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MeSa-az

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

COUNCIL MINUTES

November 4, 2021

The City Council of the City of Mesa met in a Study Session in the lower-level meeting room of the Council
Chambers, 57 East 1st Street, on November 4, 2021, at 7:30 a.m.

COUNCIL PRESENT COUNCIL ABSENT OFFICERS PRESENT
John Giles None Christopher Brady
Jennifer Duff* Dee Ann Mickelsen
Mark Freeman Jim Smith

Francisco Heredia

David Luna

Julie Spilsbury
Kevin Thompson

1-a.

(*Participated in the meeting via video conference equipment.)
Mayor Giles conducted a roll call.

Hear a presentation on and discuss the Mesa City Council District Boundary Map approved by

the City of Mesa Redistricting Commission on October 26, 2021.

Census and Redistricting Administrator Jeffrey Robbins introduced Redistricting Chairperson
Deanna Villanueva-Saucedo and displayed a PowerPoint presentation. (See Attachment 1)

Mr. Robbins informed Council the Redistricting process began approximately a year ago when
discussions commenced surrounding the provisions within the City’s Charter and how
Redistricting is conducted. He spoke about the challenges with this cycle, specifically because
the data from the U.S. Census Bureau was delayed, and the desire to continue Mesa’s rich history
of a citizen-engaged process where residents provide feedback, which is then applied to the final
map.

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo expressed her pleasure in serving as Chair of the Redistricting
Commission and thanked City staff for their work within a very compressed amount of time. She
advised when the City received the census data in its raw form, the data still needed to be
assembled for use in creating maps. She said she appreciates the public’s participation in the
outreach meetings and providing feedback and acknowledged Commission Members Greg
Marek, Jo Martin, Catherine Jiang, and Elaine Miner for their dedication to the process and
applauded the consultant Redistricting Partners for their support. (See Pages 2 and 3 of
Attachment 1)
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Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo shared the timeline, which included an extensive public outreach
component. She reported public outreach took place over a series of public meetings, as well as
online. (See Page 4 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo discussed the Charter requirements that are followed to ensure that the
process is non-partisan when attempting to equalize the population of residents within each
council district. She admitted the provision in the Charter that says a sitting councilmember cannot
be removed from their district through a redistricting process can cause complications in that
essentially the home of a sitting councilmember acts like an anchor and the boundaries must be
redrawn around them. She encouraged Council to look closely at that provision for the next cycle.
(See Page 5 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo highlighted the process where the Commission presents the map to
Council for review and recommendation. She said the map could be approved by Council and
would become effective immediately; however, if Council rejects the map, the Commission may
or may not choose to take the feedback. She added the second map presented to Council will be
the final map. (See Page 6 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo mentioned the Commission followed best practices used nationally
throughout the process to equalize population such as remaining contiguous and compact,
keeping communities together, recognizing communities covered by the federal Voting Rights
Act, and maintaining Communities of Interest (COIl). (See Page 7 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo stated COIl are entirely self-defined and residents identify their
communities in multiple different ways. She encouraged Council to look at the public feedback,
which may not be mappable feedback in terms of clear boundaries but clearly demonstrates a
community passion in the areas that the public considered COl. (See Page 8 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo emphasized three questions that the Commission asked the community
to consider when defining COI. She said the seven public outreach meetings, one in each district
and one virtual meeting, were open to all residents no matter what district they live in. She noted
the City offered an online tool where the public could draw their maps electronically or on a piece
of paper and submit them. (See Pages 9 and 10 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo presented a sample map that was available during all public outreach
meetings to identify COl. (See Page 11 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo indicated two promises made at every single public outreach meeting
were that not everyone would be happy, and all the competing interests would be balanced to the
best of the Commission’s ability. (See Page 12 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo stated the Commission heard from neighborhood groups that had a rich
history for their area and provided justification for their recommended map on how the group
views their community. She reminded the public that the requirement is to use current census
data and the Commission is not allowed to make future projections; however, the Commission
accounted for the faster growing districts with the deviations. (See Page 13 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo presented the recommended Redistricting map overlaid on the existing
districts. She said the Commission was able to achieve a greater degree of compactness
compared to some of the existing boundary lines. She added the issue of a sitting council
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member’s residence and the inability to draw them out could be an issue moving forward. (See
Pages 14 and 15 of Attachment 1)

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo shared the deviations per district and said the deviation for the map in
its entirety is 8.1%, which is below the national best practice of 10%. (See Page 16 of Attachment

1)

Mayor Giles explained Council has the ability to provide feedback to the Commission at the
November 15, 2021, Regular meeting but the final decision is up to the Commission.

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo elaborated at that time the Commission can consider the feedback from
Council, but it is the Commission’s responsibility and duty to provide a map. She added the
process is citizen driven and not political and the second map that the Commission submits is
deemed the final map per the Mesa City Charter.

Councilmember Luna indicated from his vantage point the Commission has done a great job. He
said he appreciates their hard work and is happy with their decision.

Councilmember Thompson expressed his concern with the area around Ellsworth Road and
Baseline Road that is yet to be developed and making sure the area stays commercial or industrial
and not residential. He said staff and future councilmembers need to take into consideration what
is going on in the district next to them because good or bad decisions can have consequences
for the rest of the community.

In response to a question from Councilmember Freeman regarding District 1 having the highest
deviation percentage, Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo confirmed the deviation means District 1 will have
less population by 2,420.

Councilmember Freeman suggested decreasing the positive deviation in District 5 to help balance
the negative deviation in District 1.

Discussion ensued relative to the significance of the deviation percentage and the process for
Council to give a recommendation.

Responding to a question posed by Councilmember Spilsbury, City Attorney Jim Smith remarked
the vote on November 15, 2021, is to approve or disapprove. He added if the majority vote is to
disapprove, then Council would provide recommendations to the Commission who would then go
back to consider those recommendations and the Commission can incorporate the
recommendations or not. He said the second map presented to Council would then be the final
map.

