
 

    
  OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK             

 
SUSTAINABILITY & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
 
 
September 24, 2012 
 
The Sustainability & Transportation Committee of the City of Mesa met in the lower level meeting room 
of the Council Chambers, 57 East 1st Street, on September 24, 2012 at 3:30 p.m.  
 
COMMITTEE PRESENT 

 
COMMITTEE ABSENT 

 
STAFF PRESENT 

   
Dina Higgins, Chairwoman  None Kari Kent 
Dennis Kavanaugh  Donna Bronski 
Dave Richins   

 
 
1. Items from citizens present. 
 
 There were no items from citizens present. 

 
2-a. Hear a presentation, discuss and make a recommendation regarding approval of a cable license 

with CenturyLink for the use of specified public right-of-way within the City of Mesa. 
 
 City Engineer Beth Huning introduced Chief Technology Officer Dale Shaw, who was prepared 

to assist with the presentation.  
 
 Ms. Huning reported that City streets are designed to serve as corridors in order to centralize 

City and non-City utilities in the right-of-way. She stated that with respect to non-City utilities, 
Mesa has entered into agreements with various entities to establish the placement of their 
respective systems in the public right-of-way. 

 
 Ms. Huning also indicated that over the last year, staff has developed a Right-of-Way 

Management Program and noted that in that regard, Engineering recently hired Right-of-Way 
Manager Laurie Greco, who will serve as the City’s single point of contact for work performed by 
utilities/telecommunications companies in public rights-of-way.  She noted that in the meantime, 
Mr. Shaw negotiated the current two agreements (2a and 2b) and will briefly discuss those 
items.  

 
 Mr. Shaw displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 1) and explained that since 

the Council has not considered or approved a cable license agreement in quite some time, he 
thought it would be appropriate to provide a short synopsis of “Cable License Basics.” (See 
Page 2 of Attachment 1)  
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Mr. Shaw stated that with respect to the CenturyLink Cable License Agreement, it was the City’s 
approach that it be consistent with the existing Cox agreement within Mesa. He noted, however, 
that it was necessary for the City to make certain adjustments, per Federal guidelines, since 
CenturyLink was the second market entrant. Mr. Shaw added that the City asked CenturyLink to 
co-terminate the agreement with Cox so that if it were necessary to make any adjustments, they 
could be included in both agreements and thereby maintain a level of consistency.  

 
 In response to a question from Chairwoman Higgins, Mr. Shaw clarified that with a first market 

entrant, the City can require a build-out schedule, but said that such a requirement is prohibited 
with a second market entrant.   

 
 Mr. Shaw, in addition, advised that similar to the Cox agreement, CenturyLink will provide public 

access channels, including Mesa Channel 11, educational programming and public safety 
channels. He pointed out that the cable license agreement also includes regular deployment 
review and City staff input to ensure that CenturyLink’s plans for the market are consistent with 
the City’s vision.  Mr. Shaw further noted that CenturyLink will pay the City fees up to 5% of the 
revenue it receives from offering cable television services. 

 
 Mr. Shaw highlighted a series of local authority “dos and don’ts” with respect to cable service in 

the community. (See Page 3 of Attachment 1)     
 
 Mary LaFave, a Director with CenturyLink, introduced Ken McMahon, Vice President and 

General Manager for CenturyLink in the Phoenix metro area. She also recognized Jeff Maratola, 
CenturyLink Director of Legislative Affairs, and Jeff Mirasola, CenturyLink Director of Local 
Government Affairs, who were present in the audience.  

 
 Mr. McMahon addressed the Committee and reported that CenturyLink, which operates in 37 

states, is the third largest telecommunications provider in the country. He stated that in 2011, 
the company had pro forma revenues of $18.5 billion to $18.8 billion and remarked that its 
customers range from Fortune 500 companies to rural residential homeowners.   
 
Mr. McMahon also spoke regarding CenturyLink’s local operating model and indicated that he, 
as opposed to someone in a corporate headquarters thousands of miles away, works with City 
officials and identifies the best communities in which to invest.  He explained that CenturyLink 
has a commitment to give back to Mesa, as demonstrated by Jeff Mirasola’s service on the 
Mesa United Way Board of Directors, and the efforts of Ken Lanzel, a CenturyLink Area 
Operations Manager, who serves as an active member of the Mesa Chamber of Commerce.   

