
 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK             
 
 

COUNCIL MINUTES 
 
 
February 18, 2016 
 
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 February 18, 2016 at 7:30 a.m.  
 
COUNCIL PRESENT 
 

COUNCIL ABSENT OFFICERS PRESENT 

John Giles 
Alex Finter 
Christopher Glover 
Dennis Kavanaugh  
David Luna  
Dave Richins 
Kevin Thompson 
 

 None 
 

Christopher Brady 
Jim Smith 
Dee Ann Mickelsen 
 
 

 
  
1. Review items on the agenda for the February 22, 2016 Regular Council meeting. 
 

All of the items on the agenda were reviewed among Council and staff and the following was 
noted: 
 
Conflict of interest: None. 
 
Items removed from the consent agenda: None. 

 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh informed Council that agenda item 7-b (Z16-002 (District 2) 1728 
South Greenfield Road) was only an introduction, but once it is scheduled for the public 
hearing he would request that it be removed from the consent agenda. He explained that his 
concern is related to the fact that freeway monument signs are not effective and cause visual 
pollution along the freeway.   

 
Councilmember Finter voiced his opinion that freeway monument signs should be reserved for 
specific uses that are appropriate. He stated that there are many popular businesses around 
that intersection and he would hate to see one business stake a claim on the intersection with a 
freeway monument sign.  

 
2-a. Hear a presentation and discuss proposed bond refundings and defeasance and bond program 

update. 
  
 Chief Financial Officer Mike Kennington and Office of Management and Budget Director 

Candace Cannistraro addressed the Council and displayed a Powerpoint presentation related to 



Study Session 
February 18, 2016 
Page 2 
 
 

the proposed bond refundings and defeasance update. (See Attachment 1)   
 

Mr. Kennington reported that the favorable market conditions for debt issuers offers Mesa some 
great opportunities. He displayed a graph representing Mesa’s debt service payments for 
General Obligation (GO) Bonds and pointed out a spike of $23 million in 2017/2018, which is 
due to the 2004 refunding. He explained that the ongoing goal is to restructure those payments, 
however, per IRS guidelines, a tax-exempt bond can only be refunded once and it must now be 
restructured with taxable debt. He added that staff has identified $20 million worth of bond 
savings and advised that with those two items, staff has estimated the savings at $400,000, 
dependent on market conditions. (See Page 2 of Attachment 1)  

 
 Mr. Kennington advised that GO debt has two limitations according to the Arizona Constitution: 

(1) a 20% limitation of the net assessed valuation for specific purpose GO Bonds, and (2) a 
limitation of 6% for general purpose GO Bonds. He reported that Mesa is at 46% capacity used 
of that statutory debt limitation and displayed a comparison with other cities. (See Page 3 of 
Attachment 1) 

 
Mr. Kennington discussed the Utility Systems Revenue Bond refunding activity and potential 
savings of up to $4.5 million from refunds, bonds, and impact fee fund balances that can be paid 
off. He noted that the debt per capita is $3389 and provided an estimated timeline for the 2016 
bond refunding activity. He continued by saying that the New Money Bonds anticipated to be 
issued in 2016 total approximately $130 million and provided that timeline as well. (See Pages 4 
through 7 of Attachment 1) 

 
 Office of Management and Budget Director Candace Cannistraro explained the various GO 

Bond payment funding sources, where the bulk of the source is from the secondary property 
tax, followed by impact fee revenue and court construction fee revenue. (See Page 8 of 
Attachment 1) 

 
In response to a question from Vice Mayor Kavanaugh, Ms. Cannistraro clarified that, due to the 
new statute, impact fees can only be used for existing and eligible debt and staff has estimated 
receipts each year to determine when that debt may be paid off. 

 
Ms. Cannistraro continued with a brief synopsis of the Secondary Property Tax levy, which is 
relatively new to Mesa and is the major contributor to paying off GO Bonds. (See Page 9 of 
Attachment 1)  

 
In response to a question from Mayor Giles, Ms. Cannistraro confirmed that the bonds being 
retired were anticipated when the operating budget was set at $1.6 billion. 

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Richins, Mr. Kennington explained that it is a 
general rule that the life of an existing bond is not extended out past its maturity schedule.  
 
