
   
 OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

 
PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE  

 
 
 
November 21, 2011 
 
The Public Safety Committee of the City of Mesa met in the lower level meeting room of the Council 
Chambers, 57 East 1st Street, on November 21, 2011 at 3:31 p.m. 
 
COMMITTEE PRESENT COMMITTEE ABSENT STAFF PRESENT 
   
Dennis Kavanaugh, Chairman None John Pombier 
Christopher Glover 
Dave Richins 

 Alfred Smith 
 

 
(Chairman Kavanaugh excused Committeemember RIchins from the beginning of the meeting; 
he arrived at 4:06 p.m.) 

 
1. Items from citizens present. 
 

Bryan Jeffries, representing the United Mesa Fire Fighters Association, addressed the 
Committee regarding the TOPAZ (Trunked Open Arizona) Regional Wireless Cooperative 
(TRWC). (See Agenda Item 4) He stated that it was important for firefighters to have “seamless” 
radio communications throughout the Valley so that one agency can assist another. Mr. Jeffries 
noted that this was especially true when firefighters are working in the “hot zone” and placed in 
dangerous situations. He also indicated that firefighters in the Dobson Ranch area who interface 
with Tempe, Chandler and Scottsdale in “hot zone” calls are required to “play musical radios” 
since they cannot communicate with one another in a safe manner. 
 
Mr. Jeffries further remarked that there are currently two radio systems governed by bodies that 
“set the vision and direction” for such technology and expressed concern that “they will not go 
along the same pathway.” He said that the members of the Governance Board do not work on 
fire trucks, serve in the field or use the radios. Mr. Jeffries clarified that he was not seeking 
Committee direction or action today with respect to his concerns, but merely “planting a seed” 
regarding the necessity of the Council discussing this issue at a future date.  He also suggested 
that the Council possibly set political direction Valleywide that the individuals managing the 
radio systems on a day-to-day basis ensure that firefighters and paramedics working in the “hot 
zone” can communicate with each other with one radio in a failsafe manner.   
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2-a. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on a Municipal Court Case Management 

System. 
 
 Court Administrator Paul Thomas and Deputy Court Administrator Lenny Montanaro addressed 

the Committee relative to this agenda item. 
 
 Mr. Thomas displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 1) and reported that the 

Mesa Municipal Court was selected by the Arizona Supreme Court to be the project leader in 
developing a Case Management System for the limited jurisdiction courts throughout Arizona. 
He explained that the Mesa Municipal Court is “quite advanced” in terms of using technology 
and creating an environment conducive to testing new ideas. Mr. Thomas also noted that 
American Cadastre, the vendor, was “a progressive and aggressive company” with respect to 
new technologies and considered “a good match” for the City regarding the Case Management 
System project.  

 
Mr. Thomas advised that the project was funded by the Arizona Supreme Court, at a cost of 
$2.3 million (FY 2011/12 and FY 2012/13). He said that certain features of the project would be 
“custom tailored” to fit the needs of the Mesa Municipal Court and indicated that funding for 
those items would be derived from local grants. Mr. Thomas further remarked that other 
communities look forward to the completion of the Case Management System project and noted 
that if their municipal courts were also interested in including specialized features in their 
systems, it might be possible for several communities to pool their resources to pay for such 
upgrades.  
 
Mr. Thomas briefly discussed the various features of the Case Management System (See 
Pages 4 and 5 of Attachment 1), including automated court processes, in which certain actions 
launch other actions. He explained that such a function is critical in large volume courts in order 
to eliminate the need for staff and ensure greater efficiency.  Mr. Thomas also indicated that the 
new system would integrate the Mesa Municipal Court’s Electronic Management System (EMS), 
the current Case Management System and electronic forms into one system. He added that 
another priority is to implement greater functionality so that data entry can be eliminated as 
much as possible.  
 
Discussion ensued relative to the fact that the Mesa Municipal Court is a leader with regard to 
the number of online services that it offers citizens; that certain services include, but are not 
limited to, making a payment, scheduling a continuance, receiving a disposition report, and 
posting a bond to cancel a warrant (non-violent incidents only); and that such online services 
save on staffing requirements and demands on the Court.  
 
Mr. Thomas further reported that the Case Management System project is scheduled to be 
completed in April 2013, but noted that the date might be extended to July 2013 in order to 
coincide with the start of the City’s fiscal budget cycle. He stated that the Mesa Municipal Court 
was pleased to serve in this important role to define the functional requirements of a system for 
automating Court processes that will eventually “roll out” to 150 lower courts throughout 
Arizona. 
 