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo pointed out recommendations on a particular line or neighborhood is not
a singular change and would create a chain reaction.

In response to a question from Councilmember Freeman relative to when the final map must be
approved, City Clerk Dee Ann Mickelsen stated December 1, 2021, is the last date Council can
take action and the final map must be sent to County no later than December 8, 2021.

Councilmember Spilsbury remarked that removing councilmembers out of their district during the
redistricting process is not a viable option, especially for those who will be up for reelection.
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Responding to a question from Councilmember Heredia regarding the potential growth in Districts
5 and 6 and the other districts that are landlocked, Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo explained the
challenge was removing a minimum of 20,000 people out of District 6 and then redistributing with
that domino effect to the other districts, especially given the COI testimony that came out and
where some of the homes of current councilmembers are located. She commented the
Commission chose to leave District 5 a little overpopulated in order to make sense for some of
the other areas. She continued by saying the areas where Districts 1, 3 and 4 meet were
particularly challenging because there are some very vocal communities in that area and
decisions had to be made to be able to adjust across the city.

In response to a question posed by Councilmember Heredia relative to whether there are areas
that can be annexed within District 5, Mr. Brady commented that annexation is probably not
suitable because of the infrastructure and the cost it would take to extend roads and sewer to
those areas. He said the annexation policy is that the City is not pursuing annexation but waits
for annexation requests to come to the City.

Vice Mayor Duff thanked the Commission for doing a fabulous job in making difficult decisions to
balance all the needs of our community. She stated she likes having a strong Latino
representation in District 4 for a more unified voice, as well as the historic districts. She asked
how community input weighs in regarding the proposed map and whether the Commission will
consider the community feedback on the proposed map?

Economic Development Project Manager Jeffrey Robbins invited residents to provide their
comments between now and November 15, 2021, by calling him or sending feedback to
redistricting@mesaaz.gov. He noted if there were a situation where a neighborhood was
inadvertently split and brought to the attention of Council, that would be an example of something
the Commission would want to review.

Ms. Villanueva-Saucedo continued by saying the next time the Commission would meet to
discuss the map would be after November 15. She stated the feedback that Council receives
between now and November 15 will inform Council’s decision; and if the majority rejected the
map, then the Commission will reconvene to consider any feedback.

Mayor Giles stated this is not a done deal and residents can still send in their input. He provided
his observations on the non-partisan process, which is different at the state level. He shared the
intention of creating council districts was to increase regional diversity on the Council as the
Council makes decisions for the entire city. He shared some history on the Redistricting
Commission and the reasoning behind some of the decisions made. He added there is always
room for improvement and putting something on the ballot to enhance the process can be
considered for the next election.

Mayor Giles thanked Mr. Robbins and Commission Chairperson Villanueva-Saucedo for the
presentation.

Hear a presentation, discuss, and provide direction on a proposed American Recovery Plan

Electric Customer Credit.

Business Services Department Director Ed Quedens displayed a PowerPoint presentation. (See
Attachment 2)
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Mr. Quedens presented a chart which represents the City’s energy contracted portfolio and the
black line depicting demand. He remarked there is a gap between what is available through
contracts and what the City must buy on the market during peak hours. He indicated with the
growth in the Southwest portion of the country and retirement of generating plants, the market is
experiencing pressures causing the market pricing to increase. (See Page 2 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens compared the residential electric bill costs between Salt River Project (SRP) rates
and Mesa'’s rates. He illustrated the slashed green line above the solid green is where rates would
be if the full cost recovery price was applied to our customers in their rates, which is the area in
particular where the City is seeing the increased price for the market demand. He added that area
is what the City is looking to offset with the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) credit. (See Page
3 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens reported the City has been awarded $105.5 million in ARPA funds payable over two
years. He said the proposal is to use up to $20 million of that funding to offset customers’ electric
utility accounts on a monthly basis for the higher charges. (See Page 4 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens clarified the credit would only apply to residential and commercial customers of the
Mesa electric utility, not to SRP customers, and would not apply to City of Mesa (COM) facilities
electric accounts. (See Page 5 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens explained the credit rate would be a monthly calculation that is conducted by Energy
Resources and Office of Management & Budget (OMB). He remarked the credit is per kilowatt
hour and is the difference between the Mesa full recovery cost, including the increased electric
purchase prices, and the SRP benchmark price. He clarified the tax would be calculated before
the credit is applied to avoid creating a tax liability that the Enterprise or General Fund would have
to pick up because tax is based on the gross revenue, not on what is collected from the customer.
(See Page 6 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens stated the program is forecasted to last up to two years, which could end earlier if
funds run out or if no longer needed. He presented examples of an average residential bill during
the month of August and for a year with the ARPA credit, which demonstrated the average bill will
receive a credit of approximately $585.48 annually. (See Pages 7 and 8 of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens indicated the credit will be shown as a separate line on the utility bill, titled as the
“American Rescue Plan Electric Credit,” so customers know where the money is coming from,
and customers will receive the credit as long as the assistance funds are available. (See Page 9
of Attachment 2)

Mr. Quedens noted if directed to proceed, the credit will be generated for the December billing
cycle, which is for energy consumed by customers in November. (See Page 10 of Attachment 2)

In response to a question from Councilmember Luna regarding whether after the two years of
credit the customer bill will jump up significantly, Mr. Quedens indicated Energy Resources is
working on projects to help mitigate a sudden increase and the hope is that the markets will
stabilize in the next few years.

