
   
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK             
 
 

COUNCIL MINUTES 
 
October 22, 2020 
 
The City Council of the City of Mesa met in a Study Session Meeting via a virtual format streamed into 
the lower level meeting room of the Council Chambers, on October 22, 2020 at 7:41 a.m. 
 
COUNCIL PRESENT 
 

COUNCIL ABSENT OFFICERS PRESENT 

John Giles* 
Mark Freeman*  
Jennifer Duff* 
Francisco Heredia* 
David Luna* 
Kevin Thompson* 
Jeremy Whittaker* 
 

  None Christopher Brady 
Dee Ann Mickelsen 
Jim Smith 
 
 

(*Council participated in the meeting through the use of video conference equipment.) 
 

Mayor Giles conducted a roll call. 
 
1-a. Hear a presentation, discuss, and provide direction on the process for the sale or transfer of 13 

+/- acres of undeveloped City-owned land located along the north side of the alignment of Thomas 
Road just west of Loop 202. 

 
Real Estate Services Administrator Kim Fallbeck displayed a PowerPoint presentation regarding 
the proposed sale of City-owned land.  (See Attachment 1) 
 
Ms. Fallbeck reviewed the four sales practices that Mesa has used to sell property and provided 
examples of previous sales. (See Page 2 of Attachment 1)  
 
Ms. Fallbeck remarked the 13-acre City-owned property is located north of Thomas and west of 
the Red Mountain 202 Freeway, which currently is a citrus grove.  (See Page 3 of Attachment 1)  
 
Ms. Fallbeck stated the City purchased the 32.59-acre property in 1989 for a potential water 
reclamation plant. She identified when the 202 Red Mountain Freeway was planned, Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) purchased 19.19 acres for the freeway expansion. (See 
Page 4 of Attachment 1) 
 
Ms. Fallbeck provided the development requirements for the property, which is currently zoned 
RS-43. She mentioned 0.74 acres will be retained at the northeast corner of the property for a 
future well site. (See Page 5 of Attachment 1) 
 
Ms. Fallbeck explained other development requirements include a water line extension and that 
septic systems will be allowed for 10 plus homes. She advised a future developer would have to 
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provide street access to the site, get clearance from the Flood Control District for the portion of 
the property that lies within the flood plain, and comply with all City development codes, 
regulations, guidelines and standards. (See Pages 6 and 7 of Attachment 1) 
 
Ms. Fallbeck stated staff is recommending the property be sold via the sealed bid practice. She 
reported the minimum bid amount would be the appraised amount of $950,000. She commented 
the sealed bid would be advertised in the newspaper, as well as outreach to the development 
community. She advised a virtual meeting would take place for the sealed bid opening. (See Page 
8 of Attachment 1)  
 
In response to a question posed by Vice Mayor Freeman regarding the preference of a sealed 
bid versus an auction, Ms. Fallbeck explained the process depends on how much interest there 
is on the property and the competitiveness for that interest.  
 
City Manager Christopher Brady expanded by saying  the reason the City has chosen the sealed 
bid option is because while there is not a lot of interest in the property, there are a few individuals 
who are actively acquiring property in the area who have shown interest. He mentioned the 
property is unique in that bringing sewer is not feasible for residential development and the 
property will require significant investment for the limited number of homes that can be developed. 
He stated there is not enough interest to justify the additional expense of an auction process. 
 
Vice Mayor Freeman commented the orchard is approximately 80 years old and is no longer 
producing viable fruit, so the time has come to make a change. He supports the parcel being 
zoned R-43 to provide continuity for the existing neighborhoods in the area which has 
unprecedented views.  
 
Mayor Giles agreed the area is a great place for residential development with its proximity to 
freeways.  He asked how the well site will be connected to supply water to the site?  
 
Water Resources Assistant Director Christopher Hassert explained that the proposed well will not 
be hydraulically connected to the new neighborhood.  He remarked the idea is once the well is 
developed to push the water through an existing casing under the 202 to connect into another 
transmission main. 
 
In response to a question from Mayor Giles regarding whether those pipes will need to be 
installed, Mr. Brady advised the casing already exists under the 202. 
 
Mr. Hassert expanded by saying the casing was built when the 202 was constructed in anticipation 
of future utilities. He added because of the age of the casing and the tendency for gaskets to dry 
out over time, testing would occur before the well was installed.   
 
Mr. Brady indicated the property was intended to be a water reclamation project, but with the 
construction of the 202 the site plans changed. He added this is a significant aquifer and the City 
wants to retain the ability to tap into the water in the future.  
 
Mayor Giles stated the consensus of Council is to move forward with the sealed bid process to 
sell the property. 
 
Mayor Giles thanked staff for the presentation. 
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1-b. Hear a presentation, discuss, and provide direction on the utility rate recommendations for the 

following departments: 
 

1. Water Resources 
2. Environmental Management and Sustainability 
3. Energy Resources  
 

 Management & Budget Assistant Director Brian Ritschel displayed a PowerPoint presentation to 
update Council on the utility rate recommendations. (See Attachment 2) 

 
Mr. Ritschel stated each utility is operated separately. He mentioned the reserve balance is used 
to smooth adjustments that occur each year, as well as phase in new programs or operational 
changes. (See Page 2 of Attachment 2) 
 
Mr. Ritschel reviewed the five financial principles that are followed to ensure rates are affordable 
to the customers while maintaining the revenue to operate. (See Page 3 of Attachment 2) 
 
In response to a series of questions from Mayor Giles, Mr. Ritschel explained balanced net 
sources and uses means that the revenue brought in from the utility rates, minus the expenses, 
will net as close to zero as possible. He clarified that the City needs the revenue to run the 
operations; however, it is different than a private industry whose goal is to make a profit.  
 
Mr. Brady expanded by saying one reason to maintain equity between residential and non-
residential is to ensure that one category is not carrying a larger portion of the burden of capital 
and operating costs. He mentioned that currently the residential side represents the greatest 
proportion of demand versus the commercial side and the commercial side needs to be 
proportionally sharing the costs. He added there is a significant difference in the rate structure to 
try to balance the two. 
 
In response to a question posed by Mayor Giles regarding the competitiveness of the rates, Mr. 
Brady elaborated that the City is looking at the proportional cost of providing services to residential 
versus non-residential and making sure the rates are consistent rather than externally comparing 
rates of other cities.  
 