Further discussion ensued relative to the fact that pending completion of the project, the Court 
and the vendor may enter into a public/private partnership, wherein the Mesa Municipal Court 
would “test” new technologies developed by the vendor.  
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Chairman Kavanaugh stated that for the past two years, he has represented the Arizona 
League of Cities and Towns on the Arizona Supreme Court’s Commission on Technology. He 
explained that in that role, he has become very familiar with the Case Management System 
project and noted that it is “a big deal” for limited jurisdiction courts in Arizona.  
 
Chairman Kavanaugh also commented that the Mesa Municipal Court “sets the gold standard” 
for operations in limited jurisdiction courts in Arizona. He noted that Arizona Supreme Court 
Justice Andy Hurwitz recently spent time observing the operations of the Mesa Municipal Court 
and was “very complimentary” to staff for their efforts and hard work with respect to the Case 
Management System project.  
 
Chairman Kavanaugh further remarked that the Case Management System project was critically 
important to the legal system in Arizona and added that it was a proud moment for the 
community to know that Mesa was the leader in such efforts. He said that he particularly liked 
the idea of the Mesa Municipal Court being “a laboratory of best practices,” not only throughout 
the State, but also nationwide. He thanked the Court staff for their dedication and service and 
added that he looked forward to the timely completion of the project.   

  
2-b. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on a proposed amendment to the Mesa City 

Code, Title 6, Chapter 15 (Alarm Systems). 
  
 Assistant Police Chief John Meza and Lieutenant Lee Rankin addressed the Committee relative 

to this agenda item. 
 
 Lieutenant Rankin displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 2) and reported that 

staff was seeking Committee direction concerning a proposal to amend the Alarm Ordinance. 
He explained that currently, a non-compliant, non-permitted alarm user is not subject to any 
assessments, fees or fines for false alarm activations, while such sanctions are imposed on 
permitted alarm users. Lieutenant Rankin said that such a process disincentivizes alarm users 
from applying for a permit, as required by the current ordinance.    

  
 Lieutenant Rankin advised that in 1983, the City’s Alarm Ordinance was first adopted and most 

recently amended in 2005. He stated that significant changes to the ordinance include, but are 
not limited to, the following: enhanced call verification, which required alarm monitoring 
companies to contact the alarm user and a second number before calling the Mesa Police 
Department (MPD); amended false alarm assessment structure (i.e., the first false alarm 
assessment could be waived if the user attended an educational class sponsored by MPD’s 
Alarm Enforcement Unit); and technical changes to alarm permit requirements.    

 
 Lieutenant Rankin displayed a chart titled “Calls for Service” (See Page 2 of Attachment 2) and 

noted that false alarm or alarm calls in general represent the third highest calls for service in the 
MPD. He pointed out that since 2001, the Alarm Enforcement Unit has achieved a 46% 
reduction in alarm calls for service and said that by adopting the proposed amendment, it is the 
opinion of staff that such calls would continue to decrease. Lieutenant Rankin, in addition, 
referred to a document illustrating calls for service in FY 2010/11 (See Page 3 of Attachment 2) 
and commented that of the 11,427 total alarm events, 11,218 (98%) were attributed to false 
alarms.  
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Lieutenant Rankin further reviewed the fiscal impact related to calls for service (See Page 4 of 
Attachment 2) and a breakdown of the average cost per alarm call (See Page 5 of Attachment 
2), which equates to $57.24. He clarified that staff was not proposing that the Assessment Fee 
Structure (See Page 6 of Attachment 2) for false alarm calls be modified, but rather that 
additional civil remedies be implemented against alarm companies (which are currently treated 
as criminal sanctions) for the following items: 
 

• Failure to implement enhanced call verification. 
• Failure to provide a permit number when asking for Police response. 
• Request dispatch to a location in error. 
• Failure to provide or cancel new subscriber lists as required. 