  
 Mr. McMahon further discussed CenturyLink’s Prism TV product, which has been launched in 

eight markets and has over one million capable households across its footprint. He said that the 
TV services are delivered over a broadband connection to the home and added that it was the 
first product in the Phoenix market that integrates a consumer’s Internet experience with their 
video experience.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh commented that he was “a battle-scarred veteran” of franchise 
agreements with Cox Communications and Cable America in Mesa and said that the City’s 
agreement with Cox is “a very interesting one.” He stated that he understood staff’s desire to 
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enter into an agreement with CenturyLink that is similar to its agreement with Cox and 
expressed support for the City and CenturyLink co-terminating the agreement with Cox.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh also remarked that for many years, he has served on the 
National League of Cities’ Information Technology and Communications Steering Committee 
and said he has supported CenturyLink’s efforts to expand broadband. He expressed 
appreciation that CenturyLink employees are members of Mesa United Way and the Mesa 
Chamber of Commerce and hoped that such support would expand to other institutions and 
nonprofits in the community. 
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh further noted that when cities enter into a cable franchise 
agreement such as this, they often negotiate and request a grant from the telecommunications 
company in an effort to upgrade equipment that will be used for educational purposes in the 
community. He urged the parties to consider such a concept and added that he had a specific 
proposal that would allow CenturyLink to play a role in an innovative program that has not yet 
been implemented anywhere in the country.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh advised that the Mesa Municipal Court and Mesa Channel 11 
are exploring the possibility of televising Traffic Court proceedings. He explained that in order 
for such programming to occur, it would be necessary to upgrade a variety of equipment. He 
stated that not only would such programming create great interest among residents, but also 
provide an opportunity for citizens to understand “the rules of the road,” traffic laws and what to 
do if they are called for jury duty. 
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh reiterated that he would hope CenturyLink would be in a 
position to provide such a grant upfront in order to assist the City in upgrading equipment and 
pointed out that such a request is not unusual. He also remarked that CenturyLink is bringing a 
great service to the community with the expansion/availability of broadband.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh, in addition, commented that it was his understanding that 
CenturyLink would provide “drops” at City-owned buildings, as well as for educational purposes, 
including the Benedictine University Services Center and the Mesa Center for Higher Education.  
 
Ms. LaFave clarified that with respect to capital grants, approximately five years ago the Arizona 
statute dealing with cable franchises was amended, including defining and placing limits on 
what a telecommunications company could contribute to a municipality. She advised that in 
speaking with City staff, if CenturyLink issued a capital grant, such monies would be offset 
against the cable franchise fees it would pay to the City.  
 
Ms. LaFave assured the Committee that CenturyLink was more than willing to consider capital 
grants, but would prefer to do so on “a back-loaded basis.” She noted that the company would 
like to take any available capital that it has and “put it into the ground” to expand its Prism 
footprint.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh stated that he understood CenturyLink’s preference, but 
questioned whether his request was prohibited by State law.   
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Ms. LaFave reiterated that the law indicates that if CenturyLink made a capital payment to the 
City, the company would not pay franchise fees until such costs were recouped. She stressed 
that it was really a question of CenturyLink working with the City and the parties understanding 
their respective needs. 
 
Responding to a question from Committeemember Kavanaugh, Mr. Shaw stated that the 
provision that allows the City to receive a grant in lieu of normal fees is contained in the 
agreement.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh clarified his inquiry as follows: Before the cable franchise 
agreement is approved, can the parties enter into a separate agreement for a capital grant? 
 
Ms. LaFave responded that it would be necessary for her to speak with her legal team to seek 
greater clarity with respect to Committeemember Kavanaugh’s inquiry.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh requested that staff and CenturyLink follow up on his inquiry. 
 
