
  
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK             
 
 

COUNCIL MINUTES 
 
July 1, 2013 
 
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 July 1, 2013 at 4:51 p.m. 
 
COUNCIL PRESENT COUNCIL ABSENT OFFICERS PRESENT 
   
Scott Smith None Christopher Brady 
Alex Finter  Debbie Spinner 
Christopher Glover  Dee Ann Mickelsen 
Dina Higgins   
Dennis Kavanaugh   
Dave Richins   
Scott Somers   
   
 
1. Review items on the agenda for the July 1, 2013 and July 8, 2013 Regular Council meetings. 

 
All of the items on the agenda were reviewed among Council and staff and the following was 
noted: 
 
July 1, 2013 Regular Council meeting:        July 8, 2013 Regular Council meeting: 
 
Conflict of interest: None          Conflict of interest: None  
 
Items removed from the consent agenda: 4i       Items removed from the consent agenda: None 
 
Items deleted from the agenda: None         Items deleted from the agenda: None 
 

2-a. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on a proposed future Capital Improvement 
Program. 

 
 City Manager Christopher Brady reported that the Council has been provided a document that 

outlines various projects that would be included in a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
proposed bond election. (See Attachment 1) He stated that the projects are grouped in three 
categories (i.e., Streets, Public Safety and Museum) by which they would be identified on the 
ballot.  

 
 Mr. Brady briefly highlighted the recommended Streets projects (See Page 2 of Attachment 1), 

which consist of Arterial Reconstructs ($27 million); Economic Development ($29 million) and 
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Neighborhood/Safety ($22.8 million). He indicated that the total cost of the Streets projects is 
$79.1 million. 

 
 Mr. Brady also reviewed the recommended Public Safety projects. (See Page 3 of Attachment 

1) He suggested that the Fire Communications Center ($16 million), which is currently listed 
under Fire and Medical projects, be included under the Communications projects. He said that 
the cost of the Communications projects would, therefore, increase to $22.4 million. He briefly 
discussed the Police projects ($7.8 million) and the revised list of Fire and Medical projects. He 
added that the total bond authorization for the Public Safety category would amount to $51.7 
million.  

 
 Mr. Brady further remarked that the Cactus League Museum has requested that a Spring 

Training Museum be included as an item on the ballot. (See Page 4 of Attachment 1) He noted 
that $17.1 million is the total bond authorization for such a project.  

 
 Mr. Brady clarified that although each category of projects would be voted on as a separate 

ballot question, the total bond package is $147.9 million. He stated that pending the Council’s 
direction to move forward, staff would propose to include a resolution on the July 8, 2013 
Council meeting agenda that would order and call a Special Bond Election concerning those 
three questions.       

 
 Mr. Brady stated that prior to July 8th, it would be helpful for staff to begin identifying the 

operational costs, if any, associated with the recommended projects as they come on line. He 
noted that such information would assist staff in anticipating and planning for such costs in the 
City’s budget forecast.    

 
 Councilmember Kavanaugh expressed appreciation for staff’s recommendations. He also 

concurred with Mr. Brady’s comments that it was important for staff and the Council to obtain 
additional information regarding potential operational costs, particularly as it relates to the Fire 
Communications Center and the Spring Training Museum.   

 
 Responding to a question from Councilmember Kavanaugh, Mr. Brady clarified that in one of 

the original lists of proposed bond projects, staff identified $1.8 million for VHF radio support 
units. He explained that after further discussion, it was determined that was a “more robust” 
amount and Mesa would be replicating what is done in Phoenix. He stated that it was his 
understanding that there was an amount much less than the $1.8 million and actually closer to 
$400,000. 

 
Mr. Brady suggested that since most of those costs are technology-based, it might be 
appropriate for the Fire and Medical Department (FMD) to consider other funding options in the 
next year or two. He stated that such options might include grant monies or perhaps General 
Fund dollars. He added that the FMD could make the VHF radio support units a budget priority, 
as opposed to including it as part of a bond program.   

 
 Responding to a series of questions from Councilwoman Higgins concerning the proposed Fire 

Communications Center, Fire Chief Harry Beck clarified that the FMD is open to any facility or 
location that could support its operational needs for redundancy and backup, not only for basic 
dispatch service within the City, but also within the region. He stated that the location has yet to 
be determined.   
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 Mr. Brady further responded that staff would like the flexibility to explore how best to provide the 

technology and functionality, wherever that might be, and not necessarily focus on a specific 
building. He suggested that perhaps the consoles, network systems and equipment could be 
moved to an existing building or an area in the community in which the City already owns land, 
such as near the Public Safety Training Facility.  

 
 Chief Beck also remarked that the FMD is considering a location that would be on a separate 

power grid from its current communications facility. He explained that in the event of a power 
outage, the FMD would have a better chance of both facilities not being disabled at the same 
time.  