Mr. Ritschel reviewed the Utility Enterprise Fund Forecasts for no rate adjustments, Fiscal Year 
(FY) 25/26 balanced net sources and uses, and draw down rate adjustment, which were created 
for planning purposes only, and compared the impacts that each model would have on the reserve 
balance. (See Pages 4 through 6 of Attachment 1) 
 
In response to a question from Mayor Giles regarding to what extent the charts include future 
growth, Mr. Brady explained that Council approved an ordinance that caps the dollar amount that 
can be transferred to the General Fund. He pointed out that even with the growth, the number of 
gallons per residential use is dropping off significantly. He added that most of the growth occurring 
is new development and require new lines be constructed to keep up with the demand. He stated 
every year the numbers are brought to Council for review, and although the forecast is for the 
next five years, the focus is seeking direction for the next FY. He said the decisions made now 
will have ramifications in the future, which is why the forecast is for the next five years. He 
indicated the intent is to adjust slightly each year to keep up with the additional utility costs to 
avoid a large utility increase. 
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Mayor Giles commented over the last six years Council has received conservative advice from 
City staff which has allowed the City to create a healthy fund balance. He stated the intention has 
been to start spending the fund down, but due to the great economy the reserves have remained 
at approximately 30%.  He inquired whether all factors are included in the models to come up with 
each scenario? 
 
Mr. Brady answered it would not be accurate to say that every variable has been covered; 
however, the talented staff compile the numbers from multiple resources to forecast the future 
economy. He noted that staff will present an in-between scenario also. He stated the goal of the 
forecast is to come up with the best assumption based on what is known. 
 
In response to a question from Mayor Giles, Mr. Ritschel confirmed the model is based on a 2% 
growth expectation.   
 
In response to a question posed by Councilmember Heredia regarding the timeframe when 
commercial rates will be balanced with residential rates, Water Resources Management Assistant 
II Erik Hansen presented a chart showing the water demand capacity versus the actual usage 
from 2014, stating the City needs to maintain capacity within the system to ensure service to its 
customers. He explained the implementation of tiers and the rates for the different levels. (See 
Page 11 of Attachment 2) 
 
Mr. Ritschel summarized that in order to provide water during the peak months, the City must 
have a system capable of delivering at the higher tiers, which is the reason for the higher cost for 
those tiers. He emphasized the numbers are reviewed on an annual basis in an attempt to keep 
equity between the residential and non-residential usage rates.   
 
In response to a question from Councilmember Heredia, Mr. Hansen clarified the first line is the 
delineation between necessary and discretionary water usage. 
 
Mr. Brady pointed out the chart refers to residential rates only. He explained the way tiers were 
established to come up with the rates. He stated the rates are evaluated each year between 
residential and commercial in an effort to provide equity based on the system demand. He 
mentioned staff will come back to Council with a better explanation on the inequity between 
residential and commercial rates.  
 
Mr. Ritschel provided the recommended rate adjustments for FY 20/21 that include a 1.5% 
increase for residential, 3.5% increase for wastewater and no increase for solid waste. He added 
the demand on the system is roughly 50/50 between residential and non-residential. He stated 
this recommendation meets all five financial principles and maintains the reserve balance through 
FY 25/26 at 20%. (See Page 7 of Attachment 2) 
 
In response to a series of questions from Mayor Giles regarding the reason for increased costs in 
operating expenditures for water and wastewater, Deputy Director of Water Enterprise Services 
Seth Weld commented each year the City is faced with increases to purchase the raw water as 
well as increasing capital costs in maintaining the infrastructure. He added there are increases in 
the cost to treat the water and wastewater, as well as increases on the electrical side to run the 
plants, and the necessary expansion to meet the growth demand, all of which contribute to 
increased costs. He agreed that the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) water is still another 
four to five years out.  (See Page 9 of Attachment 2) 
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Mr. Brady emphasized the total expenses for water are approximately $19 million and the revenue 
that will be generated by the 1.5% increase is only $6.7 million; similarly, the total expenses for 
wastewater is approximately $10 million and the revenue with the increase will be less than $3 
million. He pointed out the rate increase will not cover all the increasing costs, but because the 
City has a healthy fund balance there is opportunity to draw down the reserves while continuing 
to develop the capacity to meet the City’s obligations of expenses and revenues each year. 
 
Mr. Hansen identified that in addition to the 1.5% rate increase, staff are proposing to complete 
the final water residential tier realignment and eliminate the water non-residential excess 
surcharge. (See Page 10 of Attachment 2)   
 
In response to a question from Mayor Giles, Mr. Hansen explained the excess water surcharge 
is in addition  to the usage charge that looks at the four winter months, then takes the three highest 
use months and averages the cost  to come up with the winter water average. He stated if the 
customer uses water above the average amount in one year, a surcharge fee is added.  
 
In response to a question posed by Councilmember Duff regarding whether the cost includes 
irrigation, Mr. Ritschel advised the excess surcharge is for non-residential accounts. He explained 
on the residential side water usage is measured by the tiers.  
 
Mr. Brady elaborated that the base tier covers the amount of water consumption that a normal 
family would use and the higher the tier equates to more water usage.  
 
In response to a question from Councilmember Duff regarding whether the water usage and the 
irrigation usage are combined to come up with the tier rate, Mr. Weld replied the irrigation usage 
has its own separate rate structure and has no impact on what is occurring with the residential 
tiers.  
 
In response to a question from Councilmember Heredia, Mr. Hansen reported the tier process 
began approximately six years ago when the City looked at consumption patterns of the different 
communities to forecast where each tier would top out. He commented the tier consumption 
numbers will remain the same until such time that another readjustment becomes necessary due 
to a change in behavior.  
 

 Mr. Ritschel advised the tier structure was part of the five-year implementation plan and was to 
promote conservation. He stated Tier 1 is necessary water usage and Tier 2 moves into 
discretionary usage. 

 
 Mayor Giles commented the tier program was an attempt to mitigate criticism that the utility costs 

were inordinately burdening lower-wage individuals. He added it provides an incentive to 
conserve water and gives residents the opportunity to be aware of their usage. He mentioned he 
supports the tier schedule that has been adopted.   

 
 Mr. Hansen compared the current water and wastewater rates with the recommended rates, 

stating the typical residential water customer will see a $0.57 per month increase and the typical 
commercial user will see an approximate $1.50 per month increase. He pointed out the typical 
residential wastewater customer will see a $0.79 per month increase and the typical commercial 
customer will see an increase of $1.80 per month. (See Pages 12 and 13 of Attachment 2) 

 
 In response to a question from Councilmember Thompson regarding whether there is a way to 

allow the large water users such as Microsoft or Google to tap into the grey water instead of using 
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treated water to cool the plants, Mr. Brady advised future discussions could take place to 
brainstorm that process.  

