
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COUNCIL MINUTES 
  
June 23, 2005 
 
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 June 23, 2005 at 7:30 a.m. 
 
COUNCIL PRESENT COUNCIL ABSENT OFFICERS PRESENT 
   
Mayor Keno Hawker None Mike Hutchinson 
Rex Griswold  Debbie Spinner 
Kyle Jones  Barbara Jones 
Tom Rawles   
Janie Thom   
Claudia Walters   
Mike Whalen   
 
 
1. Discuss and consider the Mesa Arts Center’s fees for adult visual and performing arts classes – 

Fall 2005. 
 
 Deputy City Manager Debbi Dollar reported that during the recent budget hearing presentations, 

staff indicated they would bring back the issue of the Mesa Arts Center’s fees for adult visual 
and performing arts classes prior to the July 7, 2005 deadline for the printing of the fall 
brochures.    

 
 Arts and Cultural Director Gerry Fathauer referred to a document entitled “Exhibit 2: Art Class 

Fee Comparative Research” and provided a brief analysis of various art-related fees and 
charges imposed by surrounding cities and nonprofit organizations. (See Attachment 1.) She 
explained that Mesa’s fees reflect a 25% increase instituted for the Arts Center’s summer 
classes.  Ms. Fathauer also referred to a second document entitled “Cost Recovery and 
Corresponding Class Fees.” (See Attachment 2.)  She also discussed Mesa Arts Center’s 
Executive Summary (Business Plan), which is intended to establish “a comprehensive roadmap” 
for the operation of the Center during fiscal years 2005/06 and 2006/07. 

 
 Discussion ensued relative to the fact that it is the recommendation of staff that a maximum fee 

(or cap) of $1,000 be established for individuals to register for intensive arts workshops and 
symposia in visual and performing arts programs; that a nonresident fee should not be instituted 
at the current time; the Median Effective Buying Income (EBI) as it relates to an individual’s 
disposable income and ability to pay for arts class fees; that the cost of a class is designed in 
such a way that generally a minimum of eight students must be enrolled in order to cover the 
class expenses; and that some registrants may be placed on a waiting list for popular classes, 
although staff has accommodated approximately 92% of its registrants thus far.  
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 Mayor Hawker encouraged staff to work toward an unrestricted registration fee for the intensive 

arts workshops and symposia in order to achieve maximum cost recovery.  He also suggested 
the implementation of a lottery system for enrollment in the more popular classes. Mayor 
Hawker stated that he is anxious to reach full cost recovery of the adult arts classes as soon as 
possible and added that it might be appropriate for staff to prepare a video to air on Mesa 
Channel 11 that showcases the Mesa Arts Center and the wide array of classes that are 
currently available. 

 
 Responding to Mayor Hawker’s comments, Ms. Fathauer explained that it is staff’s 

recommendation that the fees for the adult visual and performing arts classes remain at their 
current levels for the next year and a half to two years.  She said that if the fees increase too 
rapidly, Mesa may “price itself out of the market,” thereby resulting in declining revenues at the 
facility. 

 
 Associate Director of Art and Education Rob Schultz further indicated that staff is moving toward 

a 60% cost recovery in the fall and possibly as much as 80% next year.  He added that he 
would prefer to implement a cost increase for the fall classes, monitor the market, and increase 
the cost recovery percentage when it is financially feasible to do so.  

 
 Vice Mayor Walters concurred with Mayor Hawker’s suggestion regarding the possible 

implementation of a lottery system.  She also commented that she heard Mr. Schultz say 
something different than what is contained in the staff report and requested clarification from 
him in that regard. 

 
 Mr. Schultz explained that although the report does reflect maintaining the already implemented 

25% cost increase, if it is the direction of Council to increase the percentage of cost recovery of 
fees at a faster rate, that could be accomplished.  He stated the opinion that adult class fees at 
60% cost recovery could probably be “comfortably implemented” for the fall and then monitored 
to assess the effect of such increases. 

 
 Vice Mayor Walters expressed support for “testing the market” at 60%, but stressed concerns 

that a 100% cost recovery could potentially “kill the Arts Center before it is ever open.”  She 
further suggested that staff speak with Mesa Community College (MCC) to determine whether 
the college would be interested in using the Arts Center as a venue in which to teach the 
college’s art classes.  

 
 It was moved by Vice Mayor Walters, seconded by Councilmember Jones, to direct staff to 

implement fees for the adult visual and performing arts classes for the fall session at 60% cost 
recovery. 

