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that the Montenegro two-page 
amendment to HB2451 dated 2/1/10 (Attachment 23) be adopted. 
 

Ms. Hindman explained that the amendment contains the following provisions (Attachment 23): 
• clarifies that the public service corporation must be those that provide an electric service 
• expands the statute requiring any charges demanded or received by a public service 

corporation must be just and reasonable by prohibiting and making it unlawful to require 
payment, fees or surcharges that are specifically dedicated to pay a public service 
corporation’s federal or state taxes associated with installation of a line or service lateral  

• adds a requirement for public service corporations to provide a written, itemized list of 
individual costs associated with installation of a line or service lateral or any necessary 
public infrastructure at the request of the customer or applicant  

• clarifies that this act does not apply to a public service corporation providing electric 
service that is a member-owned, nonprofit cooperative corporation  

• states that the bill does not apply to contracts entered into before September 30, 2010   
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro related that he will offer the following Floor amendment to the 
amendment: Page 1, lines 4 and 5, strike “OR FOR NECESSARY UTILITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE” noting that the intent of the amendment is to 
prevent double taxation of the taxpayer. 
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Mr. Antenori, sponsor, stated that a similar bill was sponsored by Senator Sylvia Allen who is 
holding stakeholder meetings.  He plans to offer any language agreed to by the stakeholders and 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro’s amendment in Committee of the Whole and asked the Members to 
move the bill out of Committee.  He stated that the intent of the bill is to re-establish the fact that 
the Legislature set policy with regard to line extensions since 1954 when infrastructure was 
passed on to utilities as a cost of doing business.  In 2007, the Arizona Corporation Commission 
(ACC) interjected a policy beyond its authority by requiring that all infrastructure costs be paid 
up front by the homeowner or developer before developing property, which has had an impact on 
expansion in rural communities.  The purpose of the bill is to rein in the ACC in its continued 
desire to implement energy policy and control utilities beyond rate and regulation.   
 
Meghaen Duger, Vice President for Government Affairs, Arizona Association of Realtors, spoke 
in favor of HB2451.  She related that in 2007, the ACC voted to do away with allowing utilities 
to offer up to 1,000 free footage of line extension, a policy that had been in place since the 
1950s.  Since that time, customers have been charged an astronomical cost for extensions with 
no ability to appeal the cost or go to another vendor.  This policy change has diminished land 
value, and in some cases, priced owners out of building a home or being able to rent electricity to 
a home under construction.  Line extensions are costing homeowners from $10,000 to $45,000 
with no reason for the cost.     
 
She said she tried for the last three years to work this out with the ACC.  In the most recent rate 
case, although the Association was not an intervener, she went to every public meeting.  There 
were hundreds of public comments on the APS settlement agreement that all stemmed around 
this policy change, but an amendment was run through without ever vetting what it would do to 
land value, homeowners or home builders.  The argument for passing this change was that 
growth should pay for itself.  She submitted that not only is growth paying for itself; it is paying 
for three times its cost.  She added that before this policy went into effect, the average bill for a 
line extension was 20 cents so the argument that this policy increased rates is not valid. 
 
In response to a question, she advised that the amendment exempts cooperatives because they are 
user-owned utilities and do not have the same incentives as for-profits.   
 
Mr. Antenori stated that the bill applies to any company that goes through the ACC for a rate 
evaluation. 
 
Discussion followed about the potential impact to utilities. 
 
Ms. Duger advised that people built a home and were not notified about this policy until a year 
later when they tried to turn on electricity.  They are now renting because they cannot afford the 
cost to move into their home.  She related that it has stopped economic development in rural 
Arizona.  Five or six rural county representatives wrote to the ACC asking that this change be 
reconsidered.  She was told in August 2009 that the ACC will hold stakeholder meetings, which 
has not happened. 
 
Mr. Nichols asked if there was a rate reduction when the ACC passed this in 2007.  Ms. Duger 
stated that she does not believe so.  She understands that it was a way to minimize the impact of 
the rate increase because of the cost of fuel at the time. 
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Mr. Nichols asked if people who can afford to hook up to the grid have the ability to sell their 
house and move to another.  Ms. Duger stated that the cost is never reimbursed, but surmised that 
a home with electricity will probably sell for more than a home without electricity. 
 