 
 Environmental Management & Sustainability Department Director Scott Bouchie recommended 

no increase for residential solid waste, a 3.5% increase for commercial front load rates, and a 1% 
increase for commercial roll-off rates. He mentioned the bulk item collection fee would increase 
by $1.96, and the penalty fee for not placing the bulk items out will increase by $13.21 to $25. He 
added the household hazardous materials fee of $0.41 per month is charged to residents of 
Leisure World for the ability to use the City’s facility. (See Page 15 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. Bouchie presented the front load trash and roll-off rate increase recommendations. (See 

Pages 16 and 17 of Attachment 2)  
 
 Mr. Bouchie stated the proposal is to eliminate the commercial commingled recycling program 

due to the challenges in delivering the material to vendors.  He added the City still has a contract 
with a cardboard vendor and supplied the proposed increases for that program. (See Page 18 of 
Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. Bouchie explained the City has the green and clean fee that is charged to the residential solid 

waste customers which helps pay for the Neighborhood Cleanup Program and the Household 
Hazardous Materials Program. He mentioned the Leisure World customers are being charged the 
$0.41 for utilizing just the hazardous materials portion.   

 
 In response to a question from Mayor Giles, Mr. Bouchie confirmed that the City is looking for 

ways to bring the Blue Barrel Program back in the future, which possibly would require additional 
fees to sustain the program. He added the goal is to remain competitive with the private solid 
waste providers, especially because residents have a choice in whom they use for their solid 
waste provider. 

 
 Energy Resources Department Director Frank McRae introduced Senior Fiscal Analyst John 

Petrof and stated the primary objectives are to keep the system safe and reliable, as well as being 
economically efficient.  

 
 Mr. McRae presented the energy rate adjustment principles that are difficult to fulfill and achieve 

and often requires balancing. (See Page 20 of Attachment 2) 
 
 Mr. McRae advised the electric structure is similar to the water system and contains three 

components: System service charge, usage, and a fuel pass-through mechanism for both electric 
and gas. (See Page 21 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. McRae remarked the City benchmarks their rates with Salt River Project (SRP) and presented 

a graph to compare current electric bills to the proposed rates and SRP rates. He mentioned the 
small customer averages approximately 326 kilowatt hours per month and the proposed rates 
would increase the bill by 3.1%; the average customer, whose consumption is 783 kilowatt hours, 
would increase approximately 2%; and the large residential customer, averaging 1,557 kilowatts, 
will see a 1.4% increase. (See Page 22 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. McRae summarized the proposed electric rate adjustments and said a new standby rate is 

being proposed. He showed a table that indicates the current and proposed rates. He explained 
the tier designation for summer rates is 1,200 kilowatt hours per month and the winter rates are 
800 kilowatt hours per month. (See Pages 23 and 24 of Attachment 2)  
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 Mr. McRae compared the average residential customer bills with SRP. He pointed out the 

difference between the two for FY 19/20 was $15.34 per month, or 16% less than SRP. He added 
for the small residential customer the FY 19/20 difference was $10.26, or 26.1% less than SRP. 
(See Pages 25 and 26 of Attachment 2)  

 
 Mr. McRae explained the proposed standby rate for electric services that are not common or 

standard and the two development attributes that render the need for a different type of service. 
He reported on the existing standard commercial rates which most customers are eligible for 
compared to the proposed standby rate, adding the standby rate resolves the issue of the 
associated revenue being based on the electrical size of the infrastructure equipment installed to 
provide the service rather than just on the amount of energy they consume. (See Pages 27 and 
28 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. McRae provided a schematic of an electrical system to show if the on-site generation use 

does not meet the energy requirements that all parts of the system will be used to serve the 
development and its customers. He said without the standby rate the customer would not be 
absorbing any of the incurred costs to provide their services when their on-site generation is not 
working. (See Page 29 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. McRae presented the natural gas rate structure consisting of three common components. 

(See Page 31 of Attachment 2) 
 
 Mr. McRae reviewed the current and proposed rates with the Southwest Gas (SWG) rates. He 

mentioned the small customer averages approximately 6 therms per month and the proposed 
rates would increase the bill by 1.2%; the average customer, whose consumption is 22 therms 
per month, would increase approximately 1.3%; and the large residential customer, averaging 48 
therms per month will see a 2.6% increase. He stated that the average and large customer rates 
are lower than SWG rates; however, the small customer rates are higher due to a rate design and 
structure that is mandated by the Arizona Corporation Commission that requires SWG to have a 
very low system service charge. (See Page 32 of Attachment 2) 

 
 In response to a question posed by Mr. Brady regarding if Mesa compares favorably when taking 

into account all the components, Mr. McRae clarified the chart takes all components into account 
and the difference in the system service charge is what drives the difference.  

 
 Mr. McRae outlined the proposed gas rate adjustments and noted the rate differences between 

the current and proposed rates. He commented the increase in the system service charge is 25% 
per month, and 10% increase in the Tier 2 rates. He emphasized the small gas residential 
customer will typically only see a $0.25 per month or $3 per year increase in their gas bill. (See 
Pages 33 and 34 of Attachment 23) 

 
 Mr. McRae supplied the numbers for the commercial gas annual bill comparison with the current, 

proposed and SWG rates. He mentioned the proposed rates will increase the bill for the small 
customer approximately 2.3%, for the average customer 0.5%, and for the large customer 1.8% 
per month.  (See Page 35 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Mr. McRae explained the proposed commercial gas rates include a $2 per month increase in the 

system service charge and increasing the tier level from 1,200 therms per month to 1,500 therms 
per month, which mainly impacts the larger customers. He added the average commercial 
customer’s bill with the proposed changes will increase by approximately 0.5% which is 
attributable to the increase in the system service charges. (See Page 36 of Attachment 2) 
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 Mr. McRae highlighted the new gas economic development rate that was prepared in 

collaboration with the economic development department to retain and expand existing large gas 
customers, as well as attract new large gas customers to Mesa. (See Page 37 of Attachment 2) 

 
 In response to a question from Mayor Giles, Mr. McRae replied the concept for the economic 

development rate is that most of the capital investment that will serve and extend the infrastructure 
and equipment to service this type of customer will be recovered in the first or second tier, adding 
the third tier provides the incentive to expand and grow their operations.  

 
 Mr. McRae indicated staff are looking forward to the benefits and technology that will come with 

the Smart Meter Program. He mentioned the pre-paid bills that the City will be able to provide with 
the program, as well as time-of-use rates to incentivize conservation.  (See Page 38 of Attachment 
2)  

 
 Mr. Ritschel gave the schedule of the upcoming events related to the utility rate adjustments if 

Council directs staff to move forward with a January 1, 2021 effective date.  (See Page 39 of 
Attachment 2) 

 
 In response to a question from Vice Mayor Freeman regarding whether there is a realignment on 

the residential water tiers, Mr. Ritschel explained that depends on whether there is a dedicated 
landscape meter which is metered at a Tier 2 rate. He advised if there is not a landscape meter, 
then once the user reaches the 7,000 kgals the usage beyond that would be charged at the Tier 
2 level.  

