NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES & TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.
League Office Building
1820 West Washington, Phoenix

Notice is hereby given to the members of the Executive Committee and to the general public that the
Executive Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. Members of
the Executive Committee will attend either in person or by telephone conference call. The Executive
Committee may vote to recess the meeting and move into Executive Session on any item on this agenda.
Upon completion of Executive Session, the Executive Committee may resume the meeting, open to the
public, to address the remaining items on the agenda. A copy of the agenda is available at the League
office building in Suite 200 or on the League website at www.azleague.org.

Agenda
All items on this agenda are scheduled for discussion and possible action, unless otherwise noted.
1.

Review and Adoption of Minutes

2.

Legislative Report and New Laws Update

3.

TPT Implementation Update

4.

League Budget for 2015-2016

5.

PSPRS Task Force Report

6.

2015 League Conference Update

7.

Census Discussion Update

Property Corporation Meeting
8.

Review and Adoption of Minutes

9.

Property Corporation Budget for 2015-2016

10.

Annual Election of Officers

Additional informational materials are included in the agenda packet but are not part of the agenda.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #1

Review and Adoption of Minutes

Summary:

Minutes of the previous meeting are enclosed for your review and
approval.

Responsible Person:

President Mark Mitchell

Attachments:

February 13, 2015 Executive Committee Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES

LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 13, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.
League Office Building
1820 West Washington, Phoenix
MEMBERS
Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana
Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa
John Giles, Mayor, Mesa
Kenny Evans, Mayor, Payson
Greg Stanton, Mayor, Phoenix*
Harvey Skoog, Mayor, Prescott Valley
W.J. "Jim" Lane, Mayor, Scottsdale
Daryl Seymore, Mayor, Show Low
Rick Mueller, Mayor, Sierra Vista
Sharon Wolcott, Mayor, Surprise
Bob Rivera, Mayor, Thatcher
Jonathan Rothschild, Mayor, Tucson*
Douglas Nicholls, Mayor, Yuma*

President
Mark Mitchell, Mayor, Tempe
Vice President
Jay Tibshraeny, Mayor, Chandler
Treasurer
Mark Nexsen, Mayor, Lake Havasu City

Doug Von Gausig, Mayor, Clarkdale
Gilbert Lopez, Councilmember, Coolidge
Lana Mook, Mayor, El Mirage
Gerald Nabours, Mayor, Flagstaff
Linda Kavanagh, Mayor, Fountain Hills
John Lewis, Mayor, Gilbert
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale
*Not in attendance

League President Mark Mitchell called the meeting to order at 10:02 a.m. He led the committee members
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

CONSENT AGENDA
1. MINUTES
Mayor Rick Mueller moved to approve minutes of the November 14, 2014 Executive Committee
meeting; Mayor Harvey Skoog seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
2. LEAGUE CONFERENCE PLANNING MEETING LUNCH
Mayor John Giles moved to approve the date for the upcoming League Conference planning meeting;
Mayor Christian Price seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
3. RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION
Mayor Sharon Wolcott moved to approve a resolution of appreciation for former Peoria Mayor Bob
Barrett; Mayor Ed Honea seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
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REGULAR AGENDA
4. TPT IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE
League President Mark Mitchell recognized League Deputy Director Tom Belshe to present on the
progress of the TPT implementation project.
Deputy Director Belshe informed the group that they had received approval for a delay of implementation
of the IT project and are working to have the rollout by January 1, 2016. Other portions of the project,
however, were set to go by January 1, 2015, which included the licensing and single audit processes.
Mr. Belshe told the Executive Committee that the Arizona Department of Revenue (DOR) would become
the lead for all multi-jurisdictional audits, however, cities and towns would still have the opportunity to
participate, allowing DOR and municipalities to work cooperatively. He also noted that there were some
changes to the contracting statutes and introduced the system by which the DOR would be determining if
an individual or company would fall under the classification of construction contracting tax or MRRA
(Maintenance/Repair/Replacement/Alteration).
He informed the committee that according to their plan, there are three types of contractors: handymen
who work solely on MRRA projects and will give up tax license to purchase everything at point-of-retail;
contractors who will continue to pay the same way they always have; and those who work on both
MRRA and contracting. These individuals will keep their license and purchase materials tax-exempt;
when completing an MRRA project, they will remit their taxes to the municipality based on retail sales
tax rate for that particular municipality.
Mr. Belshe then welcomed League Tax Policy Analyst Lee Grafstrom, who noted that projects would
have a bright-line test, based upon formulas – above 25% of Assessed Value for residential and a threepart test for commercial -- to determine if the project is considered construction contracting. He also
noted that auditors would determine if jobs were artificially separated to avoid taxability.
Mr. Belshe then told the Committee that DOR had hired a new project manager and that the IT plan is
progressing efficiently. He also noted that the project progress is being communicated with the
Legislature via a TPT newsletter.

5. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
League President Mark Mitchell introduced League Executive Director Ken Strobeck and League
Legislative Associate Dale Wiebusch to give a legislative update.
Mr. Wiebusch gave the Executive Committee a brief overview of the current session, touching on the list
of new legislative leaders and revealing the number of new bills that had been introduced.
Executive Director Strobeck then discussed the current House Bill 2254. He told the Executive
Committee that the introduced bill would eliminate the TPT tax on residential rental, a tax currently only
being assessed by cities and towns. He informed them that 71 of the 91 cities and towns use this tax,
totaling $87 million dollars annually.
Mr. Strobeck thanked everyone from the Executive Committee who had worked to communicate the
impact of the bill, announcing that Mayors Mitchell, Tibshraeny and Lane had been participating in
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media interviews and working with committees, which resulted in success of slowing the bill down. He
told the Committee that the League would continue to keep everyone informed of the bill status.
Mr. Strobeck also reviewed the Governor’s budget, mentioning that while it has called for a small hit on
cities, it is far less than was believed prior to the release of the budget. He indicated that the largest impact
was to pay for services rendered by DOR, noting that there are three components of that proposed service:
a charge of $2.9 million for reprogramming and staff to do location and specific data related to nonprogram cities due to the TPT reform bill; an $8.2 million charge for all cities and towns for the
collections process that DOR uses; and a $2 million charge to all governments that would be used to hire
additional collectors. The municipal share of that item would be around $500,000.
It was the consensus of the committee that the cities should enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
with the Governor’s office regarding the assessments for DOR services in the budget.
Mr. Strobeck then introduced League Legislative Associate Ryan Peters who discussed League
Resolutions, noting that a few of them were making it through the legislative process. He also informed
the Executive Committee of several possible bills detrimental to municipal operations, including some
that challenged photo radar enforcement and others that referenced firearms in public buildings.

6. REPORT FROM BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Chairman of the League Budget Subcommittee, presented the working League
Budget for 2015-2016.
He reminded the Executive Committee that the budget process includes originating a potential budget,
followed by a recommendation of dues based upon the budget. He also noted that the budget
subcommittee had met and determined there was a structural deficit in the budget as is, with potential for
additional revenue to be acquired from the League Annual Conference. The presented budget has a
deficit of approximately $100,000.
Mayor Schoaf recommended to the Executive Committee that at the Annual Conference, the
subcommittee would create a structure for cities and towns to discuss what services they expected from
the League and their willingness to increase dues. This proposed conversation would aid in the creation of
the 2016-2017 budget.
In the Executive Committee packet, two potential dues structures were presented. The Executive
Committee discussed both options at length, examining the structural deficit and evaluating the absence
of dues increases for the last three years. The Executive Committee also discussed the amount in the
budget reserve, which League Executive Director Ken Strobeck indicated has historically been targeted to
include at least six months of operating budget.
The Executive Committee decided to increase the dues using the structure as shown in option C-1.
Mayor Kenny Evans moved to approve Option C-1; Mayor Linda Kavanagh seconded the motion and it
carried unanimously.
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7. PSPRS TASK FORCE REPORT
League Executive Director Ken Strobeck welcomed Mr. Scott McCarty, Finance Director for the Town of
Queen Creek and Chair of the League’s PSPRS Task Force to present an update on the Task Force.
Mr. McCarty informed the Executive Committee that the Task Force was in the process of holding five
statewide meetings to give presentations on measures employers could take in reducing their PSPRS
contribution and liability.
He informed the Executive Committee that one beneficial measure was considering a pre-payment
contribution to PSPRS. He indicated that the League website included a spreadsheet where municipal
finance directors could walk through a formula to determine their contribution and payment plan for the
next fiscal year. Mr. McCarty also suggested discussing unfunded liability as debt at the policy level.
Mr. McCarty told the Committee that the PSPRS Task Force was developing a “yard stick” document that
is intended to be a summary of the elements of a successful PSPRS system. This will be presented to the
Executive Committee at a future date. He also noted that the public safety community had been
participating in the task force meetings and that once the yard stick is created, they will use it as a tool to
evaluate any proposals from those public safety groups.

8. NLC CONGRESSIONAL CITIES CONFERENCE REPORT
President Mark Mitchell recognized League Executive Director Ken Strobeck for a report on the NLC
Congressional Cities Conference.
Executive Director Strobeck reminded the Executive Committee that the NLC Congressional Cities
Conference would be held in Washington , D.C. in March and told members that if they planned on
attending the conference, they were invited to join the Arizona reception on Monday evening of the
conference, as well as the meeting with Senators John McCain and Jeff Flake.

