
 

Minutes of the Neighborhood Advisory Commission (NAC) Meeting held on Wednesday, 
Feb. 5, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. as a hybrid meeting with in-person attendance option along with 
virtual component option via Microsoft Teams platform 
 
(MEMBERS) Present: Lane Carraway, Ray Devine, Jan Doughty, Gabe Hagen, Eric Johnson, 
John Kozel, Stacy Novis, Joel Stern, Angie Taylor, Suri Wall, Duane Washkowiak, Brittney Wong 
 
(MEMBERS) Absent: Brandon Abrahams, Kriste Melcher 
 
City Staff: Shauna Warner, Neighborhood Services Manager; Elizabeth Thomas, Neighborhood 
Services Specialist; Keith Burke, Deputy City Manager; Lisette Camacho, Deputy City Manager; 
Tara Ford, Public Works Director; David Tavares, Deputy Public Work Director-Field Operations, 
Stephen White, Public Works Business Manager; Craig Caggiano, Deputy Public Works Director-
Water Utilities; Jacob Payne, Senior Planner; Ryan Levesque, Deputy Community Development 
Director - Planning 
 
Consultant: Andrew Burnam, Stantec 
 
Guests: Kira Caspers, Jana Lynn Granillo, David Sokolowski, Sheila Wood 
 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Chair Wong 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Public Comment 
Jana Lynn Granillo shared concerns she has about the Middle Housing Bill 2721 as originally 
drafted and adopted by the Legislature last session. She urged residents to be informed and to 
contact their legislators and ask them not to advance this bill as written noting it is builder focused, 
significantly increases housing units allowed while reducing setbacks, lacks Historic Preservation 
provisions and fails to add affordable housing.  She noted new bill SB1698 better addresses her 
Middle Housing and housing affordability considerations.   
 
David Sokolowski shared his support of the need for starter housing and the Middle Housing Bill 
and future city ordinance.   
 
Agenda Item 3 – Introduction of New Commission Member 
New NAC member, Angie Taylor, shared that she is a lifelong Tempe resident currently residing 
nearest College and Southern in the 85282 zip code. Fellow NAC members in turn noted their zip 
codes and neighborhood areas.   
 
Agenda Item 4 - Review and approval of meeting minutes:  Jan. 8, 2025 NAC Meeting 
 
Motion: Commissioner Devine  
 
Second:  Commissioner Doughty seconded the motion. 
 
Result: The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 11 ayes  
 
Commission Member Ayes:  Lane Carraway, Ray Devine, Jan Doughty, Eric Johnson, John 
Kozel, Stacy Novis, Joel Stern, Angie Taylor, Suri Wall, Duane Washkowiak, Brittney Wong 
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(MEMBERS) Absent: Brandon Abrahams, Gabe Hagen (arrived at 5:50 p.m. after vote was taken) 
Kriste Melcher 
 
Agenda Item 5 – 2024 Water, Wastewater, Stormwater and Solid Waste Rate Study  
The City of Tempe’s Public Works Department is responsible for providing effective water, 
wastewater, stormwater and solid waste services to the community.  All costs associated with 
delivering these services are met through direct customer fees.  The city establishes its customer 
rates using a biennial rate study that assesses the full costs for delivering services as well as the 
revenue required to maintain the utility’s financial stability. Rate adjustments are then 
recommended to address inflationary and other short-term budgetary factors, support long-term 
viability, provide resources for infrastructure maintenance and replacement, and align costs with 
the values and priorities of the City Council and community.  

Public Works Director, Tara Ford, highlighted the Rate Study Objectives: 
 Funding Requirements 

Additional funding recommended requirements - 
• Water: $7.7M 
• Wastewater: $5.9M 
• Solid Waste: $750K 

 Cost of service adjustments 
Categories –  

• Single-Family 
• Multi-Family 
• Commercial 
• Industrial 
• Landscaping 

 Current service characteristics  
For – 

• Water 
• Wastewater 
• Flood Irrigation 

 
Andrew Burnam with Stantec Management/Rate Study consultant, reviewed the utility bill impacts 
to typical (57% of customers), above average users and large users emphasizing the more water 
used, the greater the impact.  Typical single family residential customers will see, up to a total bill 
increase of $7.87 per month, while above average water users will have an increase of $13.05 and 
large water users will receive an increase of $48.56.   
 