City Manager Christopher Brady added the credit will provide a chance for staff to come up with
other solutions. He said projections show the City has approximately two years to come up with
alternatives.
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Energy Resources Department Director Frank McRae reported prices stabilized from the milder
summer but were still historically much higher than what has been seen in the past. He added
power plants are starting to be put into the ground, along with more generation, which should help
stabilize things in the near term. He commented, in the long-term, another plan needs to be
established to minimize the City’s risk exposure to the events that have been occurring in the last
couple of years. He advised Energy Resources is looking to bring in electric generation equipment
and facilities inside the electric service area, fuel them with the natural gas system initially; and
then as renewable gas comes onboard, will begin to fuel with renewable gas to further insulate
from any type of market dynamics on both the electric market and the natural gas markets.

Responding to additional questions from Councilmember Luna regarding whether the increase
will be gradual at the end of the two years, Mr. McRae remarked when the $20 million runs out,
other ways to minimize the bill impact will be examined. He suggested there may be ways to fill
the gap with contracts for purchases, and if there is an overlap the City can then remarket the
excess energy.

In response to a question from Councilmember Freeman relative to how far out in the future
Energy Resources has purchased power for the utility, Mr. McRae said that depends on the
resource. He mentioned the hydro contracts are 25-year contracts and the extension of the hydro
contracts was negotiated a couple of years ago. He indicted most of the other contracts are in the
three- to five-year timeframe, adding the reluctance to go beyond that to avoid being locked into
a long- term contract and being restricted from going into agreements with longer-term contracts
with renewable projects.

In response to multiple questions from Councilmember Thompson, Mr. McRae answered the way
to keep energy prices down long-term is by finding ways to make customer consumption of energy
more efficient. He spoke about proposing grant programs to start implementing energy efficiency
measures to bridge the gap with incentives. He informed Council that a proposal has been
submitted into the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) process and would appreciate
Council’s support in helping implement the proposed programs.

In response to a question posed by Councilmember Spilsbury, Mr. McRae said the smart metering
will be helpful to inform customers of their consumption which will encourage customers to
conserve during the peak periods that cost more.

Mr. Quedens added the City is looking to implement a program similar to Salt River Project’s
(SRP) M-Power program to incentivize customers to be aware of and control their energy usage.

Responding to a question from Councilmember Heredia asking whether the City is applying the
funding to commercial customers as well, Mr. Quedens affirmed that the program applies to
residential and commercial customers.

In response to a series of questions from Vice Mayor Duff, Mr. McRae clarified that the rates
would increase as costs increase but will be covered by the $20 million ARPA funding. He
mentioned the natural gas project is moving forward; however, the process is quite complicated.
He remarked he will provide a schedule as soon as one is available.

In response to an additional question from Councilmember Duff regarding whether there are utility
dollars available through the utility and rental assistance program, Mr. Quedens confirmed funding
is still available.
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Mayor Giles expressed his support in using the ARPA funding to allow time to figure out a long-
term approach to the energy market increases.

It was moved by Councilmember Freeman, seconded by Councilmember Luna, that the staff
recommendations on the proposed ARPA electric customer credit be adopted.

Upon tabulation of votes, it showed:

AYES - Giles-Duff-Freeman-Heredia-Luna-Spilsbury-Thompson
NAYS — None

Carried unanimously.

Hear a presentation, discuss, and provide direction on proposed utility rate adjustments.

Management & Budget Assistant Director Brian Ritschel introduced Management & Budget
Coordinator Chris Olvey and displayed a PowerPoint presentation. (See Attachment 3)

Mr. Ritschel reminded Council at the end of September staff recommended rate adjustments to
which Council provided suggested changes. He said staff followed the financial principles in
making the changes. (See Page 2 of Attachment 3)

Mr. Ritschel presented the previous and revised rate adjustment recommendations. He pointed
out the revisions include lowering residential water from 3% to 2.5%, lowering residential
wastewater from 3.5% to 3%, and increasing solid waste roll off from 3.25% to 3.5% to maintain
the 15.9% reserve percentage for Fiscal Year (FY) 26/27. (See Pages 3 and 4 of Attachment 3)

In response to a question from Counciimember Freeman regarding the non-residential gas
service charge being at zero, Mr. Ritschel stated Energy Resources recommended not
implementing a rate adjustment for gas.

Mr. Ritschel provided the summary of charges for a typical water and wastewater customer with
Council’s suggested modifications. (See Pages 5 and 6 of Attachment 3)

Mr. Ritschel shared the revised commercial roll off totals. He mentioned the City is very
competitive with its pricing. (See Page 7 of Attachment 3)

Mr. Ritschel stated moving forward, the utility rate ordinances would be introduced at the
November 15, 2021, meeting, December 8, 2021, would be the public hearing with February 1,
2021, being the effective date. (See Page 8 of Attachment 3)

In response to a question from Councilmember Luna inquiring as to whether Council can approve
the rates for two years, City Attorney Jim Smith pointed out the rates will be effective moving
forward and if Council decides not to change the rates in a year, the rates will remain the same
until Council increases or decreases them.

Mr. Brady inquired whether Council could adopt the projected FY21/22 and the forecast FY 22/23
rates to avoid going through this exercise in a year or whether the rates would have to be re-
noticed next year.
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Mr. Smith agreed that the rates next year would have to be re-noticed since the notice was only
for the current year.

Mr. Ritschel continued by saying there are a few cities who do adopt multiple year increases;
however, the notice would have to be clear on what is being adopted.

Mr. Brady explained there is merit to locking the utility rates in for two years. He mentioned the
growth in the city has allowed the flexibility to make the adjustments this year. He added because
of the time needed between the notice and the action, the option of adopting rates for two years
can be revisited next year.

Councilmember Thompson expressed concern with locking the rates in for two years because
there are many factors that could arise. He pointed out when looking at the revenue and
expenses, the expenses are expected to grow by approximately $30 million over the FY21/22
timeframe, which is the cost of doing business; and raising rates is to help recover some of the
overhead costs. He mentioned the City is continuing to subsidize utility bills in an effort to keep
costs as low as possible.

Vice Mayor Duff inquired about the Notice of Intention rates within the presentation because the
rates are different from the revised rates.