Seeing no further business, President Mark Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 12:31 p.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #2

Legislative Report and New Laws Update

Summary:

The 2015 Legislative Session concluded on April 3, the 81st day of the
session, making this the shortest legislative session since 1968.
Overall, cities and towns had generally good results, with the passage of
some important bills and the defeat of a number of potentially very
harmful ones. League staff will give a brief overview of some of the
high profile bills. The 2015 New Laws Report is also included in this
packet.

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck, Executive Director, and League Staff

Attachments:

Session highlights for cities and towns
2015 New Laws Report
Various articles on legislation
Letter from CAP president

2015 Legislative Session Highlights for Arizona Cities and Towns
BUDGET
SB 1471 (revenue; budget reconciliation; 2015-2016) The major impact of this budget related bill was
the assessment to cities and towns for TPT administration by DOR, with a fiscal impact of $10.9
million, plus set-up costs for self-collecting cities of 76 cents per resident (Details are contained in HB
2617). The measure also contains a HURF transfer of $60 million. SB 1471 passed on nearly a party line
vote and was signed by the Governor.

PREEMPTIONS—FAILED
HB 2254 (municipal tax exemption; residential lease) – The bill would have phased out residential
rental tax over a four year period, with a total impact of nearly $90 million. Eventually it was held in
House COW.
HB 2570 (municipalities; vegetation requirements; prohibition) – This measure would have stripped
cities’ authority to require and/or protect certain types of vegetation. These requirements have saved
millions of gallons of water and native plants. It never got to Third Read in the House.
SB 1167 (photo radar; prohibition) – SB 1167 was a total prohibition on the use of photo
enforcement, including red light cameras and even school zones. It failed in Senate Committee of the
Whole, 13-15.
HB2564 (photo radar; law enforcement operation) – This bill would have required a law enforcement
officer to physically operate the photo system; it never made it out of its primary committee.
HB 2320 (firearms; permit holders; public places) – HB 2320 would have allowed CCW permit
holders to not be charged with misconduct involving weapons if they entered a public building
prohibiting firearms, unless screening devices and security personnel were present. The approximate
cost would be $130,000 per entrance, with an estimated total state cost of nearly $60 million. It failed in
Senate COW 14-15.
SB 1291 (firearms; state preemption; penalties) – The measure set up a variety of penalties for cities
and towns that had ordinances or regulations that violated the state preemption on firearms. The bill
didn’t make it back to the Senate on sine die night.

PREEMPTIONS--PASSED
SB 1072 (local planning; residential housing; prohibitions) – SB 1072 prohibits cities and towns
from requiring low income units as a part of a new apartment complex, even though current law forbids
rent control and Prop 207 addresses regulatory takings. It was signed by the Governor.
SB 1241 (auxiliary containers; regulatory prohibition; reporting) – SB 1241 prohibits cities and
towns from banning plastic bags (auxiliary containers), and energy benchmarking. It was signed by the
Governor.

Introduction
Welcome to the 2015 New Laws Report of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns. The Report is
designed to serve as a guide to those enactments of the first regular session of the 52nd Arizona
Legislature that have direct impacts on municipalities.
During the past session, 1,163 bills and 89 memorials/resolutions were introduced in the House and
Senate. Of these, 344 passed the Legislature and were sent to the Governor, and 324 were signed into
law. There were no ballot referrals. More than one-fourth of these enactments affect cities and towns
and are summarized in the Report.
Scope and Use
This digest is intended only to identify and summarize new laws with significant impact on Arizona
municipalities. It does not describe every provision of every law in detail, but it does provide a hyperlink
to the chaptered version of each law summarized. For a fuller understanding of new laws, readers are
encouraged to review the exact language of their provisions, as well as relevant legislative history.
For new enactments that modify current law, the Report makes no effort to describe the underlying law,
other than to provide sufficient context for an understanding of the statutory modification.
Furthermore, the Report focuses only on new laws that have broad statewide applicability to cities and
towns.
Effective Dates
Unless otherwise noted, the effective date of the new laws described in the Report is July 3, 2015. This
date – 90 days after the conclusion of the legislative session – is the general effective date for all
enactments that are passed without an emergency clause or alternative effective date.
The Report does endeavor to identify effective dates that vary from the general effective date. Where
appropriate, it also includes other statutory dates, such as repeal dates, implementation dates and
deadlines.
Disclaimers
The Report, published as a service to the members of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns, does not
necessarily identify every law with impacts on municipalities. It is neither designed nor intended to
provide legal advice or counsel. It should be relied upon only as a reference tool and not as a
comprehensive guidance document. In certain limited instances, the Report does highlight action items
that should be considered by cities and towns. In no case, however, should the Report substitute the
independent judgment of your city or town manager or attorney.