City Manager Christopher Brady commented that Mesa does not have $23 million to cover the 
spike in 2017/2018 and it must be spread out over future years, however, staff is able to offset 
that cost by refunding $20 million of existing debt.  

 
Mayor Giles thanked staff for the presentation. 
 
 

 



Study Session 
February 18, 2016 
Page 3 
 
 
2-b. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on the Gilbert Road light rail extension. 
 

Transit Services Director Jodi Sorrell displayed a PowerPoint presentation as it relates to the 
Gilbert Road light rail extension. (See Attachment 2) She introduced Deputy Transportation 
Director Erik Guderian and Project Manager Trevor Collon who were present to answer any 
questions. 

 
 Ms. Sorrell reported that the project is in the final design stages, is under construction and  

scheduled to open for revenue service in late 2018. She explained that the Gilbert Road 
extension is the end of the line for that corridor for decades and a decision will need to be made 
as to how that intersection functions for Mesa since Valley Metro requires tail tracks to restore 
service in case something happens to the train.  

 
Ms. Sorrell highlighted three options to accommodate the tail tracks. She displayed Scenario 
One, which places the station at the Gilbert Road and Main Street intersection with the tail 
tracks 400 ft west of the station, and informed the Council that Scenario One is in the current 
budget and included in the preliminary engineering plans. She explained that the trains would 
be stored on the outside of the tracks and such a configuration requires additional track work 
and switches. She emphasized that it should be considered due to the fact that the light rail 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) is paid out of the General Fund. (See Page 3 of 
Attachment 2) 

 
 Ms. Sorrell indicated that Scenario Two was introduced as a result of a value engineering 

workshop with Valley Metro which reviewed the project and offered solutions. She stated that 
this scenario shifts the station 400 ft west of the intersection and places the tail tracks between 
the station and Gilbert Road with space to hold two 3-car trains, allowing for growth. She added 
that this scenario requires an additional traffic signal for pedestrian crossing. She advised that a 
great deal of riders come from the Gilbert Road bus transfer point and the increased walking 
distance could create a challenge. (See Page 4 of Attachment 2) 

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Richins, Ms. Sorrell indicated that recirculating 
the bus route into the station adds transit time for the passengers, as well as additional cost to 
the bus budget, which is based on approximately $6.70 per mile. She stated that, although it is 
typical for the transfer points to connect at intersections, staff can review the option of diverting 
the bus route.  
 
City Manager Christopher Brady suggested that the added traffic signal for pedestrian crossing 
could cause traffic congestion. 

 
Ms. Sorrell described Scenario Three that would extend the tail tracks across Gilbert Road and 
keep the station west of Gilbert Road, still maximizing the bus rail connection transfer points. 
She explained that this scenario would require reopening the Environmental Analysis (EA), 
which only went as far as Gilbert Road, and require additional Right-of-Way (ROW) work. She 
noted that this scenario would not impact the left hand turn from Main Street businesses. 

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Richins, Ms. Sorrell confirmed that Scenario 
Three would need an amendment to the EA and would risk only a slight delay.  
 
In response to a question from Councilmember Finter relating to Scenario Three committing the 
light rail to one direction, Mr. Brady replied that all scenarios would commit Mesa to spending 
dollars that would eventually be abandoned. He explained that it would be years before the next 
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phase is evaluated and that is when they would decide which direction to go, but now the focus 
is on which option is the most functional scenario for the Mesa transit station.  

 
Mayor Giles advised that he met with Ms. Sorrell and reviewed the scenarios. He highlighted the 
following reasons that he favors Scenario Three: 
 

• The scenario does not commit the City to move east and can easily turn south 
heading to Gilbert/Chandler.  

• The scenario does not impact the left turn lane into the RV business.  
• Although the scenario has potential for a slight delay and added costs, the project 

costs are wrapped into the whole project rather than increased O&M costs.  
• The scenario avoids the cost of additional switching stations.  
• The scenario allows the station to be front and center at the intersection, rather than 

off to the side. 
 

(At 8:00 a.m., Mayor Giles was excused from the remainder of the meeting. Vice Mayor 
Kavanaugh presided over the remainder of the meeting.) 

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Luna, Ms. Sorrell clarified that as a result of 
Proposition 104, Phoenix has a long-term light rail plan in place, whereas Mesa only has plans 
as far as Gilbert Road. She added that Mesa has the benefit of value engineering to look at 
future plans and emphasized that Scenario Three would add another $1.8 million to the long-
term cost of the project. 