 
 Councilmember Rawles questioned the role of government subsidizing adult arts classes at the 

Mesa Arts Center. He stated that Mesa residents should not be required to pay for “anyone’s 
entertainment,” including arts classes.     

 
Councilmember Griswold requested that staff research the issue of the Mesa Arts Center 
offering accredited classes to, for example, MCC students.  He also suggested implementing a 
nonresident surcharge to increase the cost recovery of fees at the facility.  
 
Further discussion ensued relative to the fact that approximately 47% of the students at the 
Mesa Arts Center are nonresidents; that nonresidents travel from as far away as Tucson and 
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Payson because they are attracted by the excellent instruction, affordability of the classes, and 
the quality of the facility; and extensive discussion ensued among the Council regarding the role 
of government relative to supporting the arts.  
 
Vice Mayor Walters amended her motion to direct staff to implement fees for the adult visual 
and performing arts class fees at a 60% cost recovery for the fall session, and also to implement 
a 20% surcharge, in addition to the 60% cost recovery fee, for nonresidents. 
 
Councilmember Jones seconded the amended motion. 
 
Councilmember Jones requested that staff bring this issue back to the Council upon completion 
of the fall classes to discuss the impact of the cost increases on the Arts Center’s program.    
 
Councilmember Rawles stated that although he supports staff moving in the direction of 100% 
cost recovery of adult arts fees, as well as a 20% surcharge for nonresidents, he would still 
oppose the motion because of his previous comments. 
 
Councilmember Griswold said that in the future, he would like to assess certain adult arts 
classes that are less popular and not fully utilized to determine whether it is really cost effective 
for the City to continue to offer such classes. 
 
Councilmember Whalen expressed support for the motion and voiced concern that some 
Councilmembers continue to attack the Arts Center and are “feeding into the negative aspect of 
the community.”   
 
Additional discussion ensued relative to the fact that the Mesa Arts Center has positioned itself 
as a regional facility; that it is already on the national “radar screen;” and a comparison of the 
cost recovery of Mesa’s golf courses versus the Mesa Arts Center’s adult arts classes. 
 
Mayor Hawker called for the vote. 
 
Upon tabulation of votes, it showed: 
 
AYES -        Griswold-Jones-Thom-Walters-Whalen 
NAYS -        Hawker-Rawles 
 
Mayor Hawker declared the motion carried by majority vote. 

 
2. Hear a report, discuss and consider Recommendation IV of the Ad Hoc Redevelopment 

Advisory Committee’s Final Report. 
 
 Mayor Hawker indicated that he did not appoint the citizens to the Ad Hoc Redevelopment 

Advisory Committee due to a conflict of interest.  He explained that he owns property in the 
downtown area and said that the Committee’s original charge was to consider whether the 
Town Center Redevelopment Area boundaries should be expanded.  Mayor Hawker noted that 
the scope of the Committee’s work was subsequently modified to consider redevelopment and 
revitalization efforts Citywide. 

 
In response to a question from Mayor Hawker, City Attorney Debbie Spinner clarified that 
neither he nor Vice Mayor Walters or Councilmembers Jones and Whalen (who also previously 
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declared conflicts of interest) would be required to declare further conflicts because of the 
Committee’s expanded charge.  She explained that Recommendation IV relates to Citywide 
policy decisions that, in her opinion, would not directly impact financial/ownership interests of 
the above-mentioned Councilmembers.  

 
 Alex Finter, a member of the Ad Hoc Redevelopment Advisory Committee, addressed the 

Council and highlighted various key points formulated by the Committee regarding infill 
development in Mesa.  His comments included, but were not limited to, the following:  

 
• It is time for the City to implement major and significant changes regarding the infill 

development process.  
• Development costs of infill sites can often “make or break” a project. 
• Implementing the Committee’s recommendations (as contained in Section IV of the final 

report) would provide a more user friendly, streamlined, and cost-saving infill 
development process. 

• The City of Mesa is desirous of the development community’s business and is willing to 
“change with the times” by implementing faster and more efficient development 
processes.  

• The Committee is cognizant of Mesa’s current budget constraints and did not have 
access to certain costs associated with the implementation of various recommendations.   

 
Mr. Finter referred to the June 17, 2005 City Council Report, which summarizes each goal 
identified under the Committee’s Recommendation IV, staff’s analysis of the individual goals 
and, pending Council approval, a projected timeline for the implementation of said goals.  (The 
complete report is available for review in the City Clerk’s Office.)   
 
Councilmember Griswold, as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Redevelopment Committee, provided the 
Council with a brief overview of the thought processes undertaken by the Committeemembers, 
which resulted in the foregoing goals and objectives.    
 