 
 In response to a question posed by Vice Mayor Freeman regarding the cost of the landscape 

meter, Mr. Hansen stated he believes a new landscape meter is approximately $1,500 and there 
is an additional cost to install the meter.  He added the usage charge then starts at the second 
tier but does not go above that tier. He confirmed there would be two separate meters on the 
property.  

 
 Mayor Giles commented he would like more information on the landscape meter and inquired 

how residents can research this option. 
 
 Mr. Hansen remarked that within the utility rate book there is information on the landscape water 

service. 
 
 Mr. Weld clarified that the $1,500 is not an all-inclusive number. He stated there is a charge for 

the meter, a charge to connect the meter, and the homeowner would have to hire a private 
plumber to re-plumb the property.  

 
 Mr. Brady agreed to revisit this discussion in the future.  
 
 In response to a question posed by Councilmember Duff, Mr. Hansen reported the homeowner 

would receive a separate service charge for each meter. 
 
 Mayor Giles commended staff for the work that went into the presentation while keeping in mind 

the impact to the rate payers. He expressed the opinion that it seems inconsistent that the City is 
launching utility assistance programs for individuals within the community who are struggling to 
pay their utility bills because of the pandemic while having a conversation about raising utility 
rates. He mentioned the fact that due to good management the City has a healthy fund balance 
at 31.6%. He added his preference is to use a combination of the draw-down model as well as 
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the commercial increases within the recommended model due to the current situation. He 
continued by saying he supports the standby rate and the gas economic development rate.   

 
 Councilmember Luna advised he is interested in receiving public input on the rate increases. He 

remarked the need to take a measured approach when making changes to avoid a huge increase 
in the coming years which could be detrimental to the residents and commercial customers.  

 
 In response to a question from Mayor Giles regarding public notice, Mr. Brady confirmed that 

notice has already been given based on the staff recommendation. He stated Council has the 
discretion to make changes, keeping in mind the rates cannot go above what has been 
recommended, but can go below. He reminded Council that deferring an increase will equate to 
a higher increase in the future. He stated staff can prepare scenarios for Council to consider 
showing the future impact if choosing to defer an increase at this time.  

 
 Vice Mayor Freeman indicated he does not want to be caught in the scenario of having to increase 

rates by a larger percentage and feels a small rate increase is inevitable to cover the infrastructure 
costs to provide services. He agrees with drawing down the reserves but would like to spread the 
rate increase out. 

 
 Councilmember Heredia outlined residential water rates should be kept the same or only 

increased by inflationary rates and then continue to monitor and balance the rates accordingly. 
 
 Mayor Giles stated the proposed rate increase for residential is 1.5%, which is below the 

inflationary rate. 
 
 Mr. Brady agreed with Mayor Giles, adding a 1.5% increase for a typical residential user is 

approximately $0.57 per month.  
 
 Mr. Ritschel advised the inflation rate is approximately 1.75% currently. 
 
 Mayor Giles asked staff to present scenarios combining the draw-down and recommended 

models with no residential increases.  
 
 Councilmember Duff reminded Council that many businesses are also suffering. She mentioned 

that 1.5% seemed like a minimal increase while still maintaining the reserve for the next five years. 
She discussed an example of a single renter’s water usage being 8,000 gallons per month which 
would push them into the second tier. She suggested deferring the tiers.   

 
 Mr. Brady stated the 7,000 gallons is a standard across most utility systems and is a large amount 

for one individual to go through.   
  
 Mr. Hansen advised that forecast numbers from new builds in Eastmark show the average 

household consumption being around 5.5 kgals per month. He proposed having a staff member 
check the property for leaks and providing conservation methods to lower the consumption.   

 
 Mayor Giles reminded Council this item is to provide direction on the staff recommendation, which 

will come up for public hearing in December. He stated he looks forward to seeing the requested 
scenarios and having further discussions in December.  

 Mayor Giles thanked staff for the presentation. 
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2. Acknowledge receipt of minutes of various boards and committees. 
  
 2-a. Public Safety Committee meeting held on September 24, 2020. 
 

It was moved by Councilmember Luna, seconded by Vice Mayor Freeman, that receipt of the 
above-listed minutes be acknowledged. 

 
 Upon tabulation of votes, it showed: 

 
 AYES – Giles-Freeman-Duff-Heredia-Luna-Thompson 
 NAYS – None 
  
 (Councilmember Whittaker was unavailable at the time of the vote.)  
 
 Mayor Giles declared the motion carried by majority vote. 

 
3. Current events summary including meetings and conferences attended. 
 
 Vice Mayor Freeman –  Chamber of Commerce virtual meeting 
      Zoom #MesaTakeOut lunch mob  
 

Councilmember Duff –  Recognition of the Economic Development Office – 
International Excellence in Economic Development Awards  

 PHX East Valley Statepersons’ Event – Moving Arizona 
Forward    

 
 Councilmember Duff announced she will be hosting a Community Conversations event today with 

Vice Mayor Freeman and Environmental Management & Sustainability Department Director Scott 
Bouchie on the recycling program. She advised advanced registration is required.  

 
 Councilmember Luna reported Saturday, October 24, from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m., the Mesa 

Prevention Alliance and the Mesa Police Department will host a Halloween themed drive-thru 
drug disposal event at Gene Autry Park. He stated the Mesa Arts Center (MAC) will be live 
streaming a virtual Día de Los Muertos Festival on Saturday from 12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. on 
Mesa Channel 11 and the MAC website. He advised on October 31 the Mesa Public Library will 
be hosting a Halloween Boo Parade on Saturday from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. at all three locations.   

 
 Vice Mayor Freeman highlighted the Mesa Historical Museum will be hosting an annual walking 

tour of the Mesa Cemetery on October 24 from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.  
 
 Mayor Giles stated the Mesa Police Department will be conducting a community meeting on 

Wednesday, October 28, at 6:00 p.m. at the Fiesta Station to provide updates on the drive-by 
shooting investigation.   

 
4. Scheduling of meetings. 
 

City Manager Christopher Brady stated that the schedule of meetings is as follows: 
 

Thursday, October 29, 2020, 7:30 a.m. – Study Session 
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5. Adjournment. 
 

Without objection, the Study Session adjourned at 9:53 a.m. 
 
 

 
    ____________________________________ 

JOHN GILES, MAYOR 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
DEE ANN MICKELSEN, CITY CLERK 
 
I 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 22nd day of October 2020. I further certify that the 
meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was present.  
 