 
Councilmember Thompson stated that he favored Scenario Two due to the fact that it saves $2 
million and eliminates future  O&M costs. He added that he also likes that the station sits back 
from the intersection, which would alleviate congestion.   
 
Councilmember Glover concurred with Councilmember Thompson and added that he 
appreciates the fact that Scenario Two does not impact the schedule and anticipates savings. 

  
Councilmember Finter supported Scenario Two and noted that he looks forward to saving 
money and likes the opportunity of improving shade structures. 

 
In response to a question from Vice Mayor Kavanaugh, Ms. Sorrell explained that Valley Metro 
tries to locate stations directly at intersections as much as possible, in order to facilitate with the 
bus rail transfer stations.   
 
Councilmember Glover commented that the Mesa Drive and Main Street station causes some 
traffic back-up, but he believes it would be less detrimental if the station was set back from the 
intersection. 
  
Councilmember Richins announced that he was originally in favor of Scenario Three, due to the 
southbound route onto Gilbert Road. He commented that he can support Scenario Two if the 
bus routes can circulate in to help with transition to the train.  

 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh remarked that it was worthwhile to explore the bus circulation plan to 
make the transition as smooth as possible. 
  
Councilmember Luna stated that he prefers Scenario Three, but can live with Scenario Two if 
the buses are able to reroute. 
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Vice Mayor Kavanaugh thanked staff for the presentation. 
 
2-c. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on Redevelopment Area Creation and 

Central Business District Expansion. 
 

Economic Development Department Director William Jabjiniak displayed a Powerpoint 
presentation (See Attachment 3) and introduced Economic Development Project Manager 
Sara Sorensen and Office of Management and Budget Associate Jeff Robbins who was on 
special assignment for this project. 
 
Mr. Robbins stated that part of the mission of the Office of Economic Development is to 
enhance Mesa’s economy and create quality jobs. He added that one tool to help achieve those 
aims was the expansion of the Central Business District (CBD). He displayed a map showing 
the existing boundaries of the CBD and the Town Center Redevelopment Area. (See Pages 2 
and 3 of Attachment 3).  

 
Ms. Sorensen described a Redevelopment Area (RDA) as an area designated by the City 
Council to be in need of revitalization. She explained that prior to that happening, the City 
Council would have to determine that the area meets the statutory requirements. (See Page 4 of 
Attachment 3)  
 
Ms. Sorensen stated that formally declaring an RDA is important as it allows the City and private 
developers to target federal, state and local funds to that specific area.  She added that the 
original Town Center RDA was implemented in 1978 and has been modified several times over 
the years and displayed photos of some examples of the redevelopment. (See Pages 5 and 6 of 
Attachment 3) 
 
Ms. Sorensen explained that a Central Business District (CBD) is a single and contiguous area 
within an RDA and does not exceed 5% of the total land area of the City, which for Mesa is 
seven square miles. She added that the current CBD for Mesa is approximately two square 
miles and the proposed expansion would add one additional square mile. She clarified that a 
CBD holds no other benefit besides the entitlement of the 8-year abatement. She added that 
when both an RDA and a CBD are in the same area it offers the maximum government benefit 
in the form of the Government Property Lease Excise Tax (GPLET). She defined a GPLET as a 
method by which the City leases City-owned property to a private party for use and reduces a 
project’s operating costs by replacing property tax with an excise tax, based on the type of use 
and square footage. (See Pages 7 and 8 of Attachment 3) 

 
Ms. Sorensen stated that a standard GPLET within an RDA replaces the property tax with an 
excise tax, however, a GPLET can be maximized when it is in both an RDA and a CBD. She 
added that having a GPLET in both areas allows Mesa to offer the full 8-year abatement of the 
excise tax and would be truly beneficial in the redevelopment efforts. (See Page 9 of 
Attachment 3) 

 
City Attorney Jim Smith stated that generally, government property is not subject to property tax 
so the GPLET is an in-lieu type of tax or excise tax. He explained that the statute creates a 
process that if Mesa can meet certain criteria (RDA and CBD), then an 8-year abatement is 
offered that places Mesa back into the position of taking away that in-lieu tax. He added that it is 
subject to a number of limitations and requirements, which is what staff is working on currently 
to be able to afford this economic tool in certain circumstances.  
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In response to a question from Councilmember Richins, Ms. Sorensen replied that Mesa has 
had the GPLET in downtown since 1978 and has utilized that tool once for the One Macdonald 
building. 
 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh commented that the tool has been offered over the years and there 
were agreements made with potential developers that never moved forward for various reasons.  