Mayor Hawker directed the Council to Page 11 of the Council Report and suggested that they 
review each of the proposed goals and provide direction to staff accordingly.  
 
Extensive discussion ensued among the Council and staff regarding the proposed goals and the 
Council’s pertinent comments/direction is as follows:  
 
Goal A Amend the Mesa Zoning Code to use the term “by-passed 

parcel” in place of the current definition of infill in 11-1-6. 
  

(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 
 
It was moved by Vice Mayor Walters, seconded by Councilmember Griswold, to direct staff to 
proceed with the implementation of Goal A.  
 
Mayor Hawker clarified that the recommended definition of infill is as follows: “the initial 
construction, redevelopment or reuse of vacant and/or underutilized sites located within an 
established, built-up portion of the City (substantially surrounded by existing development), and 
with utilities, street access available adjacent to it, and other public services nearby.” 
            

 Carried unanimously.  
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Goal B.1 Delegate City Council authority to the Planning and Zoning 

Board to approve initial site plan review and/or site plan 
modification-only cases with an applicant appeals process. 

  
(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 

 
Vice Mayor Walters expressed support for Goal B.1 in terms of streamlining the site plan review 
and modification process, but suggested that staff include additional language in the 
recommendation to reflect that an applicant’s case could be appealed to the Council.   
 
Assistant Development Services Manager Kari Kent assured the Council that such language is 
included in staff’s recommendation.  
 
Councilmember Rawles noted that it would be important for the Council to view the exact 
language before they determine to what extent they delegate authority to the Planning & Zoning 
Board. 
 
Mayor Hawker stated that it is the consensus of the Council that staff include the additional 
language as suggested by Vice Mayor Walters in the recommendation and that they bring back 
the item to the Council for further discussion and consideration. 
 
Goal B.2 Expand definition of what constitutes a “minor” site plan 

change giving the Planning Director more flexibility in 
determining if a proposed revision is “major” or “minor.” 

  
(Other staff recommendation.) 

 
Vice Mayor Walters commented that she is generally in concurrence with the goal, but 
expressed concerns regarding the definition of “minor” and the fact that she would not want to 
see staff make a “minor” modification to a site plan that was once a point of controversy in the 
original zoning case.  
 
Mayor Hawker stated that “the business person” in him would support this goal because it would 
streamline the system.  He noted, however, the “government part of him” says that the Council 
is the elected body and should have some voice in the districts they represent.  
 
City Manager Mike Hutchinson stated that Mayor Hawker is correct in his analysis and that the 
Council would be giving away some authority regarding this item.  He stated the opinion that it 
would be appropriate for the Council to review the language with regard to the expanded 
definition and to provide direction to staff in that regard.  
 
Mayor Hawker stated that it is the consensus of the Council that staff bring back to the Council 
the language concerning the expanded definition of what constitutes a “minor” site plan for 
further discussion and consideration. 
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Goal C Establish a Zoning Hearing Officer Program and develop a 
service fee for the resource support. 

     
(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 

 
Mayor Hawker stated that it is the consensus of the Council that staff continue to work on 
crafting an ordinance regarding the establishment of a Zoning Hearing Officer Program and 
bring back the item to the Council for further discussion and consideration. 
 
Goal D Update Mesa Zoning Code (already underway). 
  

(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 
 
This item is currently underway. 
 
Goal E Continued review of development standards and create 

solutions to infill development barriers. 
  

(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 
 
Efforts are ongoing regarding this matter.    
 
Goal F Establish Neighborhood/Corridor Plans with resource 

support. 
     

(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 
 
Deputy City Manager Paul Wenbert referred the Council to the section of the Council Report 
entitled “Fiscal Impact” and advised that starting with Goal F, the recommendations entail 
certain costs to the City that would not be totally recoverable from applicants.  
 
Mayor Hawker stated that the City has completed and/or is in the process of developing various 
sub-area plans throughout Mesa.  He expressed opposition to increasing staffing in order to 
establish neighborhood/corridor plans in other areas of the City.  
 
Vice Mayor Walters commented that staff has a small “window of opportunity” to set certain 
standards in place to facilitate the development of a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
District along the City’s light rail corridor.  She stressed the importance of addressing this matter 
and suggested that perhaps staff could be reassigned for such a purpose.   
 
Mayor Hawker noted that it is the consensus of the Council that the Neighborhood/Corridor 
Plans be conducted only with Council approval.  He also encouraged staff to consider various 
TOD development standards that have already been implemented by Tempe and Phoenix. 
 
