
   
 OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

 
PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE  

 
 
April 28, 2016 
 
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 April 28, 2016 at 9:39 a.m.  
 
 
COMMITTEE PRESENT COMMITTEE ABSENT STAFF PRESENT 
   
Alex Finter, Chairman  
Christopher Glover 

 None John Pombier 
Alfred Smith  

Dennis Kavanaugh  
 

  

 
1. Items from citizens present. 
   
 There were no items from citizens present. 
 
2-a. Hear a presentation and discuss the progress of the Mesa Fire and Medical Regional Dispatch 

Center and Emergency Operations Center. 
  

Senior Civil Engineer David Wilkins displayed a PowerPoint presentation related to the Mesa 
Regional Fire and Medical Dispatch Center and Emergency Operations Center (EOC). (See 
Attachment 1) He reported that the project is still on track to receive the design plans by May 
20th and technology and console purchases have been added, with a completion date of June 
20th.  
 
In response to a question from Chairman Finter, Mr. Wilkins confirmed that staff has been very 
helpful with the project and announced that additional grant money was received for the EOC 
and that it is still on track with the proposed timeline. 
 
Assistant Fire Chief Cori Hayes explained that a grant of almost $90,000 was secured through 
the Greater Phoenix Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) for equipment to complete upgrades 
to the EOC. She noted that another grant application has been submitted to the Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) and that if received, would allow further upgrades 
to the EOC. 

 
 Chairman Finter thanked staff for the presentation. 
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2-b. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide a recommendation on an Animal Control Services 

update. 
 

Committeemember Kavanaugh voiced his appreciation for discussing this important element of 
public health, safety and welfare within our community. He acknowledged the great work 
performed by Mesa’s Animal Control Services even with limited staffing and resources. He 
anticipated that as the economy continues to improve, that Council would look at partnerships in 
order to augment the services provided by Animal Services and increase coverage. 
 
Community Services Director Ruth Giese introduced Animal Control Supervisor Diane Brady 
and displayed a PowerPoint presentation as it relates to Animal Services. (See Attachment 2)   
 
Ms. Giese stated that the purpose of Animal Control Services in Mesa is to enhance the quality 
of life to citizens and provide excellent customer service regarding animal related issues by 
maximizing existing resources. She explained that over half the homes in Mesa have animals 
and the department’s purpose is to reduce the calls for service made to the Police Department 
and Code Compliance. She added that Animal Control staff assists with training and works with 
other departments on animal related cases and has formed regional relationships with 
spay/neuter program grants. 

 
Ms. Giese referenced an updated Animal Control case map, which represents 2,553 specific 
calls since January of this year. (See Page 3 of Attachment 2) 

 
Mr. Brady thanked Committeemember Kavanaugh for his kind words. She provided a list of the 
many services provided by Animal Control, including livestock calls that other agencies do not 
deal with. She reported that Animal Services is currently staffed five days a week by one 
supervisor, three field officers and one dispatcher. (See Pages 4 and 5 of Attachment 2) 

 
In response to a question from Committeemember Kavanaugh, Ms. Brady confirmed that 
Animal Services currently has no volunteers but have utilized them in the past. She stated that 
she is working with the Outreach Volunteer Coordinator to develop a job description for a 
volunteer office assistant.    

 
Chairman Finter agreed that having volunteers is important and that he would like staff to return 
to a future Public Safety Committee meeting with an update. 
 
Committeemember Glover concurred with Chairman Finter and stated that he would like to see 
other recommendations regarding staffing or volunteer ideas.  
 
Ms. Brady provided details of enhancements made in the past few years to include the 
following: 
 

 Increased service from four to five days per week. 
 Added one part-time dispatcher. 
 Partnered with non-profit agencies to add free spay/neuter clinics in Mesa, now 

offered in five zip code locations. The Fix Adopt Save Program allows residents to 
receive vouchers from Maricopa County to receive spay/neuter services. 

 Review of animal hoarding cases, with the assistance of Code Compliance.  
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Ms. Brady provided weekly call statistics as collected during the last two quarters (October 2015 
– April 2016). She indicated that Mesa’s Animal Control officers average 14 calls per day 
compared to Maricopa County officers who average 7-9 calls per day. She reported that the 
Mesa Police Department has responded to 569 calls so far this year, which were not listed in 
the provided call averages. (See Page 7 of Attachment 2) 

 
Chairman Finter suggested that staff perform a cost analysis to determine the cost to the City 
for a Police Officer to respond to animal related calls, as opposed to a civilian staff member or 
volunteer. 
 