1

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Part 1

Courts, Criminal and Civil Justice, and Law Enforcement

Part 2

Campaigns, Elections and Recordkeeping

Part 3

Taxes, Budget and Finance

Part 4

General Government

Part 5

Transportation and Traffic Enforcement

Part 6

Labor, Employment, Retirement and Benefits

2

Part 1 – Courts, Criminal and Civil Justice, and Law Enforcement
HB 2013 (courts; days; transaction of business)
Chapter 28
HB 2013 permits municipal courts, upon approval of the presiding judge, to transact business on
Columbus Day if the city or town is open for the transaction of business on that day.
SB 1179 (criminal damage; gangs; criminal syndicates)
Chapter 41
Criminal damage that is associated with a criminal gang or syndicate is now a Class 5 felony, or a Class 4
felony if 1) the damage is $10,000 or more; 2) the damage to a utility is $5000 or more; 3) or if the
damage to the utility causes an imminent safety hazard to a person.
HB2300 (firearms; prosecutors; law enforcement officers)
Chapter 52
HB 2300 authorizes a former or active prosecutor to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction, and
expands the definition of peace officer to include a municipal, county, or state prosecutor who has
passed an AZPOST-approved pistol qualifying exam conducted by an AZPOST-recognized or National
Rifle Association-certified firearms instructor each year.
SB 1048 (vexatious litigants; fees; costs; designation)
Chapter 61
The measure prohibits the court from waiving fees and costs for civil actions filed by a pro se vexatious
litigant, except in domestic relation actions. A pro se litigant is one who represents themself. Vexatious
litigant is defined in statute as (1) one who repeatedly files actions for the purposes of harassment; (2)
unreasonably delays court proceedings; (3) brings court actions without substantial justification; makes
unreasonable and repetitive requests for information; and, (4) repeatedly requests items that have
already been ruled on.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2016
HB 2294 (courts; approved screening, treatment facilities)
Chapter 73

HB 2294 allows the United States Department of Veterans Affairs to approve a treatment facility for
court ordered treatment for convictions relating to domestic violence and driving under the influence.
Cases and convictions related to domestic violence and driving under the influence may fall within the
criminal jurisdiction of municipal courts.
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HB 2089 (aggravated assault; judicial officers)
Chapter 95
HB 2089 specifies that a person commits aggravated assault on a judicial officer while the victim is
engaged in the execution of any official duties or if the assault is the result of the execution of the
person’s official duties.
HB 2164 (release; bailable offenses; evidence)
Chapter 100
HB 2164 requires the court when setting bail to take into account whether the accused has prior arrests
or convictions for a serious offense or a violent or aggravated felony or other evidence that the accused
poses a danger to others in the community.
HB 2272 (law enforcement officers; firearm purchase)
Chapter 107
HB 2272 allows an officer who is a member of ASRS, PSPRS, CORP, or EORP, upon retirement, to
purchase firearms issued by his or her employer during the course of employment at a price set by the
administrator of the employer agency. The bill also defines officer.
HB2304 (aggravated assault; simulated deadly weapon)
Chapter 109
Using a simulated deadly weapon, such as a toy gun, knowingly or intentionally to cause harm or to
cause the victim to fear harm will be induced, is now considered aggravated assault and is classified as a
Class 3 felony.
HB 2322 (misbranded drugs; counterfeit marks; offense)
Chapter 113
HB 2322 expands the definition of racketeering to include manufacturing, selling or distributing
misbranded drugs and prescribes a Class 4 felony for violations. The measure also prescribes a Class 2
misdemeanor for possession or use of a misbranded drug.
HB2527 (prohibited laws; rules; ordinances; firearms)
Chapter 126
The measure prohibits the state, state agencies, and political subdivisions, with the exception of the
Legislature, from enacting or implementing any law, rule, or ordinance relating to the transfer of
firearms.
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SB 1063 (obstructing a highway; public thoroughfare)
Chapter 137
SB 1063 makes it a Class 3 misdemeanor for pedestrians to intentionally activate the pedestrian signal
button on a highway or public thoroughfare if the person’s reason is to both stop the passage of traffic
and solicit money or a donation.
SB 1064 (service of process; regulation)
Chapter 138
SB 1064 transfers the section of law relating to private process servers from Title 11 to Title 12. The
measure requires alternative or substitute service of process of a photo enforcement notice of violation
be sent by certified and regular mail and posted on the front door of the business or residence of the
person to be served and a residence’s garage door if present and accessible.
SB 1069 (ordinances; business; prohibited security requirements)
Chapter 139
SB 1069 prohibits political subdivisions from requiring security equipment of businesses, except for bars,
hotels, restaurants, or a business that has live entertainment, dispenses or cultivates medical marijuana,
or that requires age verification for admission.
SB1094 (aggressive solicitation; offense)
Chapter 146
The bill classifies aggressive solicitation to be a petty offense if a person engages in asking for money or
another exchange for goods or services with certain requirements, such as being within 15 feet of a
bank entrance/exit, ATM, or continuing to harass, make intentional contact with or obstructing passage.
The measure also states that this is not intended to restrict a person’s right to picket or protest.
SB 1295 (fingerprinting; judgment of guilt; records)
Chapter 160
SB 1295 specifies that a person arrested for a misdemeanor offense involving domestic violence, sex
crimes or DUI offenses shall not be released until the person provides fingerprints to the arresting
agency.
SB 1300 (law enforcement body cameras; committee)
Chapter 161
SB 1300 creates a study committee to assist in developing standards for the use of police body cameras.
The bill mandates a report by the end of 2015 and is repealed July 1, 2016.
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SB 1035 (domestic violence treatment programs; providers)
Chapter 194
SB 1035 allows the courts to approve a domestic violence treatment provider pursuant to rules adopted
by the Supreme Court.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2016
HB 2377 (law enforcement merit system; determinations)
Chapter 213