Mr. Nichols noted that from working with Salt River Project, he knows there is significant cost 
for poles and lines, etc.  The private property owner who purchases those does not maintain 
ownership but transfers it to the utility, which is a lost investment and a concern about the ACC’s 
decision. 
 
Barbara Pecora, representing self, spoke in favor of HB2451.  She submitted that this bill will 
create jobs.  For 50 years, APS provided power to a property if the pole or service was within 
1,000 feet, which is how Arizona grew and prospered, as well as APS.  In the summer of 2007, 
for some reason, after a 15-minute discussion, the ACC decided to do away with that policy 
without notifying anyone that it was being considered, nor was anyone notified of the change 
after it happened.  She said she purchased two-and-a-half acres, and when she heard about this 
policy a year after it happened, she thought she would be grandfathered in, but she was not, 
along with many other people.  She filed an intervention on the APS rate case in order to get the 
ACC to listen to her concerns, but she was unsuccessful in getting the ACC to reverse the 
decision.  She provided a handout and asked the Members to read it, noting that it contains letters 
from elected officials and people whose lives were astronomically affected by this policy 
(Attachment 24).  She added that she would like the ACC to reverse the policy, and if changes 
are in order, notify everyone that will be affected. 
 
Amy Love, Legislative Liaison, Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC), opposed HB2451. 
She stated that the policy was put in place in June 2007 under an all-Republican Commission 
with Chairman Mike Gleason and did not go into effect until February 27, 2008.  ACC’s 
opposition to HB2451 is primarily based on constitutional grounds to the extent the legislation 
specifies not only which customers will pay for a public service corporation’s cost of service, but 
how customers will pay and the amount that must be paid.  These are fundamental components 
of ratemaking, which is the responsibility that the State Constitution assigned solely to the ACC 
(Article 15, Section 3).  She made the following points: 

• This bill is unnecessary since the ACC is in the process of convening workshops and 
Commissioner Pierce is preparing to file a notice of inquiry to send to all stakeholders to 
convene to discuss the issue and look at possible solutions.   

• Regarding Mr. Antenori’s comment, the Legislature did not have policies in place; these 
were already policies that were set at the ACC.  The state did not have a 1,000 foot 
policy, which was unique to APS.   

• The bill is in conflict with the recent APS rate settlement agreement and could lead to a 
lot of expensive litigation, which is not the right thing to do at this time.   

• The bill with the amendment will also apply to Tucson Electric Power (TEP) and 
Unisource while everyone else is exempt, so this is a very specific bill to those entities.     

• The 1,000 foot line extension offered by APS was not free because the cost was 
absorbed by other ratepayers.  The ACC did not believe it was fair for a very small 
group of people to force a much larger group of people to incur the cost.  

• TEP had an extension policy of 500 feet and Unisource had 400 feet, so having 1,000 
feet would almost double theirs if this went into effect. 
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• To say there is no opportunity for a ratepayer or applicant to appeal is not true.  She has 
letters of complaints from individuals who believed they were being overcharged, and 
ACC staff worked with the utilities and required that refunds be issued with interest. 

• Ms. Pecora had a tremendous impact on this case, specifically the requirement that 
utilities itemize when sending out a bill.   

• A handout lists all parties that intervened on the APS rate case (Attachment 25).  
Realtors and home builders did not choose to intervene, but did offer public comment.  
Many people showed up at a very public hearing.   

• A handout of the results of a survey conducted by ACC staff of other policies in other 
states will probably be the subject of one of the workshops the ACC plans to hold 
(Attachment 26). 

 
Mr. Antenori contended that this is an issue of fairness.  He questioned, if he puts in a 1,000 foot 
line extension for his house, why he cannot go to the ACC and ask to charge APS and anyone 
who taps into that line for using the infrastructure.  Under the current setup, he would pay rates 
to the power company who takes that infrastructure, and when additional people use the 
extension, he would not be reimbursed for paying for the infrastructure. 
 