Discussion ensued relative to the process by which CenturyLink would install the fiber optic 
cables; that the company’s initial phase would be to leverage the existing infrastructure, which 
would not require additional build activity; and that there would be 15 Fiber-to-the-Node builds in 
Mesa in order for CenturyLink to expand its network. 
 
In response to a question from Chairwoman Higgins, Deputy City Manager Kari Kent clarified 
that if the Committee forwards this item to the full Council, prior to the Council taking action on 
the matter, staff will update the Council at a Study Session with respect to Committeemember 
Kavanaugh’s inquiry.   
 
It was moved by Committeemember Richins, seconded by Committeemember Kavanaugh, to 
recommend to the Council that a cable license with CenturyLink for the use of specified public 
right-of-way within the City of Mesa be approved. 
           Carried unanimously.   
 
Chairwoman Higgins thanked everyone for the presentation.  

 
2-b. Hear a presentation, discuss and make a recommendation regarding approval of an 

amendment to an existing License Agreement to transfer the License from AGL Networks, LLC 
(AGLN) to Zayo Fiber Solutions, Inc. (ZFS). 

 
 Chief Technology Officer Dale Shaw reported that this item will allow the transfer of the License 

from AGL Networks (AGLN) to Zayo Fiber Solutions (ZFS), which acquired the assets of AGLN 
for a communications license that makes use of the City’s right-of-way. 

 
 Mr. Shaw commented that the current agreement includes a provision that allows for a transfer 

and said that staff was simply bringing the matter to the Committee and the Council for 
approval. He added that the amendment has been signed by a Zayo representative. 
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It was moved by Committeemember Richins, seconded by Committeemember Kavanaugh, to 
recommend to the Council that an amendment to an existing License Agreement to transfer the 
License from AGL Networks, LLC to Zayo Fiber Solutions, Inc. be approved. 
 
           Carried unanimously.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins thanked Mr. Shaw for the presentation.  

  
2-c. Hear a presentation and discuss an update of the Falcon Field Hangar Inspection Program. 
 
 Deputy City Manager Kari Kent advised that this item was continued to the October 2012 

Sustainability & Transportation Committee meeting, the date of which has yet to be announced. 
 
 Chairwoman Higgins stated that she wanted to ensure that this matter was not delayed for too 

long a period of time. 
 
2-d. Hear a presentation and discuss water options for County residents in northeast Mesa. 
 
 Deputy City Manager Kari Kent stated that due to the fact that Water Resources Department 

Director Kathryn Sorensen was ill, Management Assistant II Keith DeVore would present this 
item to the Committee.   

 
 Mr. DeVore displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 2) and reported that staff 

was tasked with reviewing water options for residents located in County islands in northeast 
Mesa.  He referred to a map illustrating the area, which is bounded by Sossaman and Ellsworth 
and Thomas and McKellips Roads. (See Page 3 of Attachment 2) 

 
 Chairwoman Higgins clarified that the area is located just south of Las Sendas and north of 

Mountain Bridge. 
 
 Mr. DeVore stated that it was important to note that residents living in this area were not cut off 

from water and added that there were various options available to receive water. 
 
 Mr. DeVore briefly highlighted staff’s proposals as follows: 
 

• Option 1 –  Residents can meet City requirements on an individual basis or by sharing 
costs with their neighbors. 

• Option 2 – Residents can create a Special Improvement District in order to meet City 
requirements by pooling costs. 

• Option 3 – Residents can drill an exempt well when they are not within 100 feet of a 
municipal water system. 

• Option 4 – Residents can contract with a local water hauler. 
 
Mr. Devore offered a short synopsis of the City requirements for a County resident to meet 
Option 1. (See Page 6 of Attachment 2) 
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Chairwoman Higgins pointed out that the Committee previously discussed the requirement that 
a “buy-in” can be established for waterlines and noted that the “buy-in” currently has a time limit 
associated with it.  
 
Deputy Director of Development Services Beth Hughes-Ornelas clarified that previously, there 
was a ten-year timeframe for a development to recoup its costs. She noted, however, that staff 
and the Committee discussed the issue of extending the timeframe so that hopefully someone 
could utilize the waterline.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins inquired if it was possible for a property owner to have a “buy-in” that did 
not have an expiration date so that the owner would always have the ability to recoup such 
costs. She pointed out that County residents seeking to access City water are looking at tens of 
thousands of dollars in costs and said that it might be helpful if a property owner knew that the 
“buy-in” would not expire.   
 