HB 2377 requires a basis of just cause in disciplinary actions taken against Department of Public Safety
(DPS) or Arizona Peace Officer Standards and Training Board (AZPOST) employees or peace officers
employed by certain state agencies.
HB 2378 (peace officers; unlawful sexual conduct)
Chapter 214
The measure establishes the criteria for determining unlawful sexual conduct by a peace officer,
including but not limited to sexual conduct with a person who is in the officer’s custody or a person who
the officer knows or has reason to know is the subject of an investigation.
HB 2553 (sex trafficking victim; vacating conviction)
Chapter 219
HB 2553 allows a conviction of prostitution to be vacated if the person’s offense is found to be the result
of sex trafficking.
HB 2162 (rural fire district study committee)
Chapter 236
This law establishes a 13 member Joint Legislative Study Committee on Rural Area Fire District Funding
and Taxation. The committee will consider the level of fire safety services provided to rural areas by fire
districts and fire departments, review taxation levels in various counties, and review the frequency of
mergers and consolidations of fire districts in rural areas. The President of the Senate is directed to
appoint one city or town representative whose city or town fire and emergency medical services are
provided by a fire district. The Committee shall submit a report of its findings and recommendations to
the Governor and the Legislature by December 15, 2015 and self-repeals on January 1, 2016. Another
section of statute was modified to permit the governing body of a newly merged fire district to adopt a
nationally recognized fire code with the approval of the state fire marshal. If a fire district consolidation
is approved, the adopted fire code of the district into which the consolidation was requested must apply
to the entirety of the newly consolidated district. This section is retroactive to January 1, 2014.
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HB 2205 (emergency service providers; civil liability)
Chapter 239
Except in cases of wanton or willful misconduct, HB 2205 shields a person, service provider or public
entity of emergency services from liability in a civil action.
HB 2603 (personal injury action; asbestos; requirements)
Chapter 246
HB 2603 sets out required disclosures for asbestos exposure actions and provides guidance for
adjudicating asbestos claims. This law features a retroactivity clause meaning it applies to future cases,
pending cases, and those which have not reached final disposition.
HB 2088 (magistrates; municipal courts)
Chapter 276
HB 2088 replaces statutory references to police magistrates and police courts with judge(s) and
municipal court(s).
SB 1046 (criminal trespass; first degree; classification)
Chapter 298
As a result of SB 1046, the penalty for the offense of criminal trespass in the first degree by knowingly
entering or remaining unlawfully in or on a critical public service facility increases from a Class 6 felony
to a Class 5 felony.
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Part 2 – Campaigns, Elections and Recordkeeping
HB 2109 (Ballot; form; secondary property taxes)
Chapter 48
The ballot format requirements for bond elections are expanded to include new language on the effect
of a “yes” or “no” vote if secondary property taxes are to be used to pay off the bonds.
SB 1073 (public records; redaction; former judges)
Chapter 79
SB 1073 allows former judges and United States Immigration Court judges to request that their personal
information be kept confidential by removal from public records.
SB 1184 (municipal elections; ballot; disclosure)
Chapter 83
Publicity pamphlets for elections to approve a bond, sales tax or property tax are required to include an
estimate of the annual levy of property taxes sufficient to pay the debt on any bond measure; the
amount of the tax increase for an election on sales tax and for a property tax levy an estimate of the
impact of the tax on a single family residence valued at $100,000, commercial property valued at
$250,000 and vacant land valued at $100,000. This new law declares that these publicity pamphlet
requirements are of statewide concern preempting any local law on the format of the pamphlets. These
new requirements are in addition to previously passed requirements for informational pamphlets for
bond elections.
HB 2214 (majority vote calculation; municipal elections)
Chapter 105
In 2014 the Legislature passed a session law which applied to 2014 and 2015 elections on how a
majority vote is calculated for purposes of determining those candidates in city/town elections who are
elected at the primary. This law codifies that change so that it is permanent. Instead of basing the
calculation on the number of valid ballots cast, the actual votes cast for candidates are tallied and the
calculation is based on that number. The reason for the bill is to base the calculation on voters who
actually vote in the city/town portion of the ballot. A municipal candidate who receives an outright
majority is considered elected and does not have to stand for another elections at the General Election