 
Chief Beck noted that in many communities, a backup center is normally “a dark center that is 
sitting there waiting until something happens.” He pointed out that staff would propose the 
development of two fully operational facilities that are underway at the same time. He said that 
the maintenance and the inner workings of the facilities, as updates are made to certain 
processes and systems, would be part and parcel of the daily operations and a seamless 
transfer to the backup facility. He added that the FMD would have two “front-line facilities,” each 
with the ability to serve as backup for the other.  
 
Chief Beck explained that in terms of location, wherever infrastructure is available to supply the 
FMD’s communication needs for the facility would be a reduction in cost in terms of bringing that 
utility onsite. He reiterated that there are several locations in the City, such as the Public Safety 
Training Facility, which is in the process of installing fiber-optic cable at this time.   

 
 Chief Beck, in addition, advised that the FMD’s current communications center does not have 

the necessary redundancy and backup capabilities that are standard in most communities the 
size of Mesa. He stated that with respect to the current facility, staff has experienced a number 
of difficulties and had to use “band aids” and search for various systems that come together, 
whether it be in Mesa or other areas within the Valley, to get the FMD through a situation that it 
did not plan for in advance. He pointed out that even with the capacities provided with such an 
approach, the facility’s functionality is cut by 40% to 50%, it does not have the capacity for 911 
calls, and the data centers are unable to send data to the mobile computers for various dispatch 
functions. He added that the proposed concept is that Police dispatch would be situated in one 
center and Fire dispatch in the other. 

 
 Mayor Smith summarized that when Chief Beck refers to a Communications Center, he is not 

necessarily talking about a building as much as a function, which will occur in the most efficient 
and effective manner as determined by staff.  He stated that such a facility could be located in 
an existing building, a repurposed building or a new building.  He pointed out that staff is asking 
the Council to include the bonding capacity to finance such a project, regardless of its physical 
location. He added that once staff has conducted a detailed study in this regard, the Council can 
then determine how much of the bonding capacity is needed and where it will be applied.  

 
 Chief Beck confirmed Mayor Smith’s summarization.    
 
 Councilmember Somers offered a series of comments regarding public safety communications 

which, in his opinion, is a very interesting and complex issue. He stated that over the next 
decade, the nature of public safety communications is going to change significantly, including 
the development of real time Geographic Information System (GIS) capabilities; and real time 
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data transmitted from the crime/accident scene to the data center and onto the Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC), where incident managers will be able to provide real time feedback to 
uplink with the National Weather Service and other critical entities.  

 
Councilmember Somers stated that it was imperative that the City of Mesa has the capacity to 
integrate the new technology into its Communications Center, which is the purpose of the bond. 
He added that this is an investment in protecting the community and also being able to fully 
integrate those new technologies. 

 
 Discussion ensued relative to the fact that the transition to long-term evolution (LTE) data 

transfer on a national level has been ongoing for the past three years; that the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) dedicated the frequencies exclusively for public safety 
users; and that in the future, Mesa will have the opportunity to transition and take advantage of 
this national network, although it does not appear that it would be required to do so.  

 
 Councilmember Somers commented that for at least the next ten years, the VHF radio support 

system will remain an integral part of the City’s communication system and said that it was 
important that Mesa continue to invest in such technology. He noted that at one point, the 
Council had considered bonding $1.8 million for the radios and expressed concern that the 
amount has now decreased to approximately $400,000. He stated that he wanted to ensure that 
the City would have the necessary funding to pay for the technology, either with General Fund 
monies or a combination of General Fund dollars and other sources.  

 
 Assistant Fire Chief Jim Bloomer addressed the Council and clarified that the original cost to 

upgrade the City’s VHF radio support system was between $550,000 and $600,000. He 
explained that during those discussions, another quote of $400,000 was made, although he was 
unsure what the amount was based on.  

 
Chief Bloomer further remarked that the difference between the $1.8 million and the $550,000 
relates to user identification. He noted that with respect to the lower cost estimate, if the 
firefighter keys the radio, dispatch would be able to hear and talk with the individual. He added 
that with the $1.8 million model, when the firefighter keys the radio, dispatch would know the 
identity of that person.  

 
 Councilmember Somers stated that he was aware of the fact that Phoenix was implementing 

the individual radio identification model. He inquired if Mesa chooses not to do so, whether the 
different radio systems would be interoperable. 

 
 Chief Bloomer responded that the radio frequencies would be interoperable, but noted that 

dispatch would be unable to identify Mesa’s users or which engine company was calling in. 
 
 Mayor Smith questioned whether the verbiage “Spring Training Museum” was the most 

descriptive language to include on the ballot. He stated that judging from the description in 
media reports and also the vision to expand various programs, the concept was broader than 
the Cactus League Experience. He noted that in his opinion, using the term “Spring Training 
Museum” was somewhat limiting. 

 
 Lisa Anderson, Mesa Historical Museum Director, addressed the Council and stated that she 

would envision the Spring Training Museum to be a place to springboard economic 



Study Session 
July 1, 2013 
Page 5 
 
 

development for the Riverview area, as well as tourism development in the City. She explained 
that a portion of the museum would be dedicated to Spring Training history, Cactus League 
history and a number of other activities.   