 
Councilmember Thompson inquired if the expansion included City owned properties within the 
Fiesta District that could utilize a GPLET. Mr. Brady replied that a property does not necessarily 
have to start out as a City property.  
 
Mr. Smith described the traditional redevelopment GPLET deal where the developer owns the 
property and transfers it to the City for a nominal amount, then the City leases it back for the 
abatement period, after which it is transferred back to the developer. He stated that this was the 
process used for One Macdonald. He noted that there are many different types of leases that 
fall within the GPLET statute, but also many exceptions.  

 
Mr. Brady said the Fiesta District has significantly large properties and developers have shared 
interest in having the tool available, which is part of the reasoning behind that revitalization.  

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Richins, Mr. Smith explained that the tax 
structure was made more complex in 2010 by reducing the difference between the standard 
property tax and the in-lieu GPLET tax. He added that the largest enhancement applies when a 
property is in a RDA and CBD and qualifies for the GPLET.  
 

  Mr. Brady explained that the GPLET is the only tool that Arizona allows cities to use and, 
although not significant, it is an incentive in bringing large developments into downtown areas. 
He added that Tempe and Phoenix are the best examples of how this is utilized. 

 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh commented that the GPLET is one of the few things that Mesa can offer 
due to the fact that Arizona is the only state that does not have the tax-incrementing finance tool 
that is offered in other states.  

 
Mr. Robbins discussed a property in Tempe called Hayden Ferry Lakeside that generated 
almost no property tax revenue prior to 2002. He explained that after utilizing a GPLET with an 
8-year abatement, the property owner saved approximately $6.3 million that was invested into 
the property, and as of 2010 now has a full cash value of $78.9 million. He added that the total 
tax revenue from the property is $1 million, of which Tempe collects approximately $140k 
annually. (See Page 10 of Attachment 3) 
 
Mr. Robbins displayed maps of the borders for the current and proposed CBD expansion. He 
explained that the borders are jagged to avoid inclusion of residential properties and encompass 
the most beneficial areas, which run along Country Club Drive and west to the Fiesta District.  
He emphasized that the Fiesta District was one of the most desirable areas for developers in 
west Mesa due to its proximity to the following: 
 

• Banner Medical Center 
• Mesa Community College 
• The portion of the US 60 with the highest daily traffic densities.  

 
Mr. Robbins displayed photos of various properties that lay within the RDA that are currently 
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abandoned properties or empty lots. (See Pages 13 through 17 of Attachment 3) 
 

Ms. Sorensen explained that the process for creating an RDA and expanding the CBD begins 
with public outreach and verification that the area meets all of the state statute criteria. She 
continued by saying, that after the City Council designates the area an RDA and CBD, then a 
mandatory one year waiting period begins before the City can offer a GPLET, followed by the 
creation of a redevelopment plan with the assistance of a consultant. She provided a 
hypothetical timeline of the process that would last at least 14 months and anticipated to begin 
offering GPLETS in June 2017. (See Pages 18 and 19 of Attachment 3)  

 
In response to a question from Councilmember Finter, Mr. Jabjiniak replied that expanding the 
redevelopment area along the light rail corridor on Main Street would be the next phase after the 
Fiesta District.  
 
Mr. Brady informed the Council that the first area of focus is on the Fiesta District due to the 
interest of developers in that area. He stated that staff would support the idea of expanding to 
the light rail corridor and would discuss that after presenting the first report.  

 
Councilmember Thompson supported the idea of revitalizing the Fiesta area. He recalled that 
Phoenix had a similar expansion that required the developers within the RDA to have a certain 
percentage of their employees be residents of their city. He inquired if Mesa could utilize the 
same requirement.  

 
Mr. Brady stated that such a requirement is already included in the few incentives that Mesa 
has, but staff would address those specific requirements in the redevelopment plan itself.  
 
In response to a question from Councilmember Richins related to new jobs in the Fiesta District, 
Mr. Jabjiniak stated that approximately 1500 jobs were created last November with a lot more 
opportunity in Fiesta Mall alone, as well as the other sites in that area.    

