
             
         

JUDICIAL ADVISORY  
BOARD MINUTES 

 
 
October 19, 2020 
 
The Judicial Advisory Board of the City of Mesa met via a virtual format streamed into the lower level 
meeting room of the Council Chambers, 57 East 1st Street, on October 19, 2020 at 7:48 a.m. 
 
BOARD PRESENT   BOARD ABSENT STAFF PRESENT 
 
Gordon Sheffield, Chairman* 
Charles Wirken, Vice Chairman* 
Kent Cattani*  
Carolyn Finley* 

 
  None 

 
Nicole Fazzio * 
Agnes Goodwine 
Alfred Smith* 

Kevin Humphrey 
Daniel Kiley* 
Wade Swanson* 
 

  
 

 
(*Boardmembers and staff participated in the meeting through the use of video conference 
equipment.) 
 
(Boardmember Humphrey participated in the meeting through the use of telephonic equipment.) 

  
1. Meeting called to order. 
  
 Each Boardmember introduced themselves and provided a short synopsis of their professional 

background. 
 
2. Elect Chair and Vice Chair. 

 
It was moved by Boardmember Kiley, seconded by Boardmember Humphrey, that 
Boardmember Sheffield be appointed Chairman of the Judicial Advisory Board. 
 

 Upon tabulation of votes, it showed:  
 

AYES – Sheffield-Wirken-Cattani-Finley-Humphrey-Kiley-Swanson  
NAYS – None  
 

Carried unanimously.  
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It was moved by Boardmember Swanson, seconded by Boardmember Humphrey, that 
Boardmember Wirken be appointed as Vice Chairman of the Judicial Advisory Board. 
 

 Upon tabulation of votes, it showed:  
 

AYES – Sheffield-Cattani-Finley-Humphrey-Kiley-Swanson  
NAYS – Wirken 
 
Chairman Sheffield declared the motion carried by majority vote.  

 
3. Items from citizens present. 
 
 There were no items from citizens present. 
 
4. Hear an update on the Mesa City Court from Presiding Magistrate John Tatz. 
  
 Presiding Magistrate John Tatz displayed a PowerPoint presentation about the State of the 

Court. He recapped his professional experience for the newly appointed Board members. (See 
Attachment 1) 

 
Judge Tatz recognized Court Commissioner Judge Richard Garcia, who passed away in May; 
recently retired employees Judge Craig Fuji, Judge Matt Tafoya, and Court Administrator Paul 
Thomas; and the excellent court staff that have kept things running during the closure. (See 
Page 2 of Attachment 1)   
 
Judge Tatz discussed the specialty court programs that are available at the Mesa Municipal 
Court and gave examples of how each specialty court benefits all those involved.  (See Page 3 
of Attachment 1) 
 
Judge Tatz reviewed the challenges that came up in court operations due to the pandemic while 
ensuring that citizens’ constitutional rights are not violated. He remarked that staff had to 
balance those challenges to make sure cases were still proceeding. (See Page 4 of Attachment 
1) 
 
Judge Tatz provided the timeline for court operations, stating that between March through June 
the court was effectively shut down. He added beginning in June the court slowly began to 
increase items on the court calendar with many of those being done telephonically in an attempt 
to resolve cases. He mentioned staff are still working on ways to resume jury trials safely. (See 
Pages 5 and 6 of Attachment 1) 
 
Judge Tatz explained, per Supreme Court order, the Mesa Municipal Court must have an 
operations plan in place to avoid having to close in the event of another outbreak. He mentioned 
the biggest challenges were physical distancing and case management. (See Page 7 of 
Attachment 1) 
 
Judge Tatz presented numbers comparing court visitors; court filings; resolved DUIs, 
misdemeanors, civil traffic issues; as well as protective orders for the years 2019 to 2020.  (See 
Pages 8 through 13 of Attachment 1) 
 
Judge Tatz noted customer service has increased and services have shifted to online or 
telephone. He commented that staff have been more productive while working from home. He 
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reported staff have taken the challenges presented by the pandemic and used them as 
opportunities to utilize technological means to handle cases. He mentioned Mesa Municipal 
Court continues to be at the forefront of court automation and community programs.  (See 
Pages 14 and 15 of Attachment 1) 
 
Judge Tatz summarized while there are some challenges and hurdles to overcome, the state of 
the court is strong. He mentioned there are two magistrate openings that will need to be filled.  
He thanked the Boardmembers for their time and effort serving on the Judicial Advisory Board 
(JAB).   
 
Chairperson Sheffield thanked Judge Tatz for the presentation.  

 
5. Review and discuss 2020-2021 schedule and appointment process related to the upcoming 

reappointment of City Magistrate Boyer-Wells for a 4-year term. 
 