Mr. Ritschel clarified the Notice of Intention was the recommendation staff proposed to Council
on September 23, 2021, with the intent of publishing the maximum amount of adjustment that the
City could adopt. He explained Page 10 is a reminder of what the Notice of Intent said and
basically sets the maximum amount that the City could adjust the rates. (See Page 10 of
Attachment 3)

Mr. Brady stated after direction from Council on the proposed rates, the information will be shared
on the website for the public to view. He indicated the Notice of Intent is for publication purposes
to meet the obligation with the objective to provide some flexibility to Council.

Councilmember Spilsbury summarized that the typical water customer will be paying
approximately $0.95 more per month and $0.70 per month for wastewater, equaling $1.65
increase per month for the typical residential customer.

Mr. Ritschel confirmed Councilmember Spilsbury’s understanding of the difference between
2021 rates and the revised rates.

Mayor Giles reiterated that Council is very reluctant to increase rates any more than necessary
and he appreciates staff coming back with the lower proposed rates. He reminded the community
that the proposed increase is well below the commodity price increases and the City is subsidizing
to help absorb the cost increases. He said Councilmember Luna’s suggestion to adopt for multiple
years is worth looking into; however, with the volatile industry, the market is hard to predict long-
term.

In response to a question posed by Mayor Giles, Mr. Brady advised the assumption is that each
of the increases will take place to end up at the 15.9% reserve. He pointed out even though rates
were adjusted down for the coming year, adjustments were required to make up the difference
for future years, which was phased in to spread the impact out. He added inflationary factors are
added into the forecast based on historical perspectives, but the numbers still need to be re-
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In response to a question from Councilmember Thompson regarding whether staff are factoring
in the possibility of moving from Tier 1 to Tier 2 for Central Arizona Project (CAP) water charges,

Mayor Giles indicated the consensus of Council is to move forward with the revised recommended
rate increases proposed by staff and thanked staff for the presentation.

It was moved by Councilmember Luna, seconded by Councilmember Thompson, that the Study
Session adjourn at 8:52 a.m. and the Council enter into an Executive Session.

AYES - Giles-Duff-Freeman-Heredia-Luna-Spilsbury-Thompson

Carried unanimously.

2-a. Discussion or consultation for legal advice with the City Attorney. (A.R.S. §38-431.03A
(3)) Discussion or consideration of employment, assignment, appointment, promotion,
demotion, salaries, discipline, dismissal, or resignation of a public officer, appointee, or
employee of the City (A.R.S. §38-431.03A(1)).

1. City Clerk applicants and selection process.

(The Council adjourned the Executive Session and reconvened the Study Session at 9:24 a.m.)
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need a cushion to be able to adjust.

Mr. Brady confirmed that has been a consideration.
2. Convene an Executive Session.

Upon tabulation of votes, it showed:

NAYS — None
3.

Reconvene the public meeting and provide direction on the candidates who will be selected to

interview for the position of City Clerk.

Mayor Giles thanked everyone who applied for the City Clerk position.

Councilmember Luna provided the names of the candidates to be interviewed for the position of
City Clerk as follows:

e Agnes Goodwine
e Linda Mendenhall
e Holly Moseley

It was moved by Councilmember Thompson, seconded by Councilmember Spilsbury, that the
above-listed candidates be accepted to move forward with the interview process.

Upon tabulation of votes, it showed:

AYES - Giles-Duff-Freeman-Heredia-Luna-Spilsbury-Thompson
NAYS — None
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Carried unanimously.

Current events summary including meetings and conferences attended.

Vice Mayor Duff — Historic Preservation Community meeting
Councilmember Freeman — Annual Lehi Community meeting
Councilmember Thompson — Mesa Chamber of Commerce check presentation to

United Food Bank
Councilmember Spilsbury — Greenfield/University Meineke ribbon cutting

Councilmember Luna, Vice Mayor Duff, and Councilmember Spilsbury attended the 20™
anniversary of the Red Mountain Mesa Community College campus on November 2, 2021.

Councilmember Thompson announced Station 221 in Eastmark began dispatching calls for
service today.

Councilmember Spilsbury reported this weekend the Mesa Convention Center will be holding a
multicultural fair and the Pride Parade will take place in Downtown Phoenix.

Councilmember Heredia invited the community to attend the Fall Fiesta Event at Rhodes Junior
High on Saturday, November 6, 2021, from 1:00 to 4:00 p.m.

Councilmember Freeman noted a community meeting will take place this evening at 80 East 9™
Place from 5:30 to 6:30 p.m. to discuss the heat challenges in West Mesa.

Scheduling of meetings.

City Manager Christopher Brady stated that the schedule of meetings is as follows:
Monday, November 15, 2021, 5:00 p.m. — Study Session
Monday, November 15, 2021, 5:45 p.m. — Regular Session

Mr. Brady remarked the ceremonial opening of Station 221 in Eastmark will take place on
Thursday, November 18, 2021, after the Study Session.

Adjournment.

Without objection, the Study Session adjourned at 9:32 a.m.

JOHN GILES, MAYOR
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~o
JOHN GILES, MAYOR

NN MICKELSEN, CITY CLERK

| hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the Study Session
of the City Council of Mesa, Arizona, held on the 4" day of November 2021. | further certify that the
meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was present.