 
 

    _______________________________ 
DEE ANN MICKELSEN, CITY CLERK 

 
la 
(Attachments – 2) 
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P

M
E

N
T

 R
E

Q
U

IR
E

M
E

N
TS

 
•

R
em

ain zoned S
ingle R

esidence
-43 (R

S
-43) and develop w

ith one (1) acre lots

•
T

he C
ity w

ill retain land at the northeast corner of the property for a future w
ell site 

R
ed M

ountain Loop 202
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Council Study Session                    October 22, 2020

6

D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T

 R
E

Q
U

IR
E

M
E

N
TS

:

•
W

ater line extension req
uired

 

•
S

eptic system
s w

ill be allow
ed

 for the 10 ±
hom

es
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Council Study Session                    October 22, 2020

7

•
P

rovide street access to site

•
Flood C

ontrol D
istrict C

learance
required

•
S

uccessful b
idd

er to w
ork w

ith C
ity on existing city-

ow
ned m

onitoring w
ells 

•
C

om
ply w

ith all C
ity d

evelop
m

ent codes, regulations, 
guidelines, standards etc. 

D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T

 R
E

Q
U

IR
E

M
E

N
TS

: 
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Council Study Session                    October 22, 2020


M

inim
um

 B
id A

m
ount 

$950,000 A
ppraisal 

A
m

ount


A
dvertise dates for bid 

subm
ittal and bid 

opening 


H
old virtual m

eeting 
for opening of sealed 
bids

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
 S

A
LE

 P
R

A
C

T
IC

E

8

Sealed  B
id
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Council Study Session                    October 22, 2020

D
IS

C
U

S
S

IO
N

 A
N

D
 

D
IR

E
C

T
IO

N

9
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City of M
esa

w

FY 2020/21
U

tility Rates Recom
m

endations
W

City Council Study Session
O

ctober 22, 2020

Presented by:
Brian A. Ritschel –

M
anagem

ent &
 Budget Assistant Director

Seth W
eld –

W
ater Resources Deputy Director

Scott Bouchie –
Environm

ental M
anagem

ent &
 Sustainability Director

Frank M
cRae –

Energy Resources Director

1
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U
tility Enterprise O

perations

•
Each utility is operated as a separate business center

•
Reserve balance can be used to sm

ooth rate adjustm
ents year-to-year

•
Reserve balance can be used to phase in new

 program
s or changes in 

operations

2
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Financial Principles

•
Balanced net sources and uses

•
20%

 or higher reserve fund balance
•

Rate adjustm
ents that are predictable and sm

oothed throughout the 
forecast

•
Equity betw

een residential and non-residential rates
•

Affordable utility services

3
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U
tility Enterprise Fund Forecast:

N
o Rate Adjustm

ents
*For Planning Purposes O

nly*

4

Balanced N
et S&

U

20%
 Fund Balance

Sm
oothed Adjustm

ents

Equity Res. &
 N

on-Res.

Affordable Services
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U
tility Enterprise Fund Forecast:

FY 25/26 Balanced N
et Sources &

 U
ses

*For Planning Purposes O
nly*

5

Balanced N
et S&

U

20%
 Fund Balance

Sm
oothed Adjustm

ents

Equity Res. &
 N

on-Res.

Affordable Services
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U
tility Enterprise Fund Forecast:
Draw

 Dow
n Rate Adjustm

ents
*For Planning Purposes O

nly*

6

Balanced N
et S&

U

20%
 Fund Balance

Sm
oothed Adjustm

ents

Equity Res. &
 N

on-Res.

Affordable Services
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U
tility Enterprise Fund Forecast:

FY 20/21 Recom
m

ended Rate Adjustm
ents

7

Balanced N
et S&

U

20%
 Fund Balance

Sm
oothed Adjustm

ents

Equity Res. &
 N

on-Res.

Affordable Services
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W
ater and W

astew
ater

8

LAnder3
Text Box
Study SessionOctober 22, 2020Attachment 2Page 8 of 42



Increasing Costs

W
ater

•
O

perating Expenditures: +$15.2 m
illion

•
D

ebt Service Transfer: +$4.1 m
illion

W
astew

ater
•

O
perating Expenditures: +$6.4 m

illion

•
D

ebt Service Transfer: +$3.9 m
illion

FY
20/21…

9
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Rate Structure Adjustm
ents

10

A
dditional item

s
•

C
om

plete final W
ater R

esidential tier 
realignm

ent

•
Elim

inate W
ater N

on-R
esidential Excess 

Surcharge holiday
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Residential W
ater Tiers

11
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C
urrent

R
ecom

m
ended

R
esidential (3/4” line), 6.0kgal/m

o.
Service C

harge: 
$28.10/m

o.
$28.52/m

o.
U

sage C
harge: 

$3.19/kgal
$3.24/kgal

M
onthly bill:

$37.67/m
o.

$38.24/m
o. 

(effective increase 1.5%
 or $0.57/m

o.)

C
om

m
ercial-G

eneral (1” line), 9.0kgal/m
o.

Service C
harge: 

$31.47/m
o.

$31.94/m
o.

U
sage C

harge: 
$3.38/kgal

$3.55/kgal
M

onthly bill:
$51.75/m

o.
$53.24/m

o.
(effective increase 2.9%

 or $1.49/m
o.)

C
om

m
ercial-Landscape (1” line), 31.0kgal/m

o.
Service C

harge:
$31.47/m

o.
$31.94/m

o.
U

sage C
harge:

$3.38/kgal
$3.55/kgal

M
onthly bill:

$126.11/m
o.

$131.34/m
o.

(effective increase 4.1%
 or $5.23/m

o.)

Typical Custom
er -W

ater

12
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Typical Custom
er -W

astew
ater

C
urrent

R
ecom

m
ended

R
esidential: 4.0kgal/m

o. (90%
 3-m

o. W
W

A
)

Service C
harge:

$19.27/m
o.

$19.94/m
o.

U
sage C

harge:
$1.58/kgal

$1.64/kgal
M

onthly bill:
$22.43/m

o.
$23.22/m

o. 
(effective increase 3.5%

 or $0.79/m
o.)