Deputy City Attorney Donna Bronski clarified that such a requirement is currently in the City 
Code and said that invariably it would be necessary to change the Code. 
 
Assistant City Attorney III Bill Taebel responded that he would be happy to conduct further 
research regarding the City Code in order to more accurately respond to Chairwoman Higgins’ 
question.  
 
Mr. DeVore continued with the presentation and explained that many of the existing waterlines 
in the area are undersized, improperly looped and lack proper fire hydrant spacing to meet the 
2006 International Fire Code (IFC), which creates significant challenges for the City. He stated 
that the cost to upgrade the water system for a single resident connection is high and noted that 
perhaps the adjacent neighbors would be willing to share such costs.      
 
Chairwoman Higgins stated that some of the fire hydrants in the area are dead end lines and 
inquired if it was possible to loop off such lines. 
 
Water Enterprise Services Supervising Engineer Jesse Heywood referred to a map of the 
existing water lines (See Page 11 of Attachment 2) and clarified that a number of the lines were 
installed in the 1970’s and 1980’s, with a majority being less than six inch in size and dead end 
lines. He explained that in most cases, looping such waterlines would not meet the current Fire 
Code and added that it would require a significant amount of infrastructure, the costs of which 
would be quite significant for a single resident to bear.   
 
In response to a question from Chairwoman Higgins, Mr. Heywood clarified that the Water 
Resources Department currently does not have any plans to upgrade the smaller lines in the 
area in order to meet the 2006 IFC.  
 
Responding to a question from Committeemember Richins, Deputy City Manager Kari Kent 
explained that this item was brought forward to the Committee at the request of Chairwoman 
Higgins.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins remarked that for four years, she has talked about this area. She stated 
that for a period of time, County residents could not receive water unless they resided within 
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Mesa’s municipal boundaries. She noted that the City Code was modified so that such residents 
could access City water, pay different fees and still remain in the County.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins further commented that it has come to the point where there are certain 
“pockets” in which County residents’ wells are drying up and they must haul in water. She 
voiced concern that these individuals will continue to have problems and suggested that it might 
be appropriate for the City to be proactive in helping those property owners.    
 
In response to a question from Committeemember Richins, Mr. Heywood explained that in the 
past, the City would install water lines greater than 16 inches in size and recoup the cost 
through impact fees. He advised that the City’s current water rates would not support the 
installation of small diameter water lines in this particular area of the County. Mr. Heywood 
added that in developments such as Las Sendas or Mountain Bridge, the developer, at their 
cost, installed all of the lines less than 16 inches in size. 
 
Chairwoman Higgins further remarked that in addition to the above-referenced options, she also 
asked staff to research the Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) program. She explained 
that it is a Federally-approved program, wherein a municipality can lend funds to a homeowner 
for certain energy efficiency upgrades and said that such monies are repaid as a property tax 
assessment. She stated that the municipality would be in the first position on any loan 
documents should the homeowner be foreclosed upon.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins noted that municipalities, such as Kansas City, have utilized PACE-type 
programs to address similar water issues and said she had hoped that staff would investigate 
that community’s efforts in this regard.  
 
Ms. Kent assured Chairwoman Higgins that Ms. Sorensen has spoken with the individual in 
Kansas City who Chairwoman Higgins recommended that she get in contact with to discuss 
their program.  
 
Extensive discussion ensued relative to the City’s existing water distribution line and the new 
waterlines that would be necessary to install in order to loop them through the area (See Page 
13 of Attachment 2); the fact that water must be looped in order to flow; that the initial cost for 
the City to install new waterlines in the area (as depicted on Page 13), is estimated at $10 
million; and that the unknown factors in such an estimate include real estate costs.   
 