Councilmember Rawles concurred with Vice Mayor Walters’ suggestion regarding the TOD 
development, and said he would prefer that staff be shifted from one area to another to work on 
those issues rather than hire new staff members for that purpose.  
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Goal G.1 Continue to assign a development project coordinator to infill 
development projects as necessary. 

  
(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.)  

 
No discussion or objection from Council regarding this goal. 
 
Goal G.2 Develop marketing strategies to promote the City’s infill 

programs to property owners of by-passed parcels. 
  

(Other staff recommendation.) 
 
Mayor Hawker suggested that if by-pass parcels can be reused, that staff apprise the real estate 
community that such properties are available in Mesa.    
 
Goal G.3 Develop Infill Development Incentive Districts and allocate 

resource support. 
  

(Committee recommendation/staff concurrence.) 
 
Mayor Hawker suggested that staff conduct research with other municipalities throughout the 
Valley to assess possible financial incentive options.  
 
Councilmember Rawles stated that he would prefer that financial incentives for infill 
development not be implemented. 
 
Goal G4.a Establish a New Infill Development Advisory Board and 

allocate resource support. 
  

(Committee recommendation.) 
 
Mayor Hawker stated that it is the consensus of Council that resource support for this item not 
be allocated. 
 
Goal G4.b Combination ZHO for rezoning and/or SCIP and DIP permits 

and staff review of compliance with Design Guidelines (no 
DRB). 

  
(Alternative staff recommendation.) 

 
Vice Mayor Walters commented that she has become aware of the difficulties encountered by 
individuals seeking to do redevelopment projects located outside of the City’s redevelopment 
area.  She stated that it often takes several years for a developer to appear before all of the 
required committees in order to receive the necessary approvals.  Vice Mayor Walter suggested 
that because of Mesa’s burgeoning growth, it may be appropriate to consider dividing the City 
into three sections and establishing three boards that could address Planning and Zoning and 
Design Review Board issues (Board of Adjustment would still address variance matters) in 
those areas and thereby streamline the approval process more expeditiously.    
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Mayor Hawker requested that staff research whether a previous Charter changed approved by 
the voters permitted the Planning & Zoning Board to serve in both that capacity and the Design 
Review Board or if it was necessary that a separate board be formed. 
 
Mayor Hawker stated that it is the consensus of the Council that staff work toward a more “one-
stop shop” approach to expedite various approval processes with regards to redevelopment/infill 
issues.  He suggested that perhaps the Planning & Zoning Board could receive some cross 
training to apprise them of those types of issues.   
 
Councilmember Griswold suggested that at a future Study Session, it might be appropriate for 
staff from the Town Center Development Office to make a presentation to the Council regarding 
their “one-stop shop” approach with regard to redevelopment projects in the Town Center Area.  
 
Mayor Hawker expressed appreciation to Councilmember Griswold and all of the members of 
the Ad Hoc Redevelopment Committee for their dedication and hard work during their tenure on 
the committee. 

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

Mayor Hawker MAG Transportation Policy Committee Meeting; Arizona 
Municipal Water Users Association (AMWUA) Meeting; 
Candidate Forum 

Vice Mayor Walters National League of Cities’ Economic Summit 
Councilmember Jones Valley Hotel and Restaurant Association Annual Dinner 
Councilmember Thom Community Advisory Panel Meeting 

 
4. Scheduling of meetings and general information. 
 
 City Manager Mike Hutchinson stated the meeting schedule is as follows: 
 
 Thursday, June 23, 2005, 9:30 a.m. – General Development Committee  
 
 Thursday, June 30, 2005, 7:30 a.m. – Study Session 

 
Tuesday, July 5, 2005, 3:00 p.m. – Fire Committee  

 
 Tuesday, July 5, 2005, TBA – Study Session 
  
 Tuesday, July 5, 2005, 5:45 p.m. – Regular Council Meeting 
 
5.  Prescheduled public opinion appearances. 
 
 There were no prescheduled public opinion appearances. 
 
6. Items from citizens present. 
 

There were no items from citizens present. 
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7. Adjournment. 

 
Without objection, the Study Session adjourned at 9:25 a.m. 
 

  
________________________________ 
KENO HAWKER, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
BARBARA JONES, CITY CLERK 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the Special 
Study Session of the City Council of Mesa, Arizona, held on the 23rd day of June 2005.  I further certify 
that the meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was present. 

 
     
    ___________________________________ 
          BARBARA JONES, CITY CLERK 
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