 
Mr. Brady informed Councilmember Richins that the Macy’s store is currently making  
improvements but no jobs have been added yet. He reminded the Council that Mesa has to 
compete with the incentives of Tempe and Phoenix and the GPLET is the only incentive that 
Mesa has to work with.  
 
Councilmember Richins suggested that the City’s focus should be on the Main Street light rail 
corridor first, due to the fact that it aligns with the Community Development Block Grant focus 
area and a large investment has already been made to the transportation system. He predicted 
that the Fiesta area will continue developing successfully on its own.  

 
Councilmember Luna inquired if the redevelopment of the Grace property would be jeopardized 
if the GPLET was not offered as an incentive in that area.  
 
Mr. Jabjiniak responded by saying that developers remain hesitant that the GPLET could assist 
them in saving money. He noted that he has spoken to developers that are very interested in 
this incentive, specifically in the Fiesta District.  

 
Councilmember Glover concurred with Councilmember Richins and believes the Broadway 
corridor should be revitalized as well.  
 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh commented that he sees the value in expanding the CBD to cover the 
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Broadway and light rail corridors, but in addition to the Fiesta area that would also benefit. He 
stated that developers interested in the Fiesta District often ask if Mesa has a GPLET like 
Tempe and Phoenix, so he feels that the study is a worthwhile pursuit. 

 
Councilmember Richins acknowledged that Mesa has the GPLET available, just not the 8-year 
abatement. He added that the developers are always going to ask if free money is available, but 
he believes the developers are going to come to the Fiesta area either way. He stated that 
Mesa has already invested a lot in the Fiesta area and would rather continue that than give 
money to a developer.  
 
Vice Mayor Kavanugh noted that the developer improving the Macy’s building in Fiesta Mall is 
spending $20 million to create a Class-A office building that could create up to 1,000 jobs. He 
added that the same developer has also acquired the Best Buy building, spending a significant 
amount of private funds into the area and is seeking help in presenting the strongest package to 
encourance companies to come to Mesa.  He believes the expansion of the Fiesta area is also 
critical. 

 
Councilmember Finter suggested that the project not be viewed as an either/or scenario. He 
stated that the cycle would take 14 months and it should coincide with the opening of the new 
light rail section. He emphasized that his “push-back” would be to ensure that 14 months from 
now the additional tool is available along the light rail line. 

 
Discussion ensued relating to the three areas and the process involved in prioritizing them. Mr. 
Brady stated that the goal is to have all areas done, but staff has to look at the efforts of trying to 
manage all three areas simultaneously.  
 
It was the consensus of the Council that staff include all three areas discussed with the goal of 
doing them concurrently as much as possible.  
 
Mr. Brady agreed that staff would return with ideas of accomplishing all three areas 
simultaneously, as well as the benefits of each and maps of the amended expansion area. 
 

 Vice Mayor Kavanaugh thanked staff for the presentation. 
 
3. Information pertaining to the current Job Order Contracting projects. 
  

In response to a question from Councilmember Glover related to a last minute project added to 
the list, Director of Arts and Culture Cindy Ornstein explained that while Council has been aware 
of the project, it was not named until today. She explained that “Mesa Musical Shadows” is the 
name of the interactive artwork primarily funded by the grant received from Artplace America. It 
will be a pattern of tiles located in the north plaza with speakers embedded in it that make music 
exciting and interactive to attract visitors. She noted that this contract is for Talis Construction to 
do the site work so that artists can apply artwork into the cement overlay and affix the tiles 
above the technology.   
 
Economic Director Beth Huning announced that the project must be complete by April 2, 2016 
for the exhibit opening.  
 

 Councilmember Thompson requested that the cost and descriptions of all agenda items be 
provided in the future in an effort to maintain transparency.  
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Ms. Huning apologized that the Mesa Musical Shadows item was a very last minute item and 
the descriptions were left out. She informed Council that the awarded amount for the project is 
$250,000 and the construction contract work is expected to be under $200,000.  

 
Vice Mayor Kavanaugh thanked staff for the presentation. 