Responding to a series of questions from Chairwoman Higgins, Mr. Taebel advised that if a City 
waterline ran past the property of a County resident who had a working well, he was not 
convinced that the City could force that individual to connect to City services. He noted, 
however, that if the well failed, the property owner might be prevented from redrilling or repairing 
the well.  
 
Mr. Heywood clarified that per State law, if a property is located within 100 feet of a municipal 
waterline, the owner would be prohibited from drilling a well. He pointed out that if the 
individual’s well failed, it would be necessary to connect to City water. 
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Committeemember Richins commented that from a sustainability standpoint, it might be “a good 
thing” for the City to budget $10 million to provide water in this area, especially since more 
property owners would come on to the City’s water system and off the aquifer. 
 
Mr. Heywood cautioned that groundwater is a difficult science to predict and said that some of 
the wells could last for 50 years or more before they fail.  
 
Additional discussion ensued relative to the fact that there are approximately 1,000 homes in 
this area of the County without City water service; that staff has generated a series of cost 
models that include various assumptions; and that the most realistic scenario would be that if 
20% of the homes connected to the City’s water system, and the water rates were static, the 
City would see a return on its investment in approximately 40 years. 
 
Deputy Fire Chief Rich Kochanski addressed the Committee and reported that in 2009, the 
Council voted to add the Fire Department’s evaluation to the Utility Service Agreement, which is 
the same evaluation used for annexation. He explained that the challenges to the Fire Code are 
similar to those related to annexation and in particular, with respect to Fire/emergency access 
and water supply. (See Pages 8 and 9 of Attachment 2)  
 
Chief Kochanski remarked that during the Fire Department’s evaluation, challenges occur in 
terms of denials on “the front end” for residents to be able to obtain a Utility Service Agreement 
or annexation. He stated that many homes in this area of the County are very large, have 
sizeable setbacks from the frontage, and do not meet the 150-foot setback requirement. He 
added that many of those cases result in a denial from the Fire Department. 
 
In response to a question from Committeemember Richins, Chief Kochanski stated that if a 
County resident received City water service but did not annex into Mesa, that individual would 
receive emergency response and fire service from Rural Metro.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh commented that he has heard rumors that Rural Metro might 
close some of its fire stations in these County areas because they are deemed unprofitable by 
the new owners of the company. He stated that if that were to occur, he would assume, per 
State law, that the City would be required to provide fire protection service in those areas and 
attempt to recoup or collect costs from those residents.  
 
Deputy Fire Chief Dan Stubbs confirmed Committeemember Kavanaugh’s statement and added 
that it would be necessary for the City to enter into a contract with the County islands. 
 
Mr. DeVore continued with the presentation and briefly highlighted the requirements with 
respect to Option 3 – Exempt Wells and Option 4 – Haul Water. (See Pages 15 and 16 
respectively of Attachment 2)  He noted that staff was seeking feedback from the Committee 
regarding the various options.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins commented that in reviewing Page 12 of Attachment 2, which reflects 
current City customers who receive City water, there appears to be a much larger number than 
she anticipated. She stated that if a County resident wanted access to City water, the individual 
would be required to pay between $50,000 and $100,000 to connect to the City’s waterline, 
impact fees for Police and Fire service, even though the property owner is not being annexed 
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into the City, and other in-lieu fees for street improvements. She remarked that such fees and 
charges are cost prohibitive and said that she would like to address this issue further.   
 
Committeemember Richins suggested that perhaps staff could consider a long-term approach 
regarding this issue similar to what they proposed with respect to bringing sewer service to all of 
the municipal boundaries. 
  
In response to a question from Chairwoman Higgins regarding whether it was possible to 
charge different water rates for County residents, Mr. Taebel clarified that in the utility industry, it 
is not uncommon to recapture the line extension costs from a potential customer. He pointed 
out, however, that in this particular case, it would be necessary for the City to recapture 
additional costs from these property owners in order to meet Fire Code requirements. He added 
that the City made a legislative determination not to include those costs in its Five-Year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP).     
 
Mr. Taebel further commented that if it were the direction of the Council to make such 
improvements, it would be important to obtain additional information regarding the impact of 
including those costs in the CIP.  He emphasized that all rates must be just and reasonable and 
also noted that the City does, in fact, have different surcharges for the various zones across the 
City.  
 