 Senior Human Resources Analyst Nicole Fazzio highlighted that the application period for 

reappointment would be late December, early January.  She stated the application will be 
forwarded to Judge Boyer-Wells in November and the JAB reappointment process will begin in 
early 2021. 

 
 In response to a question from Chairman Sheffield regarding whether the City will advertise for 

both magistrate openings, Ms. Fazzio explained the opening has been posted for approximately 
two weeks and  is advertised for one vacancy; however,  future vacancies may be filled from the 
list through June of 2021.  

 
6. Review and discuss 2020-2021 schedule and appointment process related to the appointment 

of a new City Magistrate. 
 
 In response to a question posed by Chairman Sheffield, Ms. Fazzio advised the same 

appointment schedule process will be followed as previous appointments.  
 
 Deputy City Attorney Alfred Smith emphasized the workplan provides the detail of what will be 

occurring at the different meetings. He added there will be two tiers running consecutively: the 
reappointment for Judge Boyer-Wells, along with the appointment of the new magistrate.  

 
 Ms. Fazzio commented the December 16 meeting will most likely be a full day for the interview 

process, at which point the Board will make their recommendations for Council.  
 
 Chairman Sheffield clarified that the first part of the schedule is working on the replacement 

magistrate, and the latter part of the year will focus on the reappointment process. He noted if 
approval is granted for the second magistrate, the schedule could be modified.   

 
 Chairman Sheffield thanked staff for the update.  
 
7. Review and discuss Magistrate salaries and make final recommendation for Mayor and Council 

approval. 
 
 Deputy City Clerk Agnes Goodwine informed the Board that magistrate salaries are reviewed 

every two years. She advised in February 2018 the Board recommended a 9% to 14% salary 
increase, and Council approved a 10% split increase: 5% in 2018 and 5% in 2019. 
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In response to a question from Boardmember Swanson about whether this is the right time to 
discuss and make salary increase recommendations with the uncertainty of the pandemic, Mr. 
Smith stated the City’s financial picture is not as dire as first predicted. He mentioned the budget 
process begins after the first of the year for the following fiscal year, and the Board could 
choose to table the discussion until more information is gathered before making a 
recommendation.  
 
Boardmember Swanson remarked that in reviewing the numbers of other Valley communities, 
Mesa is on the lower end of the pay scale for magistrates. He stated with the budget uncertainty 
he is open to tabling the discussion until after the budget numbers are available.  
 
In response to a question from Boardmember Kiley on whether the Board needs to provide a 
salary recommendation to Council or whether the Board can provide the data gathered 
supporting a salary increase, Mr. Smith indicated the normal process is that the Board provides 
a recommendation to Council.  

 
Vice Chairman Wirken indicated he is sensitive to the City’s economic problems; however, the 
City needs to be competitive when filling magistrate positions. He noted the Board makes a 
recommendation and approval must come from the Council.  
 
Boardmember Humphrey commented he is familiar with the process of a salary review.  He 
advised the City of Mesa does not want to be at the top or the bottom of the salary range but 
should at least be somewhere in the mid-range.  He mentioned the salaries for the presiding 
magistrate and magistrate positions are lower than the 50th percentile and would expect the 
salaries to be increased.  
 
In response to a question from Chairman Sheffield, Ms. Fazzio confirmed that Tempe 
magistrate positions have a salary range, whereas many of the other municipalities have a fixed 
salary. She advised her interpretation of utilizing the salary range is that the newer magistrates 
begin at the lower range and as experience is gained move up the salary range.  
 
In response to a question from Boardmember Humphrey regarding whether the City Council 
determines the use of a base salary or implementing a range, Mr. Smith reported the historical 
practice for the City of Mesa has been to appoint a fixed salary.  
 
Boardmember Humphrey commented that a benefit of moving to a salary range would be 
allowing more flexibility in providing higher salaries for experience and would not require large 
changes across the board. 
 
Boardmember Swanson asked whether the City of Mesa utilizes a third party for payroll and pay 
range information. He also expressed the desire to have more financial information and more 
information regarding the specific duties of City of Mesa magistrates before making a 
recommendation. 
 
Ms. Fazzio remarked that the City Manager’s Office was contacted and asked whether salary 
discussions should take place because of the pandemic and the green light was given for the 
Board proceed. 
 
In response to a question from Boardmember Kiley regarding whether magistrates receive a 
retirement pension, Ms. Fazzio remarked that magistrates, along with all City employees, 
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8. 

9. 

Scheduling of meetings and general information: 

Next meeting: 

Wednesday, December 16, 2020, 7:45 a.m. 
Lower Level Council Chambers - Virtual format 
57 E. First Street 

Adjourn. 

Without objection, the Judicial Advisory Board adjourned at 9:24 a.m. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the Judicial 
Advisory Board meeting of the City of Mesa, Arizona, held on the 18th day of November 2020. I further 
certify that the meeting was uly cal d and held and that a quorum was pre~ent. 

la 
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