-~

DEE ANN MICKELSEN, CITY CLERK
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2021 Redistricting Commission

Deanna
Villanueva-
Saucedo (Chair)

Elaine Miner
(Vice-Chair)

Dr.
Christine
Jiang

Jo Martin
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Redistricting Consultant

Paul Mitchell —- Owner

* Kimi Shigetani — Chief
Administrative Office/ Mesa

S ANIUNLHLtE  Project Manager

@ @ PARTNERS

e Chris Chaffee — Chief
Operations Officer

e Redistricting services for
over 70 cities, counties,
www.redistrictingpartners.com states and other districts
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April 29, 2021
Redistricting
Commission
appointed by

Mesa City
Council

May — August 2021
Redistricting Commission
begins meeting and
hosting public hearings

Timeline

September - October 2021
Redistricting Commission
reviews community input,

selects recommended map

August 2021

Federal Government delivers U.S.
Census Data, delayed compared to
prior decades due to the pandemic

November 15
City Council action
on recommended

map

October — November
Mesa Residents and
City Council review
recommended map
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Mesa City Charter - Requirements

The Commission adhered to requirements in
the Mesa City Charter regarding redistricting,
including:

* Nonpartisan

e District boundaries shall be substantially
equalized by geography and population
using U.S. decennial census data

 The redrawing of district boundaries
shall not remove the residence of an
incumbent Councilmember from the
district he was elected to represent
during his term in that office
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Mesa City Charter - Process

* The Mesa Redistricting Commission adopted the
Recommended City Council District Boundaries map

* Mesa City Council will take action on the recommended map
November 15t

* |f Council approves the recommended map, the map becomes
effective immediately

e |If Council rejects the recommended map on November 15th,
the Redistricting Commission will reconvene to deliberate

e The Commission may or may not choose to alter the
recommended map

e Council will take action on the final recommended map
December 15t

* Council is obliged to approve the final recommended map
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Best Practices

The Redistricting Commission utilized best practices and principles that
have been used nationally and upheld by courts.

e Relatively equal size - people

* Contiguous — districts should not hop/jump

* Follow city/county/local government boundaries
* Keep districts compact — appearance/function

* Consideration for communities covered by the federal Voting
Rights Act — Latinos, Asians, Native Americans, African
Americans

e  Maintain “communities of interest”
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Communities of Interest

ldentifying communities of interest helps bring people together for
representation. There are many ways to define communities of interest:

 Neighborhoods and
subdivisions

e Language/Ethnicity

e Urban or rural
characteristics

e Common interests
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Self-Defined Communities of Interest

The Commission encouraged Mesa residents
to define/draw their own communities of
interest using three critical questions:

 Does the community have a shared
culture, characteristics, bonds?

e |sthe community geographicin
nature? Can it be mapped?

 Describe the community’s
relationship with the City/City
Council and how it is impacted by
policy decisions made by City Council.
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Community Outreach

e Seven public outreach meetings in August including one
virtual meeting

* Redistricting webpage on the City’s website with multiple
ways to submit feedback — an online form, an online mapping
tool (DistrictR), communities of interest survey, email for
community members to submit feedback

e 100+ survey responses with communities of interest feedback
* Public comment at Redistricting Commission meetings

e Sixteen maps drawn on DistrictR in addition to hand drawn
maps submitted by the public
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Communities of Interest
mesada

REDISTRICTING

CITY OF MESA REDISTRICTING COMMISSION
COMMUNITY OF

INTEREST MAPPING
ACTIVITY

INSTRUCTIONS

o Hizley R

onlecked Fu

Please use this map as a way to draw your commu nity
of interest. It is important to know about communities
=0 that the district lines can amplify the voices of
residents.

Examples of communities can include neighborho-ods
or planning zones, areas where many residents speak
the same language, or even areas where the residents
use the same city facilities.

To start, please include a mame for your community,
your name and email address, and a description of your
community. Then draw your community on the map.

LTI . el B

|

)

WwiBzzalng R L i : i L Flhmelinend L0 -
¥ e e . : COMMUNITY NAME

I Guzdalape R

PR U 5

G g
fH S Guada upkd

B
4
i
=)
"

NAME

EMAIL

5
5
i
i
£
£
S Ellamnrh,A

DESCRIPTION

EFecosfol

Place mat maps for the public to draw their own community of interest.
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Balancing Interests — Recommended Map

The Commission worked to create a recommended map that
adhered to national best practices, city charter requirements,

and a variety of community input. 7 _—

REDISTRICTING |

2021

Your input is needed to shape the new City Council districts for the City of Mesa. One of the most
important ways you can participate is by identifying your “Communities of Interest”.

Wh; f Interest?

A community of interest is any cohesive group of people that live in a geographically definable area
with common characteristics or interests. These groups tend to think and vote the same way about one
or more local issues.

There are some communities of interest that are considered protected classes by state and federal civil
rights o voting rights laws. Some examples of protected classes are ethnic and racial minorities such as
Latinos, Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders, or African Americans.

=
] There are many other types of communities of interest. These could be communities composed

© ! | primarily of senior citizens, a group of college students li

+ — campus, people who live in the downtown area or a sp

[} o share concerns such as parents with young children, bicycle enthusiasts, housing or neighborhood

M 7 | type, interest group, etc.

[T 3

0 \ How to Document Your Community of Interest

> \ BRI 1. Whatis the nature of the bond or common interest of your community? You can describe what

i // 1 the common interests of your community are and why or how they are important.

© ‘ pRUCD  —  Frelcss
b 55 Conaww 7S3
o5&

oS petrs 07 S

2. Where is your community located? You can define it by neighborhood, cross streets,
GILBERT address, a key landmark, facility, school, church, neighborhood or otherboundaries.

chos ¢ G4 @ vl

[ L piEms  ef CHaons

[4-]
—
=
(—
[~
f—
(2]
a
Ll
o=
)
®

(%) = 6
Ll
— 3 = 3 in why it is important for your community of interest to be included in this City of
. ity

o= Mesa redistricting process. How would issues that come before the Mesa City Council impact
=C CHAN your E::::Mux e ponben b F

w! <
& yav Prmey Aenes
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Recommended Map

The Recommended Map was the result of multiple iterations of draft
maps distilling community feedback, public comment, and maps
submitted via DistrictR. Key outcomes include:

* As few neighborhoods split as possible. Superstition Springs,
Mesa Grande, Alta Mesa, Washington-Escobedo, Evergreen
Historic District and C.A.N.D.O. were kept intact

