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The first project milestone and community engagement session was held November 13th and 14th of 2018. During
that period, the consultants presided over a total of 16 meetings with various community groups including the Steering
Committee, individual stakeholder groups, and City Officials to discuss opportunities for the site as well as their issues
and concerns. Additionally, a Community Workshop was held to engage the residents and greater community of Mesa.
The stakeholder and public issues and concerns identified in these meetings will become the reference point for
creating the preliminary master plan concepts.
The Steering Committee and stakeholder meetings were held at the Save the Family conference building on Tuesday
November 13, followed by the Community Workshop from 6:00pm to 8:00pm at Eisenhower Innovation Center
Elementary. Subsequent meetings with City Officials took place at the Mesa City Plaza offices at 20 E. Main Street.
The following pages include:
▫▫ Meeting Purpose & Description
▫▫ Response Sheet Results 
▫▫ Issues & Concerns Summary

Meeting Purpose & Description
The purpose of the Workshop 1 meetings was to:
▫▫ Introduce the consultant team and project
▫▫ Present background information and analysis
▫▫ Identify key issues, concerns, and needs of the
community, and opportunities for the site

Community Workshop
November 13, 2018
6:00–8:00 pm
Eisenhower Innovation Center Elementary
The Community Workshop was attended by 89 people.
The consultant, Crandall Arambula, gave a 25-minute
slideshow presentation to introduce the team, project
schedule, public engagement process, and provide an
initial assessment of background and existing conditions
information. Following the presentation, the community
was asked to have discussion around their tables to
identify opportunities and constraints for the Property
as well as discuss their issues and concerns. Response
Sheets were provided for community members to list
their top three issues and any additional comments.
Additionally, each table was given a table map to illustrate
areas of opportunity and/or concern. The workshop
portion concluded with table summaries, presented by
each group. The key points of each group were transcribed
on a presentation-sized notepad and easel. A total of 45
Response Sheets and 11 table maps were collected at the
close of the meeting.
1 of 6

WORKSHOP 1 RESPONSE SHEET PROVIDED AT ALL MEETINGS

Steering Committee Meeting
November 13, 2018
8:30–10:00 am
Save the Family Conference Facility
The consultant gave a 15-minute slideshow presentation
to introduce the team, project schedule, public
engagement process, and provide an initial assessment
of background and existing conditions information.
Following the presentation, the Steering Committee
was asked to have discussion around their tables to
identify opportunities and constraints for the Property
as well as discuss their issues and concerns. Each table
summarized their discussion and presented key points to
all at the close of the meeting.
The Steering Committee Meeting was attended by 45
people including local property and business owners,
representatives from adjacent neighborhoods, community
groups, local organizations, and key City staff. Groups
represented at the Steering Committee Meeting include
the following:
Steering Committee
ANA (Action Neighborhood Alliance)
Arizona State University
Benedictine University
Development Services (City of Mesa)
DMA Board
Downtown Mesa Association
Downtown Mesa Property Owners
Downtown Transformation (City of Mesa)
Economic Development (City of Mesa)
Energy Resources (City of Mesa)
Engineering (City of Mesa)
Ensemble Hotel Partners/Delta Hotel Marriott
Environment & Sustainability (City of Mesa)
Espiritu Loci
Forward Mesa
Glenwood Wilbur Historic Neighborhood
Greater Mesa CDC
Historic Preservation Board (City of Mesa)
Historic Streetscapes
LISC Phoenix (Local Initiatives Support Corporation)
Mesa Arts Center
Mesa Association of Hispanic Citizens
Mesa Chamber of Commerce
Mesa Community College
Mesa Grande
Mesa Preservation Foundation
Mesa Public Schools/Eisenhower Center for Innovation
Mesa United Way/Helen’s Hope Chest
MURAL (Mesa Urban Renewal and Arts Lab)

STEERING COMMITTEE TABLE DISCUSSION

NEDCO (Neighborhood Economic Development Corp.)
Parks, Rec & Community Facilities (City of Mesa)
Pioneer East
Pioneer Park Neighborhood
Planning (City of Mesa)
RAIL Mesa (Retail, Arts, Innovation & Livability)
Save The Family
Transit (City of Mesa)
Transportation (City of Mesa)
Venue Builders, LLCs
Washington Escobedo Heritage Neighborhood
Water Resources (City of Mesa)
Consultant Team & Project Mangers
Crandall Arambula
Don Arambula
Cindy Trivisonno
Floor Associates
Chris Brown
Starin Butler
City of Mesa
Lindsey Balinkie
Jeff McVay
Jeff Robbins
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Stakeholder Sessions
November 13, 2018
10:00 am–5:00 pm
Save the Family Conference Facility
The consultant met with eight focused stakeholder
groups individually to gather additional background
information and discuss the specific needs, issues, and
concerns of these groups and individuals. Meetings lasted
30–45 minutes, during which a brief 5-minute slideshow
presentation was given to introduce the project, followed
by discussion and annotation of the table maps. Groups
represented in one-on-one stakeholder sessions include:

STAKEHOLDER SESSION WITH NEIGHBORHOOD GROUP

Stakeholder Groups
Glenwood Wilbur Historic Neighborhood
Escobedo Heritage Neighborhood
Mesa Grande/ANA (Action Neighborhood Alliance)
RAIL Mesa
Mesa Public Library
Historic Preservation Board
Mesa Fire Department
Mesa Police Department
Arizona State University

Meetings with City Officials
November 14, 2018
7:30 am–11:30 am
Mesa City Plaza offices

EXAMPLE OF TABLE MAP COLLECTED

The day following the Community Workshop, the
consultant met individually with City elected officials and
management to provide a project update and summary of
previously held community and stakeholder meetings.
Additionally, officials provided their input and feedback.
Mesa City officials—including the mayor, vice mayor,
councilmembers (from each of the 6 districts), and the city
managers—will be involved in one-on-one meetings for the
duration of the project. The following meetings took place
as part of Workshop 1 Engagement.
City Officials
Mayor Giles
Vice Mayor Luna*
Councilmember Glover
Councilmember Freeman
Councilmember Heredia
Councilmember Thompson*
Councilmember Whittaker*
Councilmember-Elect Duff*
City Manager, Chris Brady
Assistant City Manager, Keri Kent
Assistant City Manager, John Pombier
*Meetings held outside of the listed timeframe.

COMMUNITY WORKSHOP TABLE DISCUSSION
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Discussion
Total
Response
Notes
Sheet Results
Methods of Outreach
Response Sheets were collected at the end of each meeting. If additional time was needed to complete the Response
Sheet, the community had the option to submit their response at a later time.
Alternatively, those who were not able to attend meetings were given the option to learn about the project and provide
input online through the City of Mesa’s website (www.mesaaz.gov/downtowntransformation), where there is a link to
‘University & Mesa.’
In all, 119 responses were received from November 13 to December 3 through the following methods of outreach:
Community Workshop

45 Response Sheets

Steering Committee Meeting

35 Response Sheets

Stakeholder Sessions

24 Response Sheets

Online Platform

15 Responses
119 Responses Received

Top Issues & Concerns
A summary of the issues and concerns recorded on the Response Sheets is used to refine the six Guiding Principles
for the project, and provide additional detail where needed. The refined Guiding Principles will be used to develop and
evaluate master plan concepts.
GUIDING PRINCIPLES

1. Vibrant & Active

Vibrant, active multi-use
area providing a significant
market-rate residential
component

OBJECTIVES

TIMES MENTIONED

Residential component is essential.

58

In the next phase, an implementation strategy should address residential
models (other than market-rate) including:

55

▫▫ Affordable/mixed-income housing
▫▫ No affordable housing
▫▫ Student housing
▫▫ Condo & rental
▫▫ Studio & 1-bedroom
▫▫ Single room occupancy
Do not include any residential uses.

7

Complete neighborhood includes community-oriented uses such as a civic/
community center or other public facilities

13

Includes daily-use neighborhood amenities such as a grocery store or
market

28

Amenities and complementary uses are neighborhood scale, familyfriendly, and safe.

18

Includes health and wellness uses such as fitness, aquatics, and/or
medical facilities

14
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2. Good Neighbor

Is sensitive to the physical
and visual transitions to
the historic districts and
neighborhoods

3. Varied District

Provides a variety of building
types and uses in an urban
form, using high-quality
design and construction

4. Strengthens Downtown
Activates and supports the
downtown core

5. Publicly Accessible

Provides connected open
space and a comfortable
and attractive pedestrian
environment

6. Complementary

Provides neighborhood
supporting non-residential
uses that complement the
downtown core

Is compatible and integrated with existing neighborhoods, parks, and other
key adjacent uses

24

Applies techniques to reduce negative effects of traffic on neighborhoods

11

High quality, durable design & construction

13

Mix of uses, types, and styles

13

Environmentally conscious. Demonstrates innovative and responsible use
of natural resources (through design, construction, site functions)

11

Balance of hardscape and softscape. Structures are complemented with
plenty of trees and landscaping.

12

Character of development is dense and urban.