C
om

m
ercial: 9.0kgal/m

o.
Service C

harge: 
$20.67/m

o.
$21.50/m

o.
U

sage C
harge:

$1.65/kgal
$1.72/kgal

Surcharge:
$2.98/kgal

$3.10/kgal
M

onthly bill:
$44.14/m

o.
$45.94/m

o.
(effective increase 4.0%

 or $1.80/m
o.)13
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Solid W
aste

14
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Solid W
aste U

tility Rate Recom
m

endations
•

Residential Barrels:
•

N
o increase

•
Com

m
ercial Front Load

Rates:
•

O
verall 3.5%

 increase

•
Com

m
ercial Roll O

ffRates:
•

O
verall increase 1%

•
Bulk Item

: 
•

Collection Fee increase by $1.96, from
 $23.04 to $25.00

•
N

ot O
ut Fee increase by $13.21, from

 $11.79 to $25.00

•
HHM

 O
nly -W

W
 Charge

•
$0.41 per m

onth

15
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Front Load Trash Rate
Recom

m
endations

•
Increase base rates for all size bins by $1.50

•
Increase out-of-zone fee by $1.50, from

 $15.00 to $16.50
•

Increase m
ulti-day and m

ulti-bin discounts by 2 percentage points
•

Im
plem

ent a Front Load Set Fee $80.00 per Bin
•

Im
plem

ent a Front Load Rem
oval Fee $110.00 per Bin

•
Im

plem
ent a Front Load Relocation Fee 

•
$85.00 First Bin

•
$10.00 Each Additional Bin

•
Im

plem
ent a Change in Size Fee $90.00 per Bin

16
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Roll O
ff Rate

Recom
m

endations

•
Increase trash and green set fee by $2.00, from

 $58.00 to $60.00
•

Increase trash per ton charge by $0.20, from
 $33.30 to $33.50

•
Increase green w

aste per ton charge by $7.45, from
 $32.30 to $39.75

•
Increase blocked/overloaded/unserviceable charge by $25.00, from

 
$65.00 to $90.00

•
Im

plem
ent a 24-hour cancellation charge of $90.00

17
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Com
m

ercial Recycling

CARDBO
ARD

Elim
inate Frontload Com

m
ercial Com

m
ingled Recycling

BIN
 SIZE

CU
RREN

T
PRO

PO
SED

2 YD
36.00

$    
45.06

$      
3 YD

39.36
$    

49.18
$      

4 YD
42.72

$    
53.03

$      
6 YD 

53.03
$    

65.87
$      

8 YD
63.09

$    
78.12

$      
M

ulti-Bin Factor
0.65

0.67

18


Sheet1

		COMMERCIAL CARDBOARD		Column1		Column2										20		proj

		BIN SIZE		CURRENT		PROPOSED								all		$   7,123,471.00		$   7,374,000.00		3.52%

		2 YD		$   36.00		$   45.06								trash		$   6,940,585.00		$   7,133,000.00		2.77%

		3 YD		$   39.36		$   49.18										$   141,900.00		$   241,000.00		69.84%

		4 YD		$   42.72		$   53.03

		6 YD 		$   53.03		$   65.87

		8 YD		$   63.09		$   78.12								RO all		$   2,262,088.00				-100.00%

		Multi-Bin Factor		0.65		0.67								RO trash		$   1,898,440.00		$   1,909,843.00		0.60%

														RO green		$   96,917.00		$   106,597.00		9.99%

																$   1,995,357.00		$   2,016,440.00		1.06%

		BIN SIZE		CURRENT RATE		PROPOSED RATE

		2 YD		$   75.00		$   76.50

		3 YD		$   82.00		$   83.50

		4 YD		$   89.00		$   90.50

		6 YD 		$   101.98		$   103.48

		8 YD		$   115.98		$   117.48

		BIN SIZE		CURRENT		PROPOSED

		2 YD		0.60		0.62

		3 YD		0.60		0.62

		4 YD		0.60		0.62

		6 YD 		0.65		0.67

		8 YD		0.68		0.70

		BIN SIZE		CURRENT		PROPOSED

		2 YD		0.60		0.62

		3 YD		0.60		0.62

		4 YD		0.60		0.62

		6 YD 		0.65		0.67

		8 YD		0.68		0.70

		Trash		CURRENT		PROPOSED

		Set Fee		$   58.00		$   60.00

		Per Ton Rate		$   33.20		$   32.50

		Greenwaste		CURRENT		PROPOSED

		Set Fee		$   58.00		$   60.00

		Per Ton Rate		$   32.20		$   39.75

		Blocked/Overloaded/Unserviceable		CURRENT		PROPOSED

				$   65.00		$   90.00
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Electric Service

19
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EN
ERG

Y RATE ADJU
STM

EN
T PRIN

CIPLES

•Recover costs incurred to provide service
•Infrastructure investm

ents to enhance safety, reliability &
 

efficiency
•Align recovery of fixed costs w

ith rate com
ponents that are 

not a function of consum
ption

•Prom
ote energy efficiency &

 conservation
•M

inim
ize rate/bill spikes

•Long-term
 rate stability

•M
inim

ize bill im
pacts of extrem

e w
eather  

•Benchm
ark w

ith neighboring utilities (SRP &
 SW

G)
20

LAnder3
Text Box
Study SessionOctober 22, 2020Attachment 2Page 20 of 42



RESIDEN
TIAL ELECTRIC RATE STRU

CTU
RE

There are three com
ponents

•System
 Service Charge (fixed $ per m

onth per account)

•U
sage (Consum

ption)

•Electric Energy Cost Adjustm
ent Factor (EECAF)