Further discussion ensued relative to the fact that the septic/sewer program that is being 
proposed is just within the City and staff does not anticipate including the County islands; that 
per State Statute, the City can only collect development impact fees within its municipal 
boundaries; that outside the City, the non-impact fees (i.e., water, sewer) are included in the 
“Terms and Conditions of the Utility Service Agreement”; and that such a document, which is 
adopted by ordinance, could be modified at the discretion of the Council.  
 
Committeemember Kavanaugh commented that he did not mean to sound callous, but there are 
consequences and choices for individuals who reside in the County. He stated that the scenario 
being discussed here is the City spending capital costs for County residents, at the expense of 
City residents, who need upgrades in their water lines and water capacities.  Committeemember 
Kavanaugh remarked that although he was sympathetic, he was not inclined to make changes 
at the expense of the community.    
 
Chairwoman Higgins stated that she cannot believe that when the average person buys a house 
and conducts their due diligence, that they would ever think they would run out of water at their 
home.    
 
Committeemember Richins concurred with Committeemember Kavanaugh’s comments and 
pointed out that individuals develop in the County because it is less expensive and they do not 
have to invest in adequate water and sewer systems. He suggested that the sewer/septic 
program, which will focus only on those areas within the City, should be the Council’s primary 
focus before they consider water options in County islands.   
 
Development and Sustainability Department Director Christine Zielonka addressed the Council 
and reported that she has met with several of the residents in this area. She explained that 
those individuals who purchased properties that are on wells were aware of that fact and noted 
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that there were some communities in which four homes shared one well. She added that she 
would be shocked if those residents were not aware of that fact when they first purchased their 
homes.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins stated that residents in the area have informed her that they are willing to 
pay for City water, but reiterated that the fees and charges that the City would impose become 
cost prohibitive.  
 
Committeemember Richins suggested that if people want City water, they should buy homes in 
a subdivision. He added that he did not feel inclined to resolve this matter. 
 
Ms. Zielonka further commented that two weeks ago, she met with a group of County residents 
and reviewed the previously-mentioned options, discussed buy-ins, and getting more of the 
neighbors involved so that the costs would be more equitable. She acknowledged that such 
costs are quite significant, but stated that in her opinion, the residents had “a good 
understanding” of the challenges associated with this issue.    
 
Additional discussion ensued relative to the fact that the City and the County are working 
towards collaborating on the septic/sewer program; that staff could attempt to approach the 
County with respect to this issue as well; that per current policy, staff conducts a review when 
an individual or group requests annexation and also meets with those City departments that 
could be impacted; that staff then makes a recommendation to the Council whether or not it is in 
the City’s best interest to annex such properties; and that with an annexation case, the property 
owner must meet City standards. 
 
Chairwoman Higgins stated that in reality, the options discussed today are not new, but merely 
the same ones that staff has offered to County residents in the last few years.  
 
Ms. Kent assured the Committee that staff would continue to research the PACE program in 
Kansas City.  
 
Chairwoman Higgins thanked staff for the extensive presentation.  

 
3. Adjournment. 
 
 Without objection, the Sustainability and Transportation Committee meeting adjourned at 4:45 

p.m. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the 
Sustainability & Transportation Committee meeting of the City of Mesa, Arizona, held on the 24th day of 
September 2012.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was 
present. 

 
___________________________________ 

LINDA CROCKER, CITY CLERK 
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n
icip

al w
ater 

system
. 


O

p
tio

n
 4

 –
 R

esid
en

ts can
 co

n
tract w

ith
 a lo

cal w
ater 

h
au

ler.   
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O
p

tio
n

 1
—

m
eet C

ity req
u

irem
en

ts o
n

 an
 in

d
ivid

u
al 

b
asis o

r b
y sh

arin
g co

sts w
ith

 n
eigh

b
o

rs. 

   A
p

p
lican

t(s) m
u

st p
ay O

u
tsid

e C
ity L

im
its 

D
evelo

p
m

en
t S

ervice F
ees. 