Rate changes follow industry accepted practices and are in keeping with American Water Works 
Association guidance.  Following Tempe’s proposed increases, rates will still compare favorably to 
other local cities and are considered low and affordable.  These comparisons are a “snapshot in 
time” with each city having many different characteristics and variables subject to change.   
 
Flood irrigation service is a separate service from water and wastewater, which uses Salt River 
Project non-potable water for landscape irrigation.  The city has 800 single family residential 
customers mostly located in historic neighborhoods surrounding downtown Tempe (with flood 
irrigation rates charged as a semi-annual fee based on parcel size) and 17 parks receiving flood 
irrigation.  Since its inception, these rates have only covered a portion of the costs for the service.  
This identified funding gap resulted in a two-year plan to attain full cost of service recovery.   
 
Solid waste cost of service requirements and recommendations also follow industry standard 
practices and look at factors including number and size of containers and frequency of pick up.  
Customers can find resources such as the WaterSmart customer portal and free water 
conservation audits to identify opportunities to improve efficiencies on household and landscape 



 

watering at www.tempe.gov/conservation. Those seeking assistance with water bills can reach out 
to customer service Resource Navigator Program, 480-858-2021 or resources@tempe.gov. 
 
Next steps in the process to adjust utility rates is for the City Council to hold a public hearing and 
consider adoption of the recommended rates. This hearing will occur on Feb. 20 as part of the 
Regular Council Meeting.  If adopted, the new rates will become effective April 2025. 
 
Member questions and comments included: 
?: Chandler’s costs look to be lower.  What are they doing? 
A: Cities look similar but there are many distinctions concerning how systems are set up, portfolios, 
assets, availability of reclaimed water, etc.  Chandler has significantly more purple pipe and 
different arrangements with one or more large users. 
 
?: Are numbers shown for one fiscal year at a time? 
A: Recommendations reflect cost of service increases for the utility bill of a single month, displayed  
for three different types of single family residential utility customers. 
 
?: Regarding increase to cost of service, what is your biggest reason? 
A: Water rate increases are primarily driven by the utility’s capital improvements projects, which are 
expensive and are required to comply with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations for 
water plants and wells.  Improvements are already underway at the Johnny G. Martinez Water 
Plant where granule activated carbon is being installed to address PFAS, known as forever 
contaminants. Allowable detection levels for these components will be very low once the new 
regulations go into effect in the coming years, and changes must be implemented to meet these 
EPA standards.  In addition to capital expenses, these improvements require more operations, 
maintenance and staffing costs, which are also accounted for in the current rates. 
 
?: How is this paid for? 
A: Debt financing is leveraged primarily through new borrowings with some proceeds from bond 
sales.  No new bond election is needed, sufficient funding provided through 2016 and 2020 
elections. 
 
?: Flood irrigation gets billed on a 2 cycle basis.  Do costs then increase twice a year as in a $150 
increase twice a year?  
A: Yes, cost increases would be applicable to each of the two bills.  Revenue collected from users 
of the flood irrigation service program will cover costs associated with this delivery service, like 
opening of gates and valves and some maintenance and repairs.  The city continues to fully 
support SRP customers using their water rights to provide flood irrigation, however, Tempe’s flood 
irrigation service customers need pay rates that will recover revenue sufficient to cover the full cost 
of this service. Since inception of Tempe’s flood irrigation service program, the shortfall from the 
insufficient rates has been spread across other non-flood irrigation service customers in the utility, 
which then results in all utility customers to take on some the burden of this cost.   
 