•Consum
ption 

•Pass-through of cost of com
m

odity

21
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Sm
all

Avg
Large

M
esa - Current

$508.59
$1,118.50

$1,828.15
M

esa - Proposed
$524.39

$1,140.65
$1,854.34

SRP
$632.19

$1,287.81
$2,112.99

 $-

 $500

 $1,000

 $1,500

 $2,000

 $2,500
Annual Bill

Residential Electric Annual Bill Com
parison M

arch 2021 to Feb 2022

22
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PRO
PO

SED ELECTRIC RATE ADJU
STM

EN
TS

•
M

inim
al Rate &

 Bill Adjustm
ents

•
Residential: System

 Service Charge rate adjustm
ent and 

Sum
m

er/W
inter usage charge rate adjustm

ent

•
N

ew
 Electric Services &

 Rates

•
Standby Rate

23
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PRO
PO

SED RESIDEN
TIAL ELECTRIC RATES

CO
M

PO
N

EN
T

CU
RREN

T
PRO

PO
SED

SYSTEM
 SERVICE CHARGE

$12.00
$13.00

U
SAGE CHARGE 

SU
M

M
ER per kW

h
Tier 1 -$0.05128
Tier 2 -$0.04822

Tier 1 -$0.05179
Tier 2 -$0.04822

U
SAGE CHARGE 

W
IN

TER per kW
h

Tier 1 -$0.03765
Tier 2 -$0.01633

Tier 1 -$0.03953
Tier 2 -$0.01715

ELECTRIC EN
ERGY SU

PPLY 
CO

ST
$0.04618/kW

h
$ 0.04618/kW

h

•
EECAF is average of EECAF forecast for FY 20/21

•
Forecast range of $0.04475 to $0.04815

24
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EECAF REDU
CTIO

N
 EFFECTS O

N
 AVERAG

E
RESIDEN

TIAL M
O

N
TH

LY BILLS VERSU
S SRP

$97.78 

$91.29 

$100.86 
$106.63 

 $-

 $20

 $40

 $60

 $80

 $100

 $120

FY 11-12
FY 12-13

FY 13-14
FY 14-15

FY 15-16
FY 16-17

FY 17-18
FY 18-19

FY 19-20

Average Residential Electric M
onthly Bills by Fiscal Year

CO
M

SRP
25
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EECAF REDU
CTIO

N
 EFFECTS O

N
 SM

ALL
RESIDEN

TIAL M
O

N
TH

LY BILLS VERSU
S SRP

$40.16 
$41.56 

$47.46 
$52.42 

 $-

 $10

 $20

 $30

 $40

 $50

 $60

FY 11-12
FY 12-13

FY 13-14
FY 14-15

FY 15-16
FY 16-17

FY 17-18
FY 18-19

FY 19-20

Sm
all Residential Electric M

onthly Bills by Fiscal Year

CO
M

SRP
26
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27

PRO
PO

SED N
EW

 STAN
DBY ELECTRIC RATE

Existing rates aren’t adequate to ensure costs are recovered to 
provide requested service to new

 developm
ent projects

O
n-site Generation w

ill provide significant portion of electric 
needs
Significant electric im

provem
ents to m

eet all electric needs   
Existing rates don’t ensure tim

ely &
 equitable cost recovery 

Standby rate “de-couples” cost recovery from
 w

hether utility or 
on-site generation m

eets energy needs  
Risks m

inim
ized that costs w

on’t be recovered in a tim
ely m

anner 
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28

ELECTRIC CO
M

M
ERCIAL (E3.1) CO

M
PARED TO

 
PRO

PO
SED N

EW
 STAN

DBY RATE
CO

M
PO

N
EN

T
TIER

E3.1 (Sum
m

er, 3 Phase)
PRO

PO
SED N

EW
 STAN

DBY

SYSTEM
 SERVICE CHARGE ($/M

O
N

TH)
N

/A
$13.24

$13.24

EN
ERGY CO

N
SU

M
PTIO

N
 CHARGE ($/kW

h)
0 -15,000 kW

h
$0.06491

$0.06491

15,001–75,000 kW
h

$0.04125
$0.04125

M
O

RE THAN
 75,000 kW

h
$0.02901

$0.02901

DEM
AN

D CHARGE ($/kW
 PER M

O
N

TH)
0-50 kW

0
N

/A

M
O

RE THAN
 50 kW

$3.9168
N

/A

FACILITY CHARGE ($/kW
 PER M

O
N

TH)
Contract kW

 or Actual kW
N

/A
$6.670

ELECTRIC EN
ERGY SU

PPLY CO
ST($/kW

h)
All kW

$ 0.03483
$ 0.03483

•
EECAF is average of EECAF forecast for FY 20/21

•
Forecast range of $0.03300 to $0.03625
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29

Standby Custom
ers w

ith 
on-site generation use 
entire electric system

 if 
their generation does 
not m

eet their energy 
requirem

ents.

Additionally, significant 
investm

ents in the 12 
kV D

istribution System
 

are required to extend 
service to the new

 
developm

ents

Electric System
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N
atural G

as Service

30
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RESIDEN
TIAL N

ATU
RAL G

AS RATE STRU
CTU

RE

There are three com
ponents

•System
 Service Charge (fixed $ per m

onth per account)

•U
sage (Consum

ption)

•Purchased N
atural Gas Cost Adjustm

ent Factor (PN
GCAF)