A

p
p

lican
t p

arcel(s) m
u

st h
ave fro

n
tage o

n
 d

ed
icated

 
p

u
b

lics righ
ts-o

f-w
ay an

d
 easem

en
ts m

eetin
g

 C
ity 

R
eq

u
irem

en
t. 


A

p
p

lican
t p

arcel(s) m
u

st d
evelo

p
 in

 co
m

p
lian

ce w
ith

 
all ap

p
licab

le C
ity reg

u
latio

n
s, stan

d
ard

s an
d

 
req

u
irem

en
ts estab

lish
ed

 b
y th

e C
ity o

f M
esa. 


A

p
p

lican
t(s) resp

o
n

sib
le fo

r exten
d

in
g

 w
aterlin

es 16
-

in
ch

 an
d

 sm
aller to

 p
arcel req

u
irin

g
 service. 


A

 “b
u

y-in
” can

 b
e estab

lish
ed

 fo
r w

aterlin
es. 
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W
ater C

h
allen

ges 


E
xistin

g
 w

aterlin
es are u

n
d

ersized
, im

p
ro

p
erly lo

o
p

ed
 

an
d

 lack
 p

ro
p

er fire h
yd

ran
t sp

acin
g

 to
 m

eet          
20

0
6

 In
tern

atio
n

al F
ire C

o
d

e (IF
C

).  


C

o
st to

 u
p

g
rad

e w
ater system

 fo
r a sin

gle resid
en

t 
co

n
n

ectio
n

 is h
igh

. 


N

eigh
b

o
rs m

ay b
e ab

le to
 vo

lu
n

tarily sh
are co

sts to
 

b
rin

g
 th

ese co
sts d

o
w

n
. 
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Fire C
o

d
e C

h
allen

ges 
 


T

h
e F

ire D
ep

artm
en

t reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
 fo

r accep
tan

ce o
r d

en
ial is 

b
ased

 o
n

 all o
f th

e fo
llo

w
in

g
 criteria fo

r effective o
p

eratio
n

al resp
o

n
se.  


A

ll o
f th

ese item
s are lo

cated
 in

 th
e F

ire C
o

d
e. 

 
1.  F

ire access: 
a)

R
o

ad
w

ays are a m
in

im
u

m
 o

f 34
 feet w

id
e. 

b
)

If less th
an

 34
 feet, th

en
 n

o
 p

ark
in

g
 sh

all b
e p

o
sted

 o
n

 o
n

e sid
e o

f 
th

e ro
ad

w
ay if g

reater th
an

 28
 feet w

id
e an

d
 b

o
th

 sid
es o

f th
e 

ro
ad

w
ay if less th

an
 28

 feet b
u

t g
reater th

an
 20

 feet.  F
ire access 

ro
ad

w
ays sh

all n
o

t b
e less th

an
 20

 feet w
id

e. 
c)

R
o

ad
w

ays are to
 h

ave an
 all-w

eath
er su

rface (co
n

crete o
r asp

h
alt). 

d
)

W
ash

es sh
all b

e b
rid

ged
 (cu

lverts o
r o

th
er ap

p
ro

p
riate m

eth
o

d
) 

to
 p

reven
t w

ater fro
m

 flo
w

in
g

 o
ver th

e ro
ad

w
ay. 

e)
T

h
e ro

ad
w

ay m
u

st b
e w

ith
in

 150
 feet o

f all p
o

rtio
n

s o
f th

e first 
flo

o
r o

f all b
u

ild
in

g
s o

n
 th

e p
ro

p
erty.  
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Fire C
o

d
e C

h
allen

ges 
 


T

h
e F

ire D
ep

artm
en

t reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
 fo

r accep
tan

ce o
r d

en
ial is 

b
ased

 o
n

 all o
f th

e fo
llo

w
in

g
 criteria fo

r effective o
p

eratio
n

al resp
o

n
se.  


A

ll o
f th

ese item
s are lo

cated
 in

 th
e F

ire C
o

d
e. 