?: What kind of assistance is available?  I’m concerned some neighbors with mature trees will not 
be able to afford this increase. 
I’m not aware of a funding resource for Tempe flood irrigation service customers.  Whether you 
continue to use city services for flood irrigation water delivery or not, flood irrigation water through 
SRP (manages canals and laterals) will still be available.  SRP can provide information on their 
self-service model for irrigation water delivery or private service provider recommendations.  
 
Agenda Item 6 – Overview of New Code to Meet Requirements of State House Bill 2721 re: 
Middle Housing 
Senior Planner, Jacob Payne, described the implicit purpose of HB2721, another statute which 
passed in the prior legislative session and must be adopted through ordinance by Jan. 1, 2026 as 

http://www.tempe.gov/conservation.
mailto:resources@tempe.gov


 

follows – To expand housing supply, and to increase allowable number of units on single-family 
zoned properties in the proximity to downtown.  Streamline the permitting and review process. 
 
Municipalities with population of 75,000 or more are being mandated to allow duplexes, triplexes, 
fourplexes and townhomes on: 
 All lots zoned for single-family residential within one mile of the Central Business District. 
 At least 20% of any new development of more than 10 contiguous acres. 

This law references Middle Housing in the area surrounding the Municipalities “Central Business 
District” which is being considered by Tempe as the “Downtown Area” with a one-mile buffer taking 
the boundaries to Priest on the west, Marlborough Estates area/north of Curry on the north, Dorsey 
on the east and Broadway on the south.  The boundaries and accompanying map are in DRAFT 
form and staff are awaiting if any changes will be needed.  
 
The provided list of actions municipalities may not do: 

• Discourage development of middle housing through requirements or actions that make 
permitting, siting or construction impracticable. 

• Restrict middle housing types to less than two (2) floors. 
• Restrict middle housing types to a floor area ratio less than 50%.(Note: volume of building 

in relation to the site it is on, commonly referred to as lot coverage) 
• Set restrictions, permitting, or review processes that are more restrictive than single-family 

homes within the same zone. 
• Require owner occupancy of any structures on the lot. 
• Require any structures to comply with commercial building code or to contain a fire 

sprinkler. 
• Require more than (1) off-street parking space per unit. 

 
The bill is very prescriptive and pre-emptive.  The required restrictions mean that the city cannot 
require owner occupancy nor do some of the reviews that are normally done for multi-faily 
developments, which may have otherwise resulted in public hearings.  
 
HB271 does not prohibit municipalities from: 
 Allowing single-family dwellings in these areas. 
 Including additional types of middle housing not included in the bill. 

Only two of the HB2721 exempted areas are applicable to Tempe – those not zoned for residential 
use and those within vicinity of an airport.  City staff are seeking clarifications on the adding of 
historic designated properties (local and national) to the list of exempted areas.  Jacob noted that 
the historic preservation element was included in recent prior bills.  Any amendments or 
clarifications to HB2721 may likely require legislative action from the State.  
 
Next steps include a public information meeting on Feb. 19, 2025 with a DRAFT Middle Housing 
Code anticipated by August 2025 and a second public meeting also in August. This would be 
followed by a September Development Review Commission hearing and October/November City 
Council Adoption Hearings.  
 
Commissioner comments and questions included: 
?: As of today, really only those neighborhoods that are south of University that are eligible? 
A: Could be areas in Riverside/Sunset that turn out to be eligible but generally south of University 
to Broadway.  A duplex, triplex or fourplex addition would still have to meet the established 
standards and height limits of that area.  Multiple single-family homes would still undergo staff 
review process.  We cannot require anything that is not already required. 
 
?: Who is this affordable to if you are not requiring owner occupancy? 
A: State is not allowing municipalities to require owner occupancy. 
 



 

?: Regarding city permitted neighborhood parking, are those neighborhoods going to be impacted? 
A: Transportation staff are already evaluating permitted neighborhood parking as it relates to 
Accessory Dwelling Units.  This Middle Housing element will also have to be considered.   
 
?: Can a developer provide more than one parking space? 
A: Yes, but we cannot require that they do so. 
 