Ms. Love responded that this bill is not a fair application because it exempts SRP, municipalities 
and cooperatives, and it does not apply to gas, water, etc.  The ACC’s decision was one way to 
help utilities mitigate rate increases.  One of the subject matters that could be raised in a 
workshop is if there is a way to allow a person who pays for the initial infrastructure to receive a 
credit, but it is a ratemaking question that belongs at the ACC.   
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2451 but did not speak: 
Sandy Bahr, Conservation Director, Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter  
Lyn White, Manager, Government Relations, Freeport McMoRAn  
Peter Bengtson, representing self  
Gretchen Kitchel, Senior Public Affairs Representative, Pinnacle West Capital Corporation  
Jeff Schlegel, Southwest Energy Efficiency Project   
Michael Dimaria, Director of Legal Issues, Qwest Communications  
Pat Vanmaanen, representing self  
Gary Yaquinto, President, Arizona Investment Council 
Larry Lucero, Manager, Governmental affairs, Tucson Electric Power Company 
 
Martin Shultz, Vice President, Pinnacle West Capital Corporation; Arizona Public Service 
Company, opposed HB2451.  He stated that during APS’ last rate case settlement, an effort was 
made to have as small an increase as possible, considering the pressures of the current economy.  
The ACC indicated that the policy of no more free extensions would reduce the need for a rate 
increase by about $100 million over a two-year period.  He acknowledged that according to the 
Constitution, the ACC is responsible for the terms and conditions of rate setting in Arizona.  He 
suggested that the bill be held to allow time for stakeholders to talk and made the following 
points: 

• The exemption for rural electric cooperatives is ironic because they can continue to 
charge a fee for extensions, which they requested in rural Arizona, when the Legislature 
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is saying the policy should be more socialized where the collective pays for the cost of 
doing business.   

• Testimony that there would be no repayment for an extension as others come on the line 
is incorrect.  If another person uses that extension, the first individual receives a pro-rata 
share reimbursement.   

• There is no evidence that this extension policy has any real impact on the economic 
development fortunes of rural Arizona or any other part of Arizona. 

• Regarding comments he has heard that a person will have to pay more for an extension 
than the land, while the price of land has taken a big hit because of the downturn, it is still 
a very valuable commodity, so he would like to see specifics on that because he believes 
it is an overstatement. 

• This should not be a big fight between APS and other utilities and realtors or home 
builders, and once they get through this process, they will continue to be partners in 
progress for APS and all other utilities in Arizona.   

• Passing this bill will send out a signal that a constitutional challenge is being set up 
between the ACC and the Legislature as to who is in charge as far as utility extension 
policies, which is inconsistent with HB2250 relating to economic development.   

• In 1912 the ACC was established to handle public service corporations and rural electric 
cooperatives so to exempt rural electric cooperatives is inconsistent.  Salt River Project is 
not in the legislation.  In order to have a unified policy and socialized extensions, 
everybody should be included.  If other utilities are asked to charge actual costs for 
extensions, they will raise the issue of rate increases to the Legislature as well.   

• The Residential Utility Consumer Office (RUCO), which protects residential interests, 
was supportive of the APS rate case and extension of this policy.  RUCO’s position is 
that it does not champion any additional rate increases beyond what has occurred.     

 
Mr. Shultz responded to questions about renewable energy.  Discussion followed about the bill. 
 