•Consum
ption 

•Pass-through of cost of com
m

odity

31
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Sm
all

Avg
Large

M
esa - Current

$257.55
$419.61

$648.21
M

esa - Proposed
$260.55

$425.30
$665.01

SW
G

 Annual Bill
$220.11

$468.94
$867.42

 $-

 $100

 $200

 $300

 $400

 $500

 $600

 $700

 $800

 $900

 $1,000

Annual Bill
Residential Gas Annual Bill Com

parison -M
esa 

M
arch 2021 to Feb 2022

32
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PRO
PO

SED G
AS RATE ADJU

STM
EN

TS
•

M
inim

al Rate &
 Bill Adjustm

ents for natural gas

•
Residential: System

 Service Charge rate adjustm
ent and Tier 2 usage 

charge rate adjustm
ent

•
N

on-Residential: System
 Service Charge rate adjustm

ent, Tier 2 usage 
charge rate adjustm

ent and increase Tier 1 usage lim
it to 1500 

therm
s from

 1200 therm
s

•
N

ew
 Gas Econom

ic Developm
ent Rate

33
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CO
M

PO
N

EN
T

CU
RREN

T
PRO

PO
SED

SYSTEM
 SERVICE CHARGE 
SU

M
M

ER
W

IN
TER

$15.06
$17.99

$15.31
$18.24

U
SAGE CHARGE 

SU
M

M
ER per therm

Tier 1 -$0.6685
Tier 2 -$0.2167

Tier 1 -$0.6685
Tier 2 -$0.2384

U
SAGE CHARGE 

W
IN

TER per therm
Tier 1 -$0.6685
Tier 2 -$0.4926

Tier 1 -$0.6685
Tier 2 -$0.5419

N
ATU

RAL GAS SU
PPLY 

CO
ST

$0.1985/therm
$0.1985/therm

PRO
PO

SED RESIDEN
TIAL G

AS RATES

•
PN

GCAF is average of PN
GCAF forecast for FY 20/21 

34
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Sm
all

Avg
Large

M
esa - Current

$1,027.57
$4,621.79

$13,264.87
M

esa - Proposed
$1,051.57

$4,645.79
$13,498.41

SW
G

 Annual Bill
$1,112.80

$4,839.61
$13,914.37

 $-

 $2,000

 $4,000

 $6,000

 $8,000

 $10,000

 $12,000

 $14,000

 $16,000

Annual Bill

Com
m

ercial Gas Annual Bill Com
parison -M

esa
M

arch 2021 to Feb 2022

35
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CO
M

PO
N

EN
T

CU
RREN

T
PRO

PO
SED

SYSTEM
 SERVICE CHARGE 
SU

M
M

ER
W

IN
TER

$35.66
$45.34

$37.66
$47.34

U
SAGE CHARGE 

SU
M

M
ER PER THERM

Tier 1 -$0.5280
Tier 2 -$0.3166

Tier 1 -$0.5280
Tier 2 -$0.3261

U
SAGE CHARGE 

W
IN

TER PER THERM
Tier 1 -$0.5718
Tier 2 -$0.4574

Tier 1 -$0.5718
Tier 2 -$0.4711

TIER 1 to 2 THERM
 U

SAGE 
ADJU

STM
EN

T
TIER 1: 0-1200
TIER 2: 1201+

TIER 1: 0-1500
TIER 2: 1501+

N
ATU

RAL GAS SU
PPLY 

CO
ST

$0.1985/therm
$0.1985/therm

PRO
PO

SED CO
M

M
ERCIAL G

AS RATES

•
PN

GCAF is average of PN
GCAF forecast for FY 20/21 

36
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N
EW

 G
AS ECO

N
O

M
IC DEVELO

PM
EN

T RATE

•
Structured to encourage existing large gas custom

ers to expand 
and new

 large gas custom
ers to com

e to M
esa

•
Tiered rate structure designed to encourage large users to 
com

e to M
esa w

hile still adequately recovering M
esa’s 

investm
ent in infrastructure

•
0-90,000 Therm

s: 
$0.2863

•
90,000 –

500,000 Therm
s: $0.2100

•
500,000+ Therm

s:
$0.1400

•
Criteria for enrollm

ent:
•

$25 m
illion in Capital Investm

ent
•

50 new
 em

ployees
•

M
inim

um
 36,000 therm

s of consum
ption per m

onth
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IN
 TH

E FU
TU

RE

•Sm
art M

eters

•Tim
e of U

se Rates
•Electric Vehicle Rates

•Prepaid Electric Bills
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Schedule for FY 2020/21 U
tility Rates 

Adjustm
ent Recom

m
endation

N
ov 16

–
Introduce U

tility R
ate O

rdinances

D
ec 1

–
C

ity C
ouncil Action on U

tility R
ates.

Jan 1
–

Effective date for U
tility R

ate changes
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Rate Adjustm
ent H

istory

41

*FY 19/20 Effective date shifted from
 July to M

arch/April

FY 19/20 Forecasted
FY 19/20 Adopted

FY 17/18
FY 18/19

FY 19/20*
W

A
TE

R
 R

esidential
3.50%

2.00%
0.00%

W
A

TE
R

 N
on-R

esidential (usage only)
3.50%

2.00%
6.00%

W
A

S
TE

W
A

TE
R

 R
esidential

4.00%
2.50%

0.00%
W

A
S

TE
W

A
TE

R
 N

on-R
esidential

4.00%
2.50%

4.35%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 R
esidential

3.50%
2.00%

0.00%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 C
om

m
ercial

2.50%
2.00%

3.80%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 R
olloff

0.00%
0.00%

2.40%
E

LE
C

TR
IC

 R
esidential - svc charge only

$1.25
$1.00

$0.25
E

LE
C

TR
IC

 N
on-R

esidential - svc charge only
$0.00

$0.00
$2.50

G
A

S
 R

esidential - svc charge only
$0.75

$0.45
$0.75

G
A

S
 N

on-R
esidential - svc charge only

$0.75
$0.45

$2.00

FY 17/18
FY 18/19

FY 19/20
W

A
TE

R
 R

esidential
3.50%

2.00%
3.85%

W
A

TE
R

 N
on-R

esidential
3.50%

2.00%
3.85%

W
A

S
TE

W
A

TE
R

 R
esidential

4.00%
2.50%

4.35%
W

A
S

TE
W

A
TE

R
 N

on-R
esidential

4.00%
2.50%

4.35%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 R
esidential

3.50%
2.00%

3.85%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 C
om

m
ercial

2.50%
2.00%

2.00%
S

O
LID

 W
A

S
TE

 R
olloff

0.00%
0.00%

2.00%
E

LE
C

TR
IC

 R
esidential -svc charge only

$1.25
$1.00

$2.25
E

LE
C

TR
IC

 N
on-R

esidential
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00

G
A

S
 R

esidential - svc charge only
$0.75

$0.45
$0.75

G
A

S
 N

on-R
esidential - svc charge only

$0.75
$0.45

$0.75
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Residential W
ater Tiers

42

Current Residential Tier Structure

First 3,000 gallons included in service charge

G
allons

Cost per 1,000 gal

4,000-9,000
$3.19

10,000-18,000
$4.79

19,000-24,000
$5.77

25,000 and greater
$6.46

Recom
m

ended Residential Tier Structure

First 3,000 gallons included in service charge

Gallons
Cost per 1,000 gal

4,000-7,000
$3.24

8,000-15,000
$4.86

16,000-24,000
$5.86

25,000 and greater
$6.56

LAnder3
Text Box
Study SessionOctober 22, 2020Attachment 2Page 42 of 42


	A1.pdf
	�Proposed�sale of �City-owned land ��
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9

	A2.pdf
	City of Mesa�w�FY 2020/21�Utility Rates Recommendations�W�City Council Study Session�October 22, 2020
	Utility Enterprise Operations
	Financial Principles
	Utility Enterprise Fund Forecast:�No Rate Adjustments� *For Planning Purposes Only*
	Utility Enterprise Fund Forecast:�FY 25/26 Balanced Net Sources & Uses� *For Planning Purposes Only*
	Utility Enterprise Fund Forecast:�Draw Down Rate Adjustments�*For Planning Purposes Only*
	Utility Enterprise Fund Forecast:�FY 20/21 Recommended Rate Adjustments
	Water and Wastewater�
	Increasing Costs
	Rate Structure Adjustments
	Residential Water Tiers
	Typical Customer - Water
	Typical Customer - Wastewater
	Solid Waste
	Solid Waste Utility Rate Recommendations
	Front Load Trash Rate Recommendations
	Roll Off Rate Recommendations
	Commercial Recycling
	Electric Service
	ENERGY RATE ADJUSTMENT PRINCIPLES
	RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATE STRUCTURE
	Slide Number 22
	PROPOSED ELECTRIC RATE ADJUSTMENTS
	PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC RATES
	EECAF REDUCTION EFFECTS ON AVERAGE RESIDENTIAL MONTHLY BILLS VERSUS SRP
	EECAF REDUCTION EFFECTS ON SMALL RESIDENTIAL MONTHLY BILLS VERSUS SRP
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Electric System
	Natural Gas Service
	RESIDENTIAL NATURAL GAS RATE STRUCTURE
	Slide Number 32
	PROPOSED GAS RATE ADJUSTMENTS
	PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL GAS RATES
	Slide Number 35
	PROPOSED COMMERCIAL GAS RATES
	NEW GAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RATE
	IN THE FUTURE
	Schedule for FY 2020/21 Utility Rates Adjustment Recommendation
	Slide Number 40
	Rate Adjustment History
	Residential Water Tiers