Ms. Brady continued by displaying a chart comparing different agencies within the Valley and 
the types of calls they provide. (See Page 8 of Attachment 2) She pointed out that only Mesa, 
Surprise, and Peoria have their own Animal Control Units, while others use Maricopa County or 
a private company that provides pickups only. 

 
Committeemember Kavanaugh thanked staff for the presentation. He stated that the Public 
Safety Committee is always looking at the best ways to manage our public safety calls for 
service, which encompasses animal control. He noted that a frequent request is to increase 
daily service and that he believes that demand will increase with the growth on the east side. He 
requested that staff explore a pilot program to bring to Council during the budget process.  

 
Chairman Finter concurred with Committeemember Kavanaugh and advised that there is a cost 
involved to the community and that it impacts other departments as well. He asked that staff 
research how to reduce the number of calls to the Police Department, possibly by utilizing 
volunteers. 

 
 Chairman Finter thanked staff for the presentation. 
 
2-c. Hear a presentation, discuss and provide a recommendation on an update on the police-related 

towing services contract. 
  

Assistant City Manager John Pombier introduced Assistant Police Chief Michael Dvorak and 
displayed a PowerPoint presentation as it relates to the police-related towing services contract. 
(See Attachment 3) 
 
Mr. Pombier explained the details of the current towing contract that included the rate 
information. He noted that the rates charged depends on the vendor and the zone location, 
which can be challenging for police officers and citizens. (See Pages 2 and 3 of Attachment 3)  
 
Mr. Pombier provided a breakdown of the various options for police towing services. He 
explained that the rotational option consists of going out for a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 
that will consist of three zones split at Lindsay Road: the east side would be one zone and the 
west side would be split into two zones in order to level out the number of tows. He added that it 
would allow a rotational list of up to six vendors per zone, however, a vendor can bid on one or 
all zones.  He noted that the pricing would be set by the City and would result in a one-year 
contract with four one-year renewals. (See Page 4 of Attachment 3) 
 
Mr. Pombier stated that the second option is to offer a Request for Proposals (RFP) and that 
one vendor would cover the entire City. He explained that this would allow for vendor proposed 
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pricing and a scored proposal. He noted that this has not been done by Mesa in the past but 
some smaller cities have utilized this method. (See Page 5 of Attachment 3) 

 
Mr. Pombier clarified that the current option of four zones is an available option as well. He 
informed the Committee that the fiscal impact to staffing has been reviewed for each option. 
(See Page 6 of Attachment 3) He said that current staffing remains sufficient for the current 
option; that the rotation option would require new software to handle the rotation and an 
additional FTE as a result of the number of companies to audit; that the current staffing proved 
to be sufficient for the one vendor option; and that the rotation option could impact patrol 
operations due to the size of Zone C being covered by only one vendor, which could increase 
response times.  (See Page 6 of Attachment 3)  
 
Mr. Pombier displayed a map of the zone configurations and emphasized the importance of 
watching the City’s growth to ensure that the zones are kept fairly consistent across the board. 
He presented a benchmark on current pricing in the Valley and noted that the pricing is regularly 
updated by staff. (See Pages 7 and 8 of Attachment 3)  
 
Mr. Pombier reviewed the key decision points to be made by the Committee to include pricing, 
length of contract, tow yard location(s), response time requirements, number of trucks, and 
vendors by zone. (See Page 9 of Attachment 3) He reported that staff researched the industry 
and recommends the following: 
 

 A longer contract term in order to save costs and give more consistency to the police 
and constituents as to where to go.  

 A rotational RFQ that is set for a one-year term with four one-year extensions, 
allowing for an annual performance audit. If the vendor is not performing well, then 
they are not added back into the rotation.  

 
Committeemember Kavanaugh expressed the opinion that the rotational option is the most 
equitable for businesses and best for the City and residents. He indicated that the one-year term 
extensions keep the vendors heedful of their performance and offers flexibility.   
 
In response to a question from Committeemember Glover, Mr. Pombier replied that a City-
owned lot was discussed in the past and only progressed to the point of putting out an RFQ for 
managing the lot separately from towing. He stated that staff could reevaluate the costs and 
options of owning a lot and come back to the Committee with that information. 
  