13

Design reflects the site and Mesa’s history

19

Stimulate growth & reinvestment

11

Strengthen downtown tourism & its role as a regional attraction

15

Increase residents’ median income

10

Development is cost-effective and market-driven

12

Development is incremental

6

Include boutique or other specialty hotel that does not compete with
existing lodging

5

Provide shaded flexible open space for passive and active uses with a
mixture of planted and paved surfaces

30

A public water feature should be central to the open space concept

19

Links destinations and neighborhoods

18

Uses buffers and setbacks to create a safe and comfortable pedestrian
environment separated from traffic

14

Enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access and routes

35

Meets parking demands on-site with curbside and underground parking
facilities, or other parking options that don’t erode the pedestrian realm

15

Improved transit access and options

7

Provide public amenities and shared uses that are inclusive and multigenerational to accommodate all ages, levels of ability, and incomes

17

Art is integrated into the public realm

7

Employment/Office/Incubator

19

General commercial/businesses

12

Shops & Restaurants

18

Unique and local businesses (not chain) that complement and strengthen
downtown rather than compete

14

Entertainment uses such as theatre/film, night life, outdoor venue, etc

8
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Additional Comments
Housing
▫▫ At minimum, replace the loss of past affordable
housing with new permanent affordable housing
▫▫ Single room occupancy (SROs) of high quality
▫▫ Benedictine University housing needs ¼ mile down
Hibbert
▫▫ Strictly housing (no retail needed)
▫▫ Small-scale live/work marketplace
Community & Social Equity
▫▫ Neighborhood Socioeconomic status
▫▫ No displacement without replacement
▫▫ Acknowledge history & inequality (2)
▫▫ Homeless concern (5)
▫▫ Changing demographic concern (3)
Character
▫▫ Visibility of food options + social aspect = vibrancy
▫▫ Represents who lives here (majority minority area)
▫▫ Don’t Gilbert Mesa
▫▫ Buildings in stucco material
▫▫ Iconic cultural site for Mesa living
▫▫ Monuments
▫▫ Urban village (4)
▫▫ Needs identity (3)
▫▫ Innovation district (2)
Transportation
▫▫ Maintain street grid (2)
▫▫ Smaller block size/No superblock (2)
▫▫ Negative effect of LRT
▫▫ Narrow the streets (2) Control access along Mesa
Drive. Limit full-access driveways.
▫▫ Main entries to site at (Mesa Dr & 2nd) and
(University & Hibbert)
▫▫ Bus shelters
▫▫ Streets exit onto Mesa Dr or University Dr, not 2nd
street
▫▫ Justify light rail in mesa that is not doing much
today
Context
▫▫ Affect library services
▫▫ Help upgrade surrounding area through property
improvements
▫▫ NYC is not sensitive to physical and visual
transitions to historic districts, yet most vibrant city.
Revisit that theory.

Other
▫▫ Too much spending on non-functioning decorations
▫▫ High quality/tech-friendly space to reflect ASU
emerging technologies
▫▫ Should not be sports/athletic complex (2)
▫▫ Reference old Rendezvous Park
▫▫ Concern about private development competition
▫▫ Mitigate urban heat island effect
▫▫ Should not include entertainment uses
▫▫ Don’t duplicate nearby parks/amenities
▫▫ Lacking big picture vision
▫▫ Concerned about resistance to change
▫▫ New model for desert cities
▫▫ Waste management
▫▫ Good guiding principles
▫▫ Infrastructure upgrades
▫▫ Subdivide land
▫▫ Building secured entry
▫▫ Tri-Star & CPTED Police & Fire capability (3)
▫▫ Retain people
▫▫ Caution overly prescriptive design standards
▫▫ Who are the stakeholders benefiting from
development? (2)
▫▫ Bury powerlines
▫▫ Correct historic light posts in Wilbur neighborhood
▫▫ “Washington Escobedo South”
▫▫ Density to bring taxes, walkable design, intricate
and connected network of paths
▫▫ Library should be open on Sundays
▫▫ High expectations are unrealistic to accomplish
▫▫ Pay attention to past studies of this area
▫▫ Guiding Principles – include transit-oriented
development
▫▫ Guiding Principles – change ‘publicly accessible’ to
‘activated public space’
▫▫ Make place on vacant site to collect community
input from those who are not attending meetings
▫▫ Want to see traffic ADT projections
▫▫ Opportunity for a case study that benefits future
revitalization/research
▫▫ Need to embrace and market the existing great
downtown amenities
▫▫ Talk to folks evicted from property (6-8 families in
Mesa)
▫▫ Plastic and trash for free bus rides (see
Netherlands and Sweden)
▫▫ Balance!
▫▫ Move “orphaned” historic homes at risk of being
torn down to site 17 to help transition historic to
new development
▫▫ Concern for noise level
▫▫ Security cameras
▫▫ Verrado’s Main Street is a good model.
▫▫ Demo old hospital and build apartments there
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