* Unites the Historic Neighborhoods of the City into District 4

e District 6 is slightly under-populated to help account for the
planned growth over the decade in this area of the city
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Deviation

o U A W N BB

-2.9% -2,420
-1.6% -1,332
-0.1% .53

1.9% 1,593
5.2% 4,384
-2.6% -2,170

Maximum Deviation of
Recommended Map: 8.1%

Deviation may be up to 10%
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@@ REDISTRICTING

@ ® PARTNERS

2020 Census

City of Mesa

1 2 3 4 5 <]

Population 81,657 B2,745 84,024 B5,670 88,461 B1,907
Deviation =2,420 -1,332 =53 1,593 4384 2,170
Deviation % =2.9% -1.6% -0.1% 1.9% 52% -26%
Other 55346 61,295 49578 35017 421 61,734
Other % 67.8% T41% 59.0% 40.9% BO.7% T5.4%
Latino 21,822 16,529 25,887 45,620 15,226 14,442
Latino % 26.7% 20.0% 30.8% 53.3% 15.0% 17.6%
Asian 1,590 1,989 2999 1,251 1,868 3028
Asian % 19% 24% 36% 1.5% 21% 37%
Black 2,899 2,932 5,560 3782 1,946 2703
Black % 3.6% 35% 6.6% 4£.4% 22% 33%

Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)

1 2 3 4 5 -]

Total CVAR 55,775 62,325 57336 48,641 65,954 43,588
Cther CVAP 43,385 50,935 40,126 28,224 57,095 35,582
Other CVAP % TT.B% B1.7% 70.0% 58.0% B66% B82.0%
Latino CVAP on7z 8,550 12,500 17,549 8,977 5,906
Latino CVAP % 16.3% 15.7% 21.8% 36.1% 10.6% 135.6%
Asian CVAP 893 562 1,453 n7 B67 1195
Asian CVAP % 16% 0.9% 25% 1.5% 13% 28%
Black CVAP 2361 2278 3256 2,151 1,016 705
Black CVAP % 43% 37% 57% 4.4% 15% 1.6%


LAnder3
Text Box
Study Session
November 4, 2021
Attachment 1
Page 18 of 24


Study Session
November 4, 2021
Attachment 1
Page 19 of 24

© @ REDISTRICTING City of Mesa

@@ PARTNERS

- &
District 1 2020 Census
) 67%
o & m
[4 £ [
aQ > %] z
@ z 5 v
5 8 2 s
o
26%
14
x 2
= s Other % Latino % Asian % Black %

MCDOWELL RD

Citizen Voting Age Population

COUNTRY CLUB DR

T7%

MCKELLIPS RD

BROWN RD

19% 4%

Qther % Lating % Asian % Black %

UNIVERSITY DR

MAIN ST

'II" BROADWAY RD
mesa-az

Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other% Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
B1,657 ~2,420 -29% 55346 €7.8% 21822 26.7% 1590 19% 2,899 36%

Total CVAR  Other CVAP Other CVAR % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP  Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
55,775 43,385 77.8% anz 16.3% 893 16% 233 43%
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District 2 2020 Census

F4%
20%

VAL VISTADR
GREENFIELD RD
HIGLEY RD
RECKER RD
POWER RD
SOSSAMAN RD

MCKELLIPS RD

202

BROWN RD
Qther% Lating % Asian % Black %
¢ ] - - -
Citizen Voting Age Population
£ 2 UNIVERSITY DR B1%
= >
b=
= = z
2 = o MAIN ST
BROADWAY RD
13%
L -

Other % Lating % Asian % Black %
SOUTHERN RD

@)

BASELINE RD
)\
mesa-az

Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
B2,745 1,332 -16% €1,295 T41% 16,529 200% 1989 2.4% 2,932 35%

Total CvAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
62,325 50,935 B1.7% 8,550 13.7% 562 0.9% 2278 37%
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© @ REDISTRICTING City of Mesa

® @ PARTNERS

District 3

COUNTRY CLUB DR

MCKELLIPS RD

PRICE/101 PIMA FRWY
ALMA SCHOOL RD

DOBSON RD

02

N

BROWN RD

UNIVERSITY DR
(161

MAIN ST

BROADWAY RD

SOUTHERN AVE

&g

BASELINE RD

GUADALUPE RD

'II" WESTERN CANAL
mesa-az

Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %

2020 Census

59%

Citizen Voting Age Population

B4,024 =53 -0.1% 49,578 59.0% 25,887 30.8% 2,999 36% 5,560 6%

Total CVAP Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP  Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

57336 40,126 TO.0% 12500 21.8% 1,453 25% 3256 5.7%

70%

21%
l 2% E——
Qther % Lating % Asian % Black %
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& @ REDISTRICTING City of Mesa

@® @ PARTNERS

District 4 2020 Census
o > © e . Fge
i BB ey g i ‘ oo
g o (MU s CIF 53%
5 83 = i) : ,
2 . BROWN RD Ay £ < e
N e : 25 i ” 40%
RIO SALADO PKWY = ; , = S ! i
¥ , s . % 2 e
“ 4%
| : : ; Other% Latino % Asian % Black %
Citizen Voting Age Population
MAIN ST
& 58%
e =3
S
mNO>U<<><xD .
£ 36%
2
% 45%
8 — %
3 Qther % Latino % Asian % Black %
SOUTHERN AVE
kg
P\
BmmmomNm>mm_’_zmmD
Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other % Latino Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %
BS,&70 1593 19% 35017 £0.9% 45,620 533% 1251 15% 3,782 4.4%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAR % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %
48,641 28224 5B.0% 17,549 361% n7 1.5% 2151 4.4%
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© & REDISTRICTING City of Mesa