Committeemember Glover agreed that he would like to see that information, as well as the best 
practices followed by other comparable cities around the nation. He advised that he is in favor of 
the current option or a single vendor, and is opposed to the rotational system.  
 
Chairman Finter suggested that staff look at software for a rotational system. 
 
Mr. Pombier asked that the Committee provide direction to staff as it relates to bringing back the 
following information: 
 

 Ideas and costs of building and/or running a lot. 
 Three options (single vendor, rotational, RFP) that the Committee can review and 

make recommendations to the City Council.  
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 Additional options.  
 

Committeemember Glover responded that he would prefer seeing additional options. He 
thanked the Police Department for the work they do as well as the civilian officer that handles 
the towing contract. 

 
Committeemember Kavanaugh stated that he would like the Committee to make a 
recommendation at the next Committee meeting, in order to let Council make a decision before 
the July break. He explained that the RFQ process is timely since the current contract has again 
been extended until February 2017.  
 
Chairman Finter concurred with Committeemember Kavanaugh. 

 
It was moved by Committeemember Kavanaugh, seconded by Committeemember Glover, to 
direct staff to return to the next Public Safety Committee meeting with three specific proposals, 
including the City-owned lot options, in order to make a recommendation to the full Council. 
 
           Carried unanimously.  
 
Mr. Pombier requested that a public meeting be held to review proposals in order to offer 
industry representatives the opportunity for input.  
 
Chairman Finter agreed with that suggestion. 

 
3. Adjournment. 
 
 Without objection, the Public Safety Committee meeting adjourned at 10:23 a.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 28th day of April, 2016. I further 
certify that the meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was present. 
 
 

_______________________________________ 
DEE ANN MICKELSEN, CITY CLERK 

 
hm 
(attachments – 3) 
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N
/A

M
edium

 D
uty

$0‐75.00
$70.70

$125.00
$50.00

$50.00
$85.00

N
/A

CO
ST PER M

ILE
Light D

uty
$5‐10.00

$5.10
$5.00

$4.00
$3.00

$5.00
N
/A

M
edium

 D
uty

$5‐10.00
$5.10

$5.00
$6.00

$3.00
$5.00

N
/A

AFTER H
O
U
RS 

G
ATE FEE

$20‐75.00
$40.60

$75.00
$25.00

$40.00
$40.00

N
/A

ZO
N
ES

YES‐4
N
/A

O
N
E

O
N
E

O
N
E

O
N
E

O
N
E/5 VEN

DO
RS

CO
N
TRACT D

ATE
2013

2012
2014

2014
2015

2012
2014

Com
pany

All City/DV 
Tow

ing/W
estern 

Tow
ing

All City/Apache 
Sands/Sham

rock 
Tow

ing

All City Tow
ing

W
estern Tow

ing
All City Tow

ing
W
estern Tow

ing
All City/AZ Boys/Tri 

City/Apache 
Sands/Valley Express 

Tow
ing

**G
ilbert PD has a true rotation w

ith 5 vendors (five contracts) on the rotation list/All vendors set ow
n pricing by low

est bidder per RFQ
/Tem

pe PD is on true rotation 

w
ith 3 vendors per RFP 
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Key D
ecision Points 

1) Pricing –a.
Price is to be set by the City

b.
Price not set by the City and left for pricing by bid process

2) Contract Length –
a.     RFP ‐Current contract is 3 year term

 w
ith tw

o‐one year extensions 
b.     RFP ‐Possible 5 or 10 year term

 w
ith/w

ithout extensions 
c.     RFQ

 –
Set for one year term

 w
ith four‐one year extensions

3) Tow
 Yard Location

4) Response Tim
e Requirem

ents –
Keep sam

e 25 m
inute response tim

e requirem
ent for rotation in ZO

N
E C

(Zone C is a larger geographical area requiring longer response tim
e from

 W
est Valley Vendors) 

5) N
um

ber of Trucks –
how

 m
any to fulfill RFQ

 requirem
ent if the City pursues rotation

6) Rotational –
how

 m
any vendors w

ill the City allow
 per zone, and are vendors allow

ed to be in m
ultiple zones

7) O
ther options by the City Council suggested for review

afantas
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Q
u

estio
n

s?
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