 
Discussion ensued relative to the fact that per the current ordinance, permitted alarm users are 
subject to civil penalties, while non-permitted users are subject to a criminal violation; that at 
most false alarm events, the owner of the property is not at the scene, resulting in the officers 
being unable to issue a criminal citation at the time; that 20% of all false alarm calls are 
generated by non-permitted users; an illustration of lost cost recovery in responding to such 
calls in July 2011 (See Page 8 of Attachment 2); and additional cost recovery with respect to the 
issuance of permit fees in FY 2010/11. (See Page 9 of Attachment 2)  
 
Lieutenant Rankin outlined the three major objectives of staff’s proposal to amend the City’s 
Alarm Ordinance and the key benefits associated with each objective. The objectives include 
the following: 1.) Impose assessments for all false alarm activations (See Page 11 of 
Attachment 2); 2.) Increase accountability for the commercial alarm industry (See Page 12 of 
Attachment 2); and 3.) Define technical changes. (See Page 13 of Attachment 2)  
 
Lieutenant Rankin concluded his presentation by stating that adoption of the proposed changes 
to the ordinance would not only reduce the number of false alarm activations in Mesa, but also 
enable the MPD to continue to provide effective public safety services to the community.  

  
It was moved by Committeemember Glover, seconded by Committeemember Richins, that 
staff’s proposed amendment to the Mesa City Code, Title 6, Chapter 15 (Alarm Systems) be 
forwarded to the full Council with a recommendation for approval. 
 
           Carried unanimously.  

 
 2-c. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide direction on Contracted Police Towing Services. 
 

Police Commander Bill Peters introduced Police Lieutenant Tom Intrieri, who was prepared to 
assist with the presentation. 
 
Commander Peters displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 3) and reported that 
at the April 14, 2011 Study Session, the Council directed staff to develop alternative proposals 
for providing Police-related towing services. He explained that staff subsequently drafted two 
proposed options and was seeking direction from the Committee at this time.  
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Commander Peters highlighted the proposed options as follows: 
 

•  Option 1 – Create an Eligible Vendor List to provide towing services, on a rotational 
basis, using a three-zone configuration and City-established pricing. 

•  Option 2 – Issue a new Request for Proposals (RFP), using the current four-zone 
configuration, with a single vendor in each zone, and City-established pricing. 

 
Commander Peters displayed a map of Mesa illustrating the above-referenced zone 
configurations. (See Page 3 of Attachment 3) He stated that the reason for the three-zone 
configuration in Option 1 was to more equally distribute the volume of calls to the vendors on a 
rotational configuration. 
 
Responding to a question from Committeemember Richins, Commander Peters clarified that 
with respect to Option 1, “in theory,” one vendor could bid and win the contract to provide towing 
services for the entire City. He noted, however, that he would anticipate two to four vendors 
providing such services. 
 
Commander Peters discussed the various components and minimum qualifications associated 
with Option 1 – Rotation. (See Page 4 of Attachment 3) He stated that an Eligible Vendor List 
would be created for each zone based upon a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) establishing 
minimum qualifications/requirements. Commander Peters also noted that towing services at 
collision scenes must be handled by one vendor and added that “call jumping” to offer or 
provide services before the authorized vendor arrived on scene would be prohibited.  

 
In response to a question from Committeemember Richins, Commander Peters explained that 
the mandatory signage qualification requires that the towing companies list their contract pricing 
and the customer’s rights and responsibilities. 
 
Commander Peters continued with his presentation and reviewed the various components of 
the second option. (See Page 5 of Attachment 3) He stated that he would anticipate two to four 
vendors being awarded contracts; a minimum of five tow trucks (per zone) being retained; and 
towing service prices being set by the City. 
 
Commander Peters further highlighted a side-by-side comparison of both options. (See Pages 6 
and 7 of Attachment 3) He also displayed a document titled “Recommended Pricing Structure” 
(See Page 8 of Attachment 3) and noted that the service pricing was determined by staff, who 
reviewed prices in 11 jurisdictions. Commander Peters added that the recommended pricing is 
lower than the average in other jurisdictions, but slightly higher than the average prices bid 
through the original 2010 RFP. 
 
Discussion ensued relative to the “Performance Summary” for FY 2010/11 current four-zone 
configuration with a single vendor (See Page 9 of Attachment 3); that staff recently met with 
representatives of the towing industry to solicit their input regarding the two options; and various 
feedback from those individuals as to why they preferred one option over the other. (See Page 
10 of Attachment 3) 
 
Committeemember Richins referenced Option 2 and inquired if the City set the prices and five 
vendors had the same qualifications, what criteria would staff consider in determining which 
companies should be awarded the contract.  
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Commander Peters responded that staff would take into account a vendor’s business 
qualifications, responsiveness, technical capabilities, manpower and fiscal capabilities. 
 
Purchasing Administrator Jim Ruiz confirmed that staff’s evaluation would be based on 
subjective criteria.  
 
Committeemember Richins remarked that for many years, Mesa’s Police-related towing 
services contract has been a problem and stated that the City “cannot issue another RFP that 
goes out onto the street and gets us sued.” He urged that staff “get it right this time.” 
 