® @ PARTNERS

District 5

(4
o
=
(2]
>
g
>

RECKER RD
POWER RD

HIGLEY RD
SOSSAMAN RD
ELLSWORTH RD

CRISMON RD
SIGNAL BUTTE RD
MERIDIAN RD

GREENFIELD RD

™)
(=3
R

THOMAS RD
MCDOWELL RD
MCKELLIPS RD
BROWN RD
UNIVERSITY DR
MAIN ST

BROADWAY RD

SOUTHERN RD

= -
mesa-az

BASELINE RD

Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other % Lating Latino % Asian Asian % Black Black %

2020 Census

80%
15%
I =

Other % Lating % Agian % Black %

Citizen Voting Age Population

86,461 4,384 5.2% 71,421 B8O.7% 13,226 15.0% 1868 21% 1,946 22%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Othar CVAP % Latino CVAP Latino CVAP % Asian CVAFP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAFR %

65,954 57,095 B86.6% 6,977 10.6% 867 1.3% 1016 1.5%

86%

Qther % Latine % Asian % Black %
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© @ REDISTRICTING City of Mesa

@ @ PARTNERS

District 6 2020 Census

75%

RECKER RD|
POWER RD
SOSSAMAN RD

SOUTHERN RD

&g

ELLSWORTH RD

CRISMON RD
SIGNAL BUTTE RD

MERIDIAN RD

BASELINE RD

7%
GUADALUPE RD I 3% 3%

Qther % Lating % Asian % Elack %

Citizen Voting Age Population

ELLIOT RD
82%

WARNER RD

RAY RD

13%

I %

Qther% Latino % Asian % Black %

WILLIAMS FIELD RD

PECOS RD

0\
mesa-az

GERMANN RD

Population Deviation Deviation% Other Other % Latino Latino% Asian Asian % Black Black %

81,907 2,170 -26% 61,734 75,4% 14,442 17.6% 3028 7% 2703 3353%

Total CVAP  Other CVAP Other CVAP % Latino CVAP Lating CVAP % Asian CVAP Asian CVAP % Black CVAP Black CVAP %

43388 35,582 82.0% 5906 15.6% 1,195 28% 705 1.6%
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Dispatched Supply

/
5w
S o

ity Load

il
w
o

/ L

10 11 12 13
Time of Day

Gaps subject to market
pricing

Western Market experiencing:

Retirement of large generating
plants

WITHOUT adequate new plant
builds

Fastest customer growth in
the country
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1]
Q
n
>
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2]

Comparison
$300
$250
$200
$150
$100

S50
m-

Monthly Bill

B Mesa - Current

7 Mesa - Proposed w/o ARPA Offset
O SRP

Bl Mesa - Proposed w/ARPA Offset

esidential Electr

V7

Small
$48.09
$67.85
$53.52
$49.93

N
Avg

$106.83
$158.01
$109.59
$109.22

Large
$174.89
$265.11
$179.96
$177.63
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age 4 of 11

P

roposal:

American Rescue Plan Electric Credit

e Use up to S20M of Mesa’s ARP

Award to Provide Monthly Credits to
Mesa Electric Customers to Assist

and Offset These Higher Charges
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roposal:

American Rescue Plan Electric Credit
 Mesa’s Electric Service Area Aligns |
with the Qualified Census Tracts

age 5 of 11

P

* All Residential and Commercial
Customers of the Mesa Electric
Utility
— Not to SRP Customers
— Not to City Electric Accounts
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’roposal:
American Rescue Plan Electric Credit
* Monthly Calculation by OMB & Energy
Resources

— Credit per kWh

— Factors Include
 Mesa Full Recovery Cost
e SRP Benchmark

 TPT Calculated Before Credit

age 6 of 11

=)
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P

roposal:

American Rescue Plan Electric ch_;
* Forecast to last up to 2 years /

age 7 of 11

* End program
— Funds Run Out
— No Longer Needed
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’roposal:

American Rescue Plan Electric Credit
* Average August Residential Bill (1,490 k

— $249.12 Total Electric Bill w/Tax
— (553.92) ARPA Credit

* Average Annual Residential Bill
— $2,053.50 Total Electric Bill w/Tax
— (5585.48) ARPA Credit

age 8 of 11

F)
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ge 9 of 11

Pa

roposal:
American Rescues .,_ms Electric n?i

Lines on the Electric Bill:

Electric System Service Charge $14.50
Energy Usage Charge (E1.1) $76.78
Electric Energy Supply Cost Adj $138.75
American Rescue Plan Electric Credit $53.92-
Total Taxes $19.09

Total Electric Charges $195.20
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age 10 of 11

P

A

roposal:

merican Rescue Plan Electric ch_;

If directed to proceed
— December Bills start 11/24

Questions / Direction
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City of Mesa

FY 2021/22
Utility Fund forecast and
Rates Recommendations

City Council Study Session
November 4, 2021

Presented by:
Brian A. Ritschel — Management & Budget Assistant Director
Chris Olvey — Management & Budget Coordinator
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Financial Principles

BALANCE NET SOURCES 20% OR HIGHER RATE ADJUSTMENTS
AND USES RESERVE FUND THAT ARE PREDICTABLE
BALANCE AND SMOOTHED
THROUGHOUT THE
FORECAST

=

[e]

EQUITY BETWEEN AFFORDABLE UTILITY
RESIDENTIAL AND NON- SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL RATES
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Utility Fund Forecast:

Previous Rate Adjustment Recommendations

As of 08/31/2021 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27
- \ Projected Projected Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
._.O%mOcmOmm AND USES $9,851,803 ($22,016,908) ($9,194,370) ($5,014,613)  ($11,181,618)  ($8,307,063) ($7,422,938)
Beginning Reserve Balance $136,773,320 $146,625,123 $124,608,215 $115,413,845 $110,399,232 $99,217,614 $90,910,551
Ending Reserve Balance $146,625,123  $124,608,215 $115,413,845 $110,399,232 $99,217,614 $90,910,551 $83,487,613
Ending Reserve Balance Percent* 32.2% 27.7% 25.0% 23.1% 20.1% 17.2% 15.8%
*As a % of Next Fiscal Year's Expenditures