           
4. Hear reports on meetings and/or conferences attended.    
 

Councilmember Luna:  Heart Your Health event 
 

Vice Mayor Kavanaugh: Sixth Place Renaming  
 
5. Scheduling of meetings and general information. 
 
 City Manager Christopher Brady stated that the schedule of meetings is as follows: 
 
 Monday, February 22, 2016 – Regular Council Meeting 
 
6. Adjournment. 
 
 Without objection, the Study Session adjourned at 8:56 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 18th day of February, 2016. I 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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p

erty Tax Levy - W
h

en
 th

e city in
stitu

ted
 a seco

n
d

ary p
ro

p
erty tax in

 FY0
9

/1
0

, a co
n

scio
u

s d
ecisio

n
 w

as m
ad

e to
 stab

ilize th
e im

p
act to

 resid
en

ts b
y settin

g th
e levy at th

e am
o

u
n

t n
eed

ed
 to

 p
ay th

e estim
ated

 d
eb

t 

service w
h

en
 all au

th
o

rized
 b

o
n

d
s w

ere so
ld

.  Th
e city sells b

o
n

d
s an

n
u

ally as n
eed

ed
 in

 o
rd

er to
 m

in
im

ize in
terest co

sts.  Th
is p

h
ased

 sales ap
p

ro
ach

 resu
lts in

 tem
p

o
rary levy cap

acity.  A
ll seco

n
d

ary p
ro

p
erty tax is restricted

 

fo
r u

se so
lely fo

r th
e p

u
rp

o
se o

f rep
ayin

g b
o

n
d

 d
eb

t.  First p
rio

rity fo
r th

e tem
p

o
rary cap

acity is given
 to

 existin
g d

eb
t.  Th

is red
u

ces th
e d

ep
en

d
en

cy o
n

 a gen
eral fu

n
d

 tran
sfer.  Seco

n
d

 p
rio

rity is given
 to

 th
e sale o

f n
ew

 b
o

n
d

 

d
eb

t b
y stru

ctu
rin

g ad
d

itio
n

al p
rin

cip
al p

aym
en

ts in
 th

e first year.  Th
is saves th

e city in
terest co

sts o
ver th

e rep
aym

en
t p

erio
d

.  C
u

rren
t tem

p
o

rary cap
acity is d

u
e to

 th
e p

h
ased

 sale o
f b

o
n

d
s au

th
o

rized
 in

 2
0

1
2

 an
d

 2
0

1
3

.

(2
) Savin

gs - Th
e seco

n
d

ary p
ro

p
erty tax levy is set b

ased
 o

n
 stan

d
ard

 fin
an

cial assu
m

p
tio

n
s.  A

 5
%

 average in
terest rate is assu

m
ed

 fo
r fu

tu
re b

o
n

d
 sales.  R

ate exp
erien

ce b
elo

w
 5

%
 creates exp

en
se savin

gs.  Th
e seco

n
d

ary 

p
ro

p
erty tax levy in

clu
d

es a co
llectio

n
 rate assu

m
p

tio
n

 o
f 9

5
%

 (5
%

 d
elin

q
u

en
cy facto

r).  C
o

llectio
n

 rates h
igh

er th
an

 9
5

%
 resu

lt in
 ad

d
itio

n
al fu

n
d

s availab
le.  Th

ese typ
es o

f item
s affect th

e reso
u

rces availab
le fo

r th
e 

rep
aym

en
t o

f d
eb

t o
r to

 p
ay fo

r ad
d

itio
n

al p
rin

cip
al o

n
 n

ew
 b

o
n

d
 sales.
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G
RE Tail Track Scenario 1
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G
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Sum
m

ary

Scenario 1
Scenario 2

Scenario 3
N

o im
pact to 

construction budget
A

nticipated
savings of 

$2M
Estim

ated
additional 

cost of $1.83M
A

dditional sw
itches 

and special track w
ork 

could increase M
esa

O
&

M
 costs in future

Elim
inatesadditional 

sw
itches and special 

track w
ork

Elim
inates additional 

sw
itches and special 

track w
ork

N
o schedule im

pacts
N

o schedule im
pacts

Potentialfor schedule 
im

pacts
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A Redevelopm
ent Area (RDA) is an area designated by the 

City Council to be in need of revitalization.