Mr. Ruiz clarified that with respect to the March 2010 RFP for towing services, the pricing 
structure was the main cause of the litigation. He said that the pricing ranged from $0 to $50 per 
call. 
 
Committeemember Richins stated that he wanted to be sure that the criteria the City uses to 
select the towing services vendor is “objective enough to keep the City out of court“ and resolve 
this matter once and for all.    
 
Mr. Ruiz further commented that in the 2010 RFP, there were concerns with regard to how the 
pricing that was received by the City was evaluated. He noted that it was the opinion of the City 
Attorney’s Office that staff had changed too much of the evaluation criteria and recommended 
that they start the process over again. 
 
Committeemember Richins suggested that the Committee might need more review of the 
criteria and said that from today’s presentation, he did not clearly understand how staff would 
select a vendor, with all things being equal. 
 
Further discussion ensued relative to the fact that the selection of a vendor is based on the 
subjective evaluation of the evaluation committee; that such criteria includes, but is not limited 
to, the size of the company and its fleet, experience with the City, experience in the overall 
industry, whether claims have been issued against the vendor by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT); and that in the proposed options, pricing was removed from the 
evaluation criteria since it was a contentious issue in 2010.  
 
Deputy City Attorney Alfred Smith stated that with respect to Option 2, in his opinion, the RFP 
process would not change much with respect to the facts presented by Mr. Ruiz. He reiterated 
that pricing would no longer be considered as a part of the criteria so that the evaluation 
committee could focus on customer service factors such as response times and quality of 
service.  
 
Responding to a question from Committeemember Glover, Commander Peters clarified that 
from staff’s perspective, they would prefer Option 2, which would allow the MPD to have greater 
accountability in managing the program.  
 
Chairman Kavanaugh clarified that it was his understanding that staff was requesting that the 
Committee make a recommendation to the full Council with respect to one of the two options. 
 
In response to a question from Committeemember Richins, Mr. Ruiz advised that the manner in 
which the RFP would be written would allow the City to award more than one zone to one 
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vendor. He noted, however, that one vendor winning all four zones would be highly unlikely. He 
added that it would be necessary for staff to include certain verbiage in the specifications to 
prevent such an incident from occurring.    
 
Deputy City Manager John Pombier reiterated that there was nothing written in the RFP that 
would prevent one vendor from being awarded all four zones. He noted, however, that it would 
be “quite a task” to provide such extensive service.   
 
Committeemember Richins remarked that he would have no problem if one of the larger 
companies was able to accommodate Police-related towing services throughout the City, nor 
would he oppose three or four vendors providing such services. He stated that he merely 
wanted to understand the process, as do the towing industry representatives who were present 
in the audience today.   
 
It was moved by Committeemember Richins, seconded by Committeemember Glover, that 
Option 2, ”Issue a new Request for Proposals (RFP), using the current four-zone configuration 
and City-established pricing,” be forwarded to the full Council with a recommendation for 
approval.  
 
            Carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Pombier advised that this matter would mostly likely move forward to the full Council for 
approval in late December or January. He stated that Purchasing can apprise the tow company 
representatives of the exact date so that they can attend the meeting and offer their input and 
feedback to the Council at that time.   
 
Chairman Kavanaugh thanked everyone for the presentation. 

 
2-d. Discuss and provide direction on an Amended and Restated Intergovernmental Agreement for 

the TOPAZ Regional Wireless Cooperative.  
  
 Manager of Technology & Innovation Alex Deshuk introduced Chief Technology Officer Dale 

Shaw, who was prepared to address the Committee.  
 

Mr. Deshuk, in response to Mr. Jeffries’ earlier comments, assured the Committee that the 
number one goal of the TOPAZ Regional Wireless Cooperative (TRWC) is “to provide the 
utmost in systems and security for our public safety and first responders.” He stated that staff 
would be happy to make a presentation to the Committee at a later date in order to provide an 
overview of the efforts that have been expended thus far in this regard. Mr. Deshuk added that 
Mr. Jeffries is invited to meet with anyone associated with the TRWC to fully understand what is 
happening behind the scenes. 

