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Page Utility Enterprises (“Page”) appreciates the Arizona Power 
Authority’s (“APA” or “Authority”) continuing effort to evaluate the needs of 

Arizona entities eligible for Hoover power. Page currently receives only a 
very small allocation of Schedule B power. Page has previously provided a 

history of the formation of the utility (which was a requirement at the time 
of the 1987 allocation) and the challenges Page faced in obtaining the 

Schedule B allocation. Page serves a vital role in the state of Arizona and is 
dependent upon federal hydropower to provide economic power to a remote 

region of the state. Page explains below its preference for Alternative 5, but 

encourages the Authority to consider a minor adjustment thereto for 
Schedule B entities.   

 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3  

Any scenario that maintains the status quo (or reduces Page’s 
allocation) would result in or perpetuate a disparity among Schedule B 

contractors. Compared to other Schedule B contractors, Page has the third 
highest load but would receive only 1.05 MW (with an associated 1,114 

MWh) - by far, the lowest allocation among Schedule B contractors. This 
amounts to an allocation that is only 3.9% of Page’s load, or 7.26% of 

Page’s maximum allocation (based upon the federal needs test figures 
presented). By comparison, other Schedule B contractors would receive 

proposed allocations that range from 10.61% to 51.69% of the maximum 
allowed allocation. Page reminds the Authority that some  Schedule B 

contractors also receive substantial Schedule A allocations. Page is not one 

of these entities. Because of the preference provisions included in Title 30, 
Page does not have an opportunity to receive Schedule A power and believes 

that this factor should be among the considerations in determining the post-
2017 allocations for Schedule B contractors. For these reasons, Page 

opposes Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 in the latest Draft Proposal.  
 

Alternative 4  

Scenario 4 is an improvement over Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. Aguila 

Irrigation District is removed (and moved over to Schedule A) and the 
associated Schedule B power is distributed among the four municipally 

owned and operated utilities that receive Schedule B power. While 
Alternative 4 is preferred to Alternatives 1, 2 or 3, it is not preferred to 

Alternative 5 because it still results in disparate treatment of Page. Of the 
four municipal utility Schedule B contractors, Page has a greater need, but 

other municipal utility Schedule B contractors would receive a greater 
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allocation (looking at the allocation as a percentage of the maximum 
allowed, and again based upon the federal needs test figures presented). 

Under this alternative, Page’s total allocation would amount to only 16% of 
its maximum allocation, while other municipal utility Schedule B contractors 

would receive over 20% of their maximum allocation. Additionally, those 
districts that receive both Schedule A and B allocations would receive Hoover 

allocations that range between 36% and 51% of their maximum allocation. 
The disparity among the municipal utility Schedule B contractors appears to 

have been addressed, at least in part, under Alternative 5.   
 

Alternative 5  

Of the five alternatives, Page prefers Alternative 5 because it provides 
a framework that addresses Page’s concerns. Under this alternative, Aguila 

Irrigation District is moved over to Schedule A. The municipal utility 
Schedule B contractors are each allocated power in an amount of 

approximately 23% of their respective maximum allowed allocations (based 
upon the federal needs test figures presented). Page notes that there remain 

a few Schedule B contractors that also receive Schedule A power. For these 
entities, their respective Hoover allocations (A and B power) would amount 

to 36% to 52% of their respective maximum allocations – an amount much 
greater than Page’s allocation of 23% of its maximum allocation. This 

difference in treatment has not been explained. Unlike Title 30 (which 
governs the allocation of Schedule A power), Title 45 (which governs the 

allocation of Schedule B power) does not require the Authority to provide 
preference to districts over municipal utilities. As explained in prior 

submittals, as a utility, Page’s ability to set its own rates to cover its costs 

makes it an attractive contractor. Page is not suggesting that major 
adjustments need be made, but is requesting the Authority to consider an 

adjustment in order to bring Page’s allocation to between 4.5 MW to 5 MW, 
so that its allocation is approximately 31% to 34% of its maximum allocation 

(based upon the federal needs test figures presented), which is in line with 
other Schedule B contractors. 

 
 