date.
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HB 2589 (campaign finance; electronic filing system)
Chapter 291
The Secretary of State is authorized, subject to legislative appropriation, to develop an electronic filing
system for campaign finance reports that could be used by any political subdivision at the subdivision’s
option. No appropriation was made during the 2015 session, but it is understood that the Secretary of
State’s office will proceed with studying what would be involved in expanding its system.
HB 2608 (elections; active registered voters)
Chapter 293
Only active registered voters would be counted in calculating a variety of election related percentages.
For cities and towns, the change will impact who will receive publicity pamphlets for initiative and
referendum elections and how many ballots have to be printed if the city or town is holding its own
election.
HB 2613 (political activity; public resources; limitation)
Chapter 296
Current law prohibiting the use of public resources or employees to influence elections is expanded to
include the use of public resources to influence the outcome of bond, budget override and other tax
related elections by the use of city or town focused promotional expenditures that occur after an
election is called and through Election Day. Routine city or town communications are exempted from
the prohibition, and they are defined as messages or advertisements that are germane to the functions
of the city or town and that maintain the frequency, scope and distributions consistent with past
practices or are necessary for public safety. Similar prohibitions are provided for counties, school
districts, community college districts, and special taxing districts.
SB 1287 (ballot contents disclosure; prohibition)
Chapter 187
There is an additional prohibition on what cannot occur within the 75 foot limit of a polling place. A
person is now prohibited from taking photographs or videos while within the 75 foot limit. In addition,
the new law clarifies the prohibition of “showing a voted ballot” to only apply when a person is showing
someone else’s ballot to an unauthorized person. Posting an image of the voter’s own ballot is legal
under the law.
HB 2407 (referendum and recall provisions)
Chapter 285
A legislative finding that both referendum and recall elections must strictly conform to constitutional
and statutory requirements is included in statute. There is a current finding by the courts that
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referendum provisions must be strictly construed. Changes are also made to what constitutes the “full
and correct copy” of a referendum, and a prohibition on modifying a petition affidavit is included. Out of
state circulators must now register with the Secretary of State regardless of whether the recall,
referendum or initiative is a statewide effort. A new requirement is imposed on proponents of a local
referendum or initiative to organize the signature sheets by circulator. In determining the validity of
petitions, any signed before the date the political committee is formed or any signed after the circulator
affidavit is completed are to be invalidated. The election officer is to retain the original signature sheets
if the signature count is less than the number required until all litigation (if any) is concluded or the time
for any litigation has expired. Also specifies what constitutes the official language on the recall petition
and the consequences if wording is changed.
HB 2415 (campaign finance; contribution limitations)
Chapter 286
This law eliminates the separate accounting requirements for primary and general election accounts and
increases contribution limits based on an election cycle, rather than each election. For legislative, local
and statewide candidates, contributions increase from $2,500 per election to $6,250 per election cycle
from an individual or single political committee, and from $5,000 per election to $12,500 per election
cycle from a certified political committee (Super PAC). Additional changes include contributions relating
to partnerships and revocable trusts and the transfer of surplus monies for existing candidates seeking
office in 2016 and 2018. All contribution changes are retroactive to November 4, 2014.
HB 2595 (late filings; campaign finance reports)
Chapter 292
This law increases by one day when early ballots are mailed to voters, to 27 days before the election,
and changes when fees accrue on late campaign finance reports. A new time line is established for a
filing officer who refers for enforcement a political committee that fails to file a report or pay a late fee
or civil penalty.
HB 2649 (campaign finance; political committee; definition)
Chapter 297
In Galassini v. Town of Fountain Hills, et al., (2014) the U.S. District Court found the definition of a
“political committee” unconstitutional. This law redefines “political committee,” specifies when a
threshold exemption statement is triggered, and changes registration requirements for a specific type of
political committee.