The statutory criteria used to determ
ine need include:

•
A legislative finding of necessity

•
The condition of the buildings or im

provem
ents

•
An adequate layout of streets and lots

•
N

um
ber of absentee ow

nership
•

N
um

ber of properties that are non-com
pliance w

ith M
esa’s Zoning 

Code
•

Presence of unsanitary or unsafe conditions
•

Elim
inating conditions and preventing reoccurrence of these conditions

•
Situations that cannot be dealt w

ith effectively by ordinary operations

Redevelopm
ent Area
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RDA Benefits &
 History

•
A redevelopm

ent area is a necessary step for adding 
additional econom

ic tools

•
M

akes available certain federal funds and city 
general funds to be used for enhancem

ents

•
O

riginal Tow
n Center Redevelopm

ent Area –
1978

•
Plan

has been m
odified several tim

es
•

Still active
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O
ne M

acdonald

BEFO
RE

AFTER

afantas
Text Box
Study Sessions
February 18, 2016
Attachment 3
Page 6 of 21



Central Business District

A Central Business District (CBD) is a single and 
contiguous area w

ithin an RDA and does not 
exceed 5%

 of the total land area of the City.

The existence of BOTH an RDA and CBD offer the 
m

axim
um

 benefit of the Governm
ent Property 

Lease Excise Tax (GPLET).
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G
PLET (G

overnm
ent 

Property Excise Lease Tax)

A G
PLET

is a m
ethod by w

hich the City can lease 
City-ow

ned property to a private party.  

•
Replaces property tax w

ith an excise tax

•
GPLET encourages developm

ent by reducing a 
project’s operating costs
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G
PLET in RDA/CBD

A G
PLET project w

ithin BO
TH an RDA and CBD area allow

s 
for an 8-year full abatem

ent of the excise tax if the 
follow

ing requirem
ents are m

et:

•
The tenant’s im

provem
ent to the property results in 

an increase in property value of at least 100%

•
1 year w

aiting period after extension of CBD

•
M

ust exist w
ithin a single Central Business District
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Tem
pe Case Study

•
City collected alm

ost no 
property tax revenue before 
2002

•
GPLET w

ith 8-year abatem
ent

•
Estim

ated $6.3 M
 in savings 

for property ow
ner

•$78.9M
 2010 FCV

•$1M
 in total property taxes 

annually
•Tem

pe gets +/-$140k annually

Inform
ation courtesy of Tem

pe O
ED

Hayden Ferry Lakeside
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Phoenix Case Study
Cam

den Copper Square 
Residential

•
Van Buren and 7

thStreet
•

O
riginally a m

ix of light 
developm

ent and vacant 
land

•
GPLET in 2001 -Assessed 
value of $697K

•
Assessed value of $33M

 
in 2015

Inform
ation courtesy of Phoenix 

D
epartm

ent of C
om

m
unity and 

Econom
ic D

evelopm
ent
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Im
plem

entation

To further encourage developm
ent and revitalization, 

the O
ffice of Econom

ic Developm
ent (O

ED) is seeking to 
create an additional RDA and expand the current CBD 
boundaries.

This w
ill allow

 the City to offer the m
axim

um
 benefit of 

the G
PLET as an econom

ic developm
ent tool to help 

attract and prom
ote business expansion.
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Various Locations along Country Club, south of Broadw
ay
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W
.M

. G
race Property

M
esa Fiesta Center

Three Fountains Plaza

W
est Southern Ave Shopping Center
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Scope of W
ork

•Public O
utreach Efforts &

 Finding of N
ecessity

•O
bjective, third-party review

•Creation of Redevelopm
ent Plan

•Requires professional/technical expertise 

•A lengthy and com
plex project

•Resources needed in order to expedite the process
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Tim
eline

Public 
outreach/ 
finding of 
necessity

Council 
Resolution

creates
RDA

Council 
Resolution

extends
CBD

O
ne year 

w
aiting 

period 
begins

Create re-
developm

ent 
plan

G
PLETS 

Available

M
ar   Apr   M

ay   Jun   Jul  Aug   Sep   O
ct   N

ov   D
ec   Jan   Feb   M

ar   Apr   M
ay   Jun 

2016
2017
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N
ext Steps

1.
Proceed w

ith consultant assistance

2.
Begin public outreach

3.
Begin data collection

4.
Return to Council w

ith findings
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Q
uestions?

Sara Sorensen
Econom

ic Developm
ent Project M

anager

Jeffrey Robbins
M

anagem
ent Associate I

w
w

w
.m

esaaz.gov/econom
ic
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