 
 Mayor Smith restated that this was an outgrowth of the Cactus League Experience, which not 

only introduced the Cactus League, but also baseball in general.   
 
 Ms. Anderson noted that the concept goes along with the philosophy of the Mesa Historical 

Museum (MHM), which is to utilize its heritage resources. She stated that over the last six 
years, the MHM has developed the Cactus League project, which would be the foundation for 
the proposed museum project.  

 
Ms. Anderson indicated that the MHM would like to work with the City with respect to the name 
of the museum. She pointed out that the MHM specifically focused on the words “Spring 
Training” instead of “Cactus League” since it was determined that people know they are in the 
Valley for spring training, but do not strongly identify with the Cactus League. She said that the 
Museum changed the name of the exhibit from “Play Ball, the Cactus League Experience” to 
“Arizona Spring Training Experience” to bring all of Arizona’s baseball history into one location. 
She added that the word “Experience” reflects that it is not strictly an exhibition, but much more.  

 
 Mayor Smith stated that he appreciated Ms. Anderson’s comments. He also noted that if the 

Council is giving the MHM the chance to “sell this project to the community,” he wants the ballot 
language to describe “not only what the City is doing, but what we hope to accomplish by this.” 
He remarked that in the past, the Council has learned that when they were not more careful with 
the ballot language they approved, the elections did not always turn out the way they would 
have liked.  

 
 Councilmember Richins stated that he appreciated reading in the proposal about the Cincinnati 

Reds’ Museum, which has proven to be a successful venue.  He stated that he would hope that 
the Spring Training Museum would achieve similar success and that the facility would be 
located near the new Chicago Cubs’ Spring Training venue.          

 
 Mayor Smith acknowledged that this item was unique and somewhat of a late entry from a non-

City entity. He stated that because this is an important project for the community, he would 
support putting the item before Mesa voters. He noted that this was a valuable asset and said 
that he was willing to give Ms. Anderson and the MHM the opportunity to promote it to the 
community. 

 
Mayor Smith, in addition, indicated that he had a number of questions that cannot be answered 
today, but said he was confident that they would as the process moves forward. He stated that 
in his opinion, a joint partnership between the community and baseball fans is essential. He also 
commented that he would like to know what the MHM and the other parties have in mind with 
respect to who would cover the museum’s operational costs until it becomes a self-sufficient 
enterprise. 

 
 Councilmember Richins noted that Mesa residents would also want those questions answered 

before they voted on this particular bond question.    
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 Mayor Smith suggested that Ms. Anderson and her team develop a more specific plan regarding 

how the public/private partnership might work. He added that he wants to make sure that the 
Council does not approve a description of the project next week that they may regret later if it 
could have been phrased more clearly.    

 
2-b. Appointments to Boards and Committees. 
 
 It was moved by Councilmember Kavanaugh, seconded by Councilmember Somers, that the 

Council concur with the Mayor’s recommendations (See Attachment 2) and that the 
appointments be confirmed. 

                       Carried unanimously. 
 
3. Information pertaining to the current Job Order Contracting projects. 
 
 (This item was not discussed by the Council.)  
 
4. Acknowledge receipt of minutes of various boards and committees. 
 
 4-a. Transportation Advisory Board meeting held April 16, 2013. 
 
 It was moved by Councilmember Glover, seconded by Councilwoman Higgins, that receipt of 

the above-listed minutes be acknowledged. 
            Carried unanimously. 
  
5. Hear reports on meetings and/or conferences attended. 

 
Councilwoman Higgins stated that she, along with several other Councilmembers, had the 
honor to attend the swearing in ceremony of Mayor Smith as the President of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors. 

  
6. Scheduling of meetings and general information. 
 

City Manager Christopher Brady stated that the meeting schedule is as follows: 
 
Thursday, July 4, 2013, Study Session – CANCELLED 
 
Monday, July 8, 2013, TBA – Study Session 
 
Monday, July 8, 2013, 5:45 p.m. – Regular Council Meeting 

 
7. Convene an Executive Session. 
 
 (Due to time constraints, the Executive Session was postponed to a later date.) 

           
7-a. Discussion or consultation for legal advice with the City Attorney. (A.R.S. §38-431.03A 

(3)) Discussion or consultation with the City Attorney in order to consider the City’s 
position and instruct the City Attorney regarding the City’s position regarding contracts 
that are the subject of negotiations, in pending or contemplated litigation or in settlement 
discussions conducted in order to avoid or resolve litigation. (A.R.S. §38-431.03A(4))  
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 1. Ramon v. City of Mesa, et al.  
 
8. Adjournment. 
 

Without objection, the Study Session adjourned at 5:40 p.m.   
 
 

________________________________ 
                  SCOTT SMITH, 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 1st day of July, 2013.  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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