 
2.  W

ater su
p

p
ly: 

a)
T

h
ere m

u
st b

e at least o
n

e fire h
yd

ran
t d

irectly ad
jacen

t to
 th

e 
p

ro
p

erty o
n

 th
e access ro

ad
w

ay an
d

 w
ith

in
 250

 feet o
f th

e cen
ter 

p
o

in
t o

f th
e p

ro
p

erty o
n

 th
e access ro

ad
w

ay. 
b

)
T

h
e b

u
ild

in
g

s o
n

 th
e p

ro
p

erty are larger th
an

 th
e n

u
m

b
er o

f fire 
h

yd
ran

ts in
 th

e vicin
ity w

ill su
p

p
o

rt. 


M
o

st if n
o

t all ch
allen

ges facin
g

 an
n

exatio
n

s an
d

 u
tility service 

ag
reem

en
ts co

m
e d

o
w

n
 to

 th
e p

ro
p

erty n
o

t m
eetin

g
 o

n
e o

r all o
f th

e 
criteria listed

 ab
o

ve  


1-E
 is th

e b
ig

gest ch
allen

ge.  
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  O
p

tio
n

 2
 – Sp

ecial Im
p

ro
vem

en
t 

D
istrict 


R

esid
en

ts h
ave th

e ab
ility to

 b
an

d
 to

geth
er to

 in
stall 

in
frastru

ctu
re im

p
ro

vem
en

ts.  


S

p
ecial Im

p
ro

vem
en

t D
istricts (S

ID
’s) 


R

esid
en

ts m
u

st live in
 m

u
n

icip
ality. 


D

iscu
ssio

n
 area h

as m
ain

ly C
o

u
n

ty resid
en

ts. 


R

esid
en

ts o
f th

e C
o

u
n

ty can
 n

o
t in

itiate C
ity o

f M
esa S

ID
 p

ro
cess 

an
d

 vice versa. 
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Existin
g lin

es 
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C
u

rren
t C

ity C
u

sto
m

ers 
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Lin
es n

eed
ed

 in
 to

tal 
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C
o

st 


M
illio

n
s o

f d
o

llars 


C

o
o

p
eratio

n
 o

f h
o

m
e o

w
n

ers is u
n

k
n

o
w

n
 


D

istrict ap
p

ro
val vo

te 


R

eal estate acq
u

isitio
n

 fo
r easem

en
ts, etc 


E

xistin
g

 cu
sto

m
ers h

ave little in
cen

tive to
 co

o
p

erate 
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O
p

tio
n

 3
 – Exem

p
t W

ells 


P
erm

it to
 d

rill a w
ell is reg

u
lated

 b
y A

D
W

R
. 


E

xem
p

t w
ell req

u
irem

en
ts: h

as to
 b

e less th
an

 35 
g

allo
n

s p
er m

in
u

te (g
p

m
), n

o
n

-irrig
atio

n
, 1 p

er 
p

ro
p

erty p
er u

se typ
e an

d
 n

o
t w

ith
in

 10
0

-feet o
f a 

m
u

n
icip

al w
aterlin

e. 


A

rizo
n

a R
evised

 S
tatu

te (A
.R

.S
.) §

 4
5-4

54
(C

) revised
 in

 
20

0
6

 p
ro

h
ib

its th
e d

rillin
g

 o
f an

 exem
p

t w
ell o

n
 lan

d
 if 

an
y p

art o
f th

e lan
d

 is w
ith

in
 10

0
 feet o

f th
e o

p
eratin

g
 

w
ater d

istrib
u

tio
n

 system
 o

f a m
u

n
icip

al w
ater 

p
ro

vid
er 
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O
p

tio
n

 4
 – H

au
l W

ater 


If th
e p

ro
p

erty is w
ith

in
 10

0
-feet o

f a C
ity w

aterlin
e 

an
d

 it is co
st p

ro
h

ib
itive to

 b
rin

g
 th

e w
ater an

d
 ro

ad
 

system
 u

p
 to

 20
0

6
 IF

C
, th

e resid
en

t can
 co

n
tract w

ith
 a 

lo
cal w

ater h
au

ler. 
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Q
u

e
stio

n
s/D

iscu
ssio

n
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