WATER Residential 1.50% 3.00% 2.50% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
WATER Non-Residential (usage) 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 3.00%
WASTEWATER Residential 3.50% 3.50% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00%
WASTEWATER Non-Residential 4.00% 4.00% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50%
SOLID WASTE Residential 0.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
SOLID WASTE Commercial 2.00% 3.75% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
SOLID WASTE Rolloff 2.00% 3.25% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
ELECTRIC Residential - svc charge $1.50 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50
ELECTRIC Non-Residential - svc charge $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50
GAS Residential - svc charge $0.50 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00
GAS Non-Residential - svc charge $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00
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As of o@ﬁw\mow; FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27
S - Projected Projected Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
//'\Ho%mogwomm AND USES $9,851,803 ($22,167,459) ($9,650,928) ($5,312,656)  ($11,037,626) ($7,690,557) ($6,429,650)

Beginning Reserve Balance $136,773,320 $146,625,123 $124,457,664 $114,806,735 $109,494,080 $98,456,454 $90,765,897

Ending Reserve Balance $146,625,123 $124,457,664 $114,806,735 $109,494,080 $98,456,454 $90,765,897 $84,336,248

Ending Reserve Balance Percent* 32.2% 27.7% 24.8% 22.9% 19.9% 17.1% 15.9%

*As a % of Next Fiscal Year's Expenditures

WATER Residential 1.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.00%

WATER Non-Residential (usage) 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 3.00%

WASTEWATER Residential 3.50% 3.00% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.00%

WASTEWATER Non-Residential 4.00% 4.00% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50%

SOLID WASTE Residential 0.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%

SOLID WASTE Commercial 2.00% 3.75% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%

SOLID WASTE Rolloff 2.00% 3.50% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%

ELECTRIC Residential - svc charge $1.50 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50

ELECTRIC Non-Residential - svc charge $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50

GAS Residential - svc charge $0.50 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00

GAS Non-Residential - svc charge $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00
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Commercial . .
Residential

Commercial

©
—
0
=
[0,
o

Landscape

Water - Typical Customer

2021

$38.24/mo.

$53.24/mo.

$163.29/mo.

Service Charge
Usage Charge

Service Charge
Usage Charge

Effective increase

Service Charge
Usage Charge

Effective increase

2022

Previous

3.0%
3.0%

$39.40/mo.
($1.16/mo.)

3.0%
5.0%

3.8%

$55.28/mo.
($2.04/mo.)

3.0%
6.0%

5.3%

$172.02/mo.

($8.73/mo.)

Revised

2.5%
2.5%

$39.19/mo.
($0.95/mo.)

2.5%
5.0%

3.5%
$55.12/mo.
($1.88/mo.)

2.5%
6.0%

5.2%
$171.86/mo.
($8.57/mo.)
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Wastewater - Typical Customer

2021 2022
Previous Revised
Service Charge 3.5% 3.0%
I Usage Charge 3.5% 3.0%
C
()
2 $23.22/mo. $24.04/mo.  $23.92/mo.
14 ($0.82/mo.) ($0.70/mo.)
B Service Charge 4.0% 4.0%
3 Usage Charge 4.0% 4.0%
m Surcharge 4.0% 4.0%
£
S $45.94/mo. $47.77/mo.  $47.77/mo.
($1.83/mo.) ($1.83/mo.)
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" Solid Waste — Commercial Roll Off

REVISED NEW

RATES CURRENT | INCREASE | TOTAL
Set Fee $60.00 $23.00 $83.00
Trash Per Ton Rate $33.50 S 1.75 $35.25
Green Waste Per Ton Rate  $39.75 S 2.00 S41.75

ROLL OFF SIZE CURRENT REVISED

15 & 20 YD $290.50 $318.75
30YD $300.50 $328.75
40 YD $315.50 $343.75

COMPETITOR COMPARISON (40 YD)
City of Mesa $343.75
Competitor Pricing $523.80 - $717.97
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Schedule for FY 2021/22 Utility Rates
Adjustment Recommendation

Study Session

Nov 15 — Introduce Utility Rate Ordinances
Dec 8 — City Council Action on Utility Rates
Feb 1 — Effective date for Utility Rate changes
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Utility Fund Forecast:
Notice of Intention

As of 08/31/2021 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 FY 24/25 FY 25/26 FY 26/27
Projected Projected Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast
/g\WOCmOmm AND USES $9,851,803 ($21,992,956) ($9,111,019) ($4,926,996)  ($11,089,109)  ($8,208,471) ($7,318,750)
Beginning Reserve Balance $136,773,320 $146,625,123 $124,632,168 $115,521,149 $110,594,153 $99,505,044 $91,296,573
Ending Reserve Balance $146,625,123 $124,632,168 $115,521,149 $110,594,153 $99,505,044 $91,296,573 $83,977,823
Ending Reserve Balance Percent* 32.2% 27.7% 25.0% 23.2% 20.2% 17.2% 15.8%
*As a % of Next Fiscal Year's Expenditures
WATER Residential 1.50% 3.00% 2.50% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
WATER Non-Residential (usage) 5.00% 5.25% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 3.00%
WASTEWATER Residential 3.50% 3.50% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00%
WASTEWATER Non-Residential 4.00% 4.00% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 4.50%
SOLID WASTE Residential 0.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
SOLID WASTE Commercial 2.00% 3.75% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
SOLID WASTE Rolloff 2.00% 3.50% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
ELECTRIC Residential - svc charge $1.50 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50
ELECTRIC Non-Residential - svc charge $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50
GAS Residential - svc charge $0.50 $0.50 $0.75 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00
GAS Non-Residential - svc charge $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00

10
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