Scot Mussi, Deputy Director of Legislative Affairs, Home Builders Association of Central 
Arizona, in response to questions, related that when the policy was changed in 2007, home 
builders did not find out about it until one month before it went into effect.  The change was 
done at the last minute with no input.  Jobs and economic growth are not being created because 
of this policy.  He was told the ACC would have workshops last summer but that has not 
occurred.  He explained that the policy for extending water and sewer service in cities could be 
through an impact fee, but in rural Arizona water utilities are often owned by the builder or 
developer so it is factored into the entire cost of the project.  He added that in the most recent 
settlement case, Indian reservations and low-income individuals received exemptions for line 
extensions, so there were plenty of carve-outs. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2451 
but did not speak: 
John Diaz, representing self  
Mike Wyllie, Arizonan's for Fair Power Policy  
David Deloera, representing self  
David Godlewski, Government Liaison, Southern Arizona Home Builders Association  
Joe Sigg, Lobbyist, Arizona Farm Bureau  
Tom Farley, Lobbyist, Arizona Association of Realtors 
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Courtney Gilstrap Levinus, Arizona Multihousing Association  
Todd Wyllie, representing self  
Patrick Bray, Deputy Director of Government Affairs, Arizona Cattlemens’ Association 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up as neutral on HB2451 
but did not speak: 
Tom Jones, Chief Executive Officer, Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative Association 
 

Question was called on the motion that the Montenegro two-page 
amendment to HB2451 dated 2/1/10 (Attachment 22) be adopted.  The 
motion carried. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2451 as amended do pass. 
 
Chairman Burges announced that HB2451 will be held. 
 

HB2596 – free exercise of religion – DO PASS 
 

Vice-Chairman Montenegro moved that HB2596 do pass. 
 

Christopher Stapley, Majority Assistant Research Analyst, explained that HB2596 amends the 
Free Exercise of Religion statutes with regard to land use (Attachment 27). 
 
Representative Steve Yarbrough, sponsor, indicated that HB2596 states that churches should not 
be treated more harshly than other land uses.  The bill is prospective only and will not impact 
ongoing litigation between a particular church and the City of Yuma.   
 
Ken Strobeck, Executive Director, League of Arizona Cities & Towns, opposed HB2596.  He 
stated that religious institutions should not be treated differently from other organizations when it 
comes to land use matters; however, some of the language in the bill goes beyond treating 
religious organizations fairly and actually gives them preference and precedence.  He talked to 
Representative Yarbrough who is willing to work on some amendments. 
 
Nathan Andersen, representing self, testified in favor of HB2596.  He said he is a land use 
attorney in Arizona.  It has been his experience that land use processes on municipal and county 
levels are sometimes subject to the personal preferences and political agendas of commission and 
council members, and consequently, which occasionally leads to arbitrary and discriminatory 
land use decisions against churches and other religious assembly uses.  A law is needed that 
supports and strengthens existing federal protections granted to religious assembly uses.  He said 
he believes this bill provides this protection while requiring compliance with reasonable zoning 
and development standards that are equally applied to similar uses and that are in effect at the 
time a land use application is filed.  Further, this bill will ensure that churches and religious 
assembly uses continue to receive this needed protection in the event the federal protections are 
overturned or diluted. 
 
Deborah Sheasby, Legal Counsel, Center for Arizona Policy, spoke in favor of HB2596.  She 
testified that this bill is designed to protect religious freedom while at the same time reduce the 
need for expensive litigation between churches and cities.  Since the bill is not retroactive, it will 
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not and cannot undo past disputes or existing litigation, but it can provide better guidelines for 
cities and religious groups to abide by in the future since it is already necessary to comply with 
the federal law (Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act).  She asked for the 
Members’ support. 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in support of HB2596 
but did not speak: 
John Wentling, representing self  
Seth Apfel, representing self 
 
Vice-Chairman Montenegro announced the names of those who signed up in opposition to 
HB2596 but did not speak: 
Ron Messerly, Attorney, City of Yuma 
Lisa Estrada, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Peoria  
John Wayne Gonzales, Legislative Liaison, City of Phoenix  
Patrice Kraus, Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator, City of Chandler  
Scott Butler, City of Mesa 
 

Question was called on the motion that HB2596 do pass.  The motion carried 
by a roll call vote of 6-0-0-3 (Attachment 28). 
 

Without objection, the meeting adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 
 
 
 
      _______________________________ 
      Linda Taylor, Committee Secretary 
      February 12, 2010 
            
(Original minutes, attachments and audio on file in the Chief Clerk’s Office; video archives 
available at http://www.azleg.gov) 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Impact
    /LucidaConsole
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