 
Chairman Kavanaugh suggested that it would be appropriate for the Committee to receive 
“continuing updates” on this matter. He stated that he has worked on this issue since 2001 and 
the City and the Council have made it a priority for many years. Chairman Kavanaugh also 
noted that he was hopeful that the details could be worked out between the various jurisdictions 
in the Valley. He commented that his district is subject to many of the problems previously 
identified by Mr. Jeffries and remarked that when he has gone on ride-alongs with firefighters, 
he has seen firsthand the challenges that they face with respect to radio communications. 
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Chairman Kavanaugh thanked staff for their willingness to update the Committee on an almost 
monthly basis in terms of what is happening and added that he thought the problem would be 
“fixed” when he came back on Council three years ago. He acknowledged that when there are 
“a lot of chefs in the kitchen” in terms of jurisdictions, as well as differing perspectives from 
Police and Fire, it can be challenging to resolve issues.   
 
Mr. Deshuk confirmed that things have changed and are happening quickly. He concurred that it 
would be appropriate to update the Committee on a monthly basis. 
 
Chairman Kavanaugh commented that regardless of whether the Committee meets on a 
monthly basis, it might be helpful for staff to submit a memo to the members each month in 
order to provide a status update on the matter. He stated that the members could then 
determine whether they wanted to include the issue as a follow-up agenda item at a future 
Committee meeting.  
 
Mr. Shaw displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Attachment 4) and reported that the 
matter before the Committee is an Amended and Restated Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) 
to continue the operation of the TRWC. He explained that in 2008, the City of Mesa, City of 
Apache Junction, Towns of Gilbert and Queen Creek and the Apache Junction Fire District 
formed the TRWC to build, sustain and share the cost of a P25 Radio System, which is the 
current digital radio system used predominantly for public safety and also municipal purposes. 
Mr. Shaw noted that with the Council’s approval, as well as the other members of the TRWC, 
the Rio Verde Fire District will be added to the Cooperative as a member agency.   
 
Mr. Shaw advised that there are over 20 partners in the TRWC, ranging from local to Federal 
participants. He highlighted a chart outlining the TRWC organization, including the TRWC Board 
of Directors, Executive Committee and participating agencies. (See Page 3 of Attachment 4)   
He stated that beyond the core membership of the TRWC, many other agencies participate to 
support daily public safety and municipal operations and interoperability, including the Phoenix 
Regional Wireless Cooperative.   
 
Mr. Shaw briefly summarized the proposed IGA and governance changes. (See Page 4 of 
Attachment 4) He reported that the TRWC Board has already ratified a revised cost recovery 
model and said that each member agency is being asked to do the same.  
 
Mr. Shaw advised that the TRWC currently utilizes a billing method that involves a count of the 
actual radios that are on the network, with such costs proportionally allocated based on the 
number of radios on the network by each agency. He indicated that the IGA would allow the 
TRWC Board to implement a revised cost recovery model that allocates operating and 
maintenance costs based on actual system usage. Mr. Shaw said that the costs would be 
distributed based on how much each agency taxes the system resources. He displayed a 
document titled “Cost Model Changes,” illustrating the projected costs among the member 
agencies in the upcoming fiscal year. (See Page 5 of Attachment 4) 
 
Mr. Shaw further remarked that the addition of the Rio Verde Fire District as a member agency 
would add approximately 12 subscribers to the system. He stated that Rio Verde is also in the 
process of entering into an agreement with the City of Mesa for dispatch services. Mr. Shaw 
also reported that staff conducted a thorough analysis and determined that the communication 
system could readily maintain current performance levels while adding Rio Verde’s relatively 
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small radio traffic volume. He added that Rio Verde would fully participate in TRWC cost 
recovery and the governance process.   
 
Chairman Kavanaugh stated that the proposed revisions to the IGA are a logical addition. He 
commented that even though Mesa’s costs would increase slightly, he was supportive of the 
revised cost recovery model, which would allocate costs based on usage of the system. 
 
Mr. Deshuk noted that in addition to equitability based on usage, the revised cost recovery 
model also allows the TRWC to partner more effectively on a regional basis.  He said the model 
would allow agency members to more easily share systems and not bear the full cost of 
partnership/ownership in another network. 
 
It was moved by Committeemember Richins, seconded by Committeemember Glover, that the 
proposed changes to the Amended and Restated Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA), to 
continue the operation of the TOPAZ Regional Wireless Cooperative (TRWC), be forwarded to 
the full Council with a recommendation for approval.  

 
            Carried unanimously. 
  
 Chairman Kavanaugh thanked staff for the presentation. 
  
3. Adjournment. 
 
 Without objection, the Public Safety Committee meeting adjourned at 4:33 p.m. 
  
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the Public 
Safety Committee meeting of the City of Mesa, Arizona, held on the 21st day of November 2011. 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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