?: Has there been much interest in this prior? 
A: Rarely.  It’s a pretty unique situation here with so many existing subdivisions.   
 
?: Does this include HOA’s?  Can they restrict this? 
A: Likely through their CC&R’s. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – NAC Communication Plan 
Members briefly discussed available tools and potential topics which included: 

• Neighborhood Grants 
• Neighborhood Nominations 
• Neighborhood Celebration 
• Neighborhood Workshops 
• HOA Classes 
• NAC meetings and activities 

 
Members asked: 
What do we want to communicate? 
What is not being communicated? 
What can we do to help amplify city messaging? 
What is NAC doing/accomplishing? 
How do we strengthen ties with neighborhoods? 
 
Member shared their ideas: 

 Consider setting up a subcommittee or two to work on these goals and objectives outside 
of the regular meeting (requires formal approval and meeting agendas and minutes 
preparation) 

 Set aside regular meeting time to collectively work on these goals and objectives (Note: 
NAC Communication Plan has been added to meeting agendas as a standing item) 

 Add a separate item on each meeting agenda allowing members to share what they and 
their neighbors are doing in the community  

 Could this type of sharing be during Future Agenda Items? 
 Forward out information to your neighbors, circles/contacts – like PPT presentations and 

upcoming public meetings and events found in meeting packets and emails received, 
provide website link to NAC meeting agendas and minutes 

 
Staff agreed to follow up with City Clerk’s office on available options and requirements for sharing 
information during meetings as well as what would be required for any subcommittee formation. 
 
Motion: Vice Chair Kozel made a motion to extend finalizing the NAC Communication Plan work to 
the May meeting 
 
Second:  Commissioner Devine seconded the motion. 
 
Result: The motion passed with a vote of 12 ayes  
 
Commission Member Ayes:  Lane Carraway, Ray Devine, Jan Doughty, Gabe Hagen, Eric 
Johnson, John Kozel, Stacy Novis, Joel Stern, Angie Taylor, Suri Wall, Duane Washkowiak, 
Brittney Wong 



 

 
(MEMBERS) Absent: Brandon Abrahams, Kriste Melcher 
 
Agenda Item 8 – 2025 Neighborhood Awards Overview and Neighborhood Celebration  
Event Planning and Updates 
Members reviewed the two design options provided by city Graphic Designer, both featuring a 
Tempe map graphic provided through Craig with MapStand, an inaugural and continuing 
Neighborhood Celebration vendor.  They chose their favorite and requested lettering be stacked.  
 
A member asked if a nominee could be recognized posthumously?  It was noted that a prior 
nominee in another category was once recognized after his death.  Members generally agreed that 
this situation would definitely be worth considering.     
 
Staff referenced the provided memo in the meeting packet with the Neighborhood Awards process 
overview and again emphasized the importance of NAC members critical role in helping to 
encourage quality nominations for all categories. Neighborhood Services and Communications 
team are conducting final outreach push with the February 12 by 5 p.m. deadline fast approaching.   
 
Agenda Item 9 – Decision Regarding April 2, 2025 NAC Regular Meeting 
The decision was made to keep the April 2 meeting and keep it short with no guest speakers as a 
final check in opportunity before the Neighborhood Celebration event. If applicable, the meeting 
time may be used to prep for the event with tasks such as velcro additions to the pillar signage.     
 
Agenda Item 10 - Proposed Future Agenda Items  
NOTES BELOW ARE FROM JAN. 8 MEETING 
Staff advised of the request for the Nuisance and Loud Party Ordinance Proposed Changes topic 
to be placed on the March 5 meeting agenda.  This will be prior to and in addition to the 
Neighborhood Awards nominations discussion and voting. 
 
No future agenda meeting topics were noted. 
 
Agenda Item 11 – Adjournment 
Meeting was adjourned at 7:05 p.m. 
 
Prepared by: Elizabeth Thomas 
 
Reviewed by: Shauna Warner 
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