10

Part 3 – Taxes, Budget and Finance
SB 1446 (TPT reform; contractors)
Chapter 4
This law makes various changes necessary to effectively implement TPT simplification for the
construction contracting classification. These changes clarify and correct various parts of the TPT
simplification effort that originally passed in HB 2111 in 2013 or was amended by HB 2389 in 2014. This
bill was passed with an emergency clause, so all of these changes are effective immediately and they are
all retroactive to January 1, 2015. The changes include:
• Prohibits a city or town from requiring a state TPT license (tax license) or a city or town’s business
license as a condition for receiving an approved building permit (this does not preclude a city from
asking for the tax license number, it just cannot require it);
• Allows a city or town to require a contractor to apply for a city or town’s business license within 30
days of receiving a building permit;
• Eliminates the Registrar of Contractor requirement that a contractor must hold a state TPT license in
order to receive an ROC license;
• Creates the mechanisms and requirements for certain contractors to pay the city where the job
occurs an amount that is equal to the retail tax rate where the job occurs on the purchase price of
materials used in a “maintenance, repair, replacement, alteration” (MRRA) project, rather than to
the vendor who sold them the materials (and the city where the vendor is located);
• Makes various changes to the Retail and Use Tax exemptions clarifying that any materials currently
exempt from tax if used in contracting or if sold to a particular customer, are also exempt if used or
sold in conjunction with an MRRA project;
• Replaces “construction, alteration, repair, improvement, movement, wrecking, demolition, addition
to or subtraction from” in various statutes regarding prime contracting with “modification” and
provides a definition for that term;
• Defines “replacement” as, generally, the exchange of one component or system for another of
similar functionality;
• Defines “alteration” as a change to existing property where the contract price and scope of work
meets stated maximum criteria:
o Residential Property: <= 25% of the Full Cash Value per the County Assessor
o Non-Residential must meet all three of the following:
 Price less than $750,000
 Modification of less than 40% of existing square footage
 Addition of new square footage that is less than 10% of the existing property
• Treats change orders that are reasonably within the scope of the original contract t the same as the
original contract;
• Provides that a qualifying original MRRA contract can exceed the original limits by no more than 25%
when all change orders are included without being reclassified as prime contracting;
• Prohibits structuring contracts to purposefully avoid classification as prime contracting;
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•
•

Provides an exemption for the first $10,000 worth of inventory that was purchased without paying
tax that is held by anyone that cancels their TPT license not later May 31, 2015, and allows persons
with inventory over $10,000 to pay the amount owed in any one of three ways;
Provides a “hold harmless” clause for any contract that is bid, contracted or otherwise obligated as
to price before May 31, 2015, as follows:
o Any contract treated as prime contracting will not be changed under audit;
o Any contract that in good faith was treated as an MRRA job shall not be subject to any additional
tax, interest or penalty if an audit determines the contract should have been prime contracting.

Effective Date:

January 1, 2015
HB 2670 (international operations centers)
Chapter 6

This law extends the exemption from the utilities classification for electricity and natural gas sold to a
manufacturer to also include an “international operation center” as defined in A.R.S. Section 41-1520.
Generally speaking, an “international operations center” is a facility certified by the Commerce
Authority that meets minimum investments of at least $100 million per year for a 10 year period
(including carryovers if they exceed $100M in a given year) and a total of $1.25 billion over the 10 year
period. The facility must also meet certain criteria for self-consumption of renewable energy under
A.R.S. Sections 43-1083.04 or 43-1164.05. Meeting these criteria allows the facility to qualify for certain
income tax credits, as well as allows them to purchase electricity or natural gas without paying state TPT
or use tax. This change also includes city and town taxes in the same manner as the rest of this
exemption, meaning there will be additional equivalent language to match MCTC Local Option #PP.
Effective Date:

August 1, 2015
SB 1469 (general appropriations; 2015-2016)
Chapter 8

In this budget related bill $15 million is transferred from the State Aviation Fund to the General Fund
and $20 million is transferred from the HELP Fund to the General Fund.
SB 1471 (revenue; budget reconciliation; 2015-2016)
Chapter 10
The budget related bill contains a variety of provisions of municipal concern:
• Changes the state’s payment of debt service on the Phoenix Convention Center to match the
actual debt service schedule.
• Requires DOR, effective July 1, 2015, to assess and collect fees from local governments for costs
incurred in providing administrative services.
• Reduces FY 2017 transfer of DPS costs back to HURF from $60M to $30M.
12

SB 1471 was altered by the passage of HB 2617, which is described later in this section.
SB 1475 (health; budget reconciliation; 2015-2016)
Chapter 14
The AHCCCS ambulance remuneration is reduced from 80% to 68.59%. Additionally, cities, towns and
counties must now pay 100% of competency restoration.
HB 2129 (municipal tax code commission; continuation)
Chapter 24
This measure officially extends the termination date for the Municipal Tax Code Commission (MTCC) for
another 8 years, through July 1, 2023. It also repeals A.R.S. Section 42-6052, which details the
responsibilities of the MTCC, effective January 1, 2024.
Effective Date:

July 1, 2015
HB 2109 (ballot; form; secondary property taxes)
Chapter 40

This measure requires that when bonds to be repaid with secondary property taxes are placed on a
ballot, that the ballot must contain the words “bond approval, yes” and “bond approval, no” and a
statement that a “yes” vote will authorize the governing body to issue and sell the bonds and that a “no”
vote will not authorize the governing body to issue and sell the bonds.
HB 2128 (leased religious property; class nine)
Chapter 49
This measure classifies property, buildings and fixtures, or any portion thereof, that are leased to a
nonprofit church, religious assembly or religious institution and that are primarily used for religious
worship as a class nine property for property tax purposes. The church, religious assembly or institution
must annually file with the county assessor an affidavit with specified information in order to qualify for
this classification. Property, buildings and fixtures owned by an educational, religious or charitable
organization that are leased to a nonprofit church, religious assembly or institution and used primarily
for religious worship are exempt from taxation.
HB 2147 (TPT; municipal tax; pole attachment)
Chapter 72
This law exempts the leasing of space to make attachments to utility poles from the state tax under the
Tangible Personal Property (TPP) rental and utilities classifications when the lessee and lessor are both
in the business of providing utilities or telecommunications services, including cable operators. This law
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also preempts cities and towns from imposing their taxes; however, with the exception of adding cable
operators, this activity was already exempt under the Model City Tax Code.
In addition, the law changes the definition of “replacement” under A.R.S. 62-5075, to clarify that an
original component only needs to be removed from service, as opposed to requiring that it be physically
removed, to qualify as a replacement project that is taxable on materials cost only.
The Model City Tax Code will be amended to conform to each of these changes.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2015
SB 1465 (distributed energy generation systems; disclosure)
Chapter 90

This measure establishes requirements for agreements governing the financing, sale or lease of a
"distributed energy generation system" to any person or a political subdivision including a city or a town.
The agreement must be dated and signed by the buyer or lessee, must include a provision granting the
buyer or lessee the right to rescind the agreement within three business days after signing and before
the system is installed, and must contain specified information about the system. The agreement must
set forth the total cost to the buyer or lessee for the system over the life of the agreement, including
interest and fees, and must identify all current tax incentives and rebates for which the buyer or lessee
may be eligible. The agreement must identify potential tax obligations related to the system, disclose
any restrictions or other impacts the agreement may have on the ability to modify or transfer ownership
of a system, and provide a full and accurate summary of the total costs of maintaining and operating the
system over the life of the system.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2016
HB 2110 (taxing district boundaries; deadline extensions)
Chapter 98

This law changes the deadline for municipal, school district, community college district and other special
taxing district governing bodies to file information relating to changes in boundaries and the boundaries
of newly created taxing jurisdictions to December 20 of the year preceding the year in which
assessments or taxes are to be levied, instead of February 15 of the year in which the assessments or
taxes are to be levied. The governing body is required to request the extension by November 30, instead
of by December 31, of the year preceding.
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HB 2538 (special districts; truth in taxation)
Chapter 128
This measure requires the county assessor to transmit and certify to the governing body of each county
flood control district, county free library district, county jail district and public health services district the
total net assessed values that are required to compute the property tax levy for that district by February
10 of each year. If the proposed secondary property tax levy of the district, excluding amounts
attributable to new construction, is greater than the amount levied by the district in the preceding year,
the governing body is required to publish a notice that meets specified requirements and must hold a
truth in taxation hearing concurrently with the adoption of the county budget. (In lieu of the notice, the
district may mail the notice to each registered voter in the district.) The governing body is also allowed a
motion to levy the increased property taxes by roll call vote.
HB 2615 (illegal tax levies; review; notice)
Chapter 221
This law requires the Property Tax Oversight Commission to review the secondary property tax levy of
each county, municipality, and community college district to identify violations of constitutional and
statutory requirements. If the Commission determines that a secondary property tax levy is in in
violation of law, the Commission is required to notify the affected entity and the Attorney General by
December 31. The law also transfers administration of the Debt Oversight Commission from the
Department of Revenue to the State Treasurer.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2016
HB 2617 (NOW: counties; municipalities; budgets)
Chapter 323

This law makes various changes to city financial reporting requirements, including:
• Requires four copies of the annual audit report to be signed by the auditor;
• Requires one copy of the audit report to be filed with the Auditor General within nine months after
the close of each fiscal year (extended from four months, eliminates AG’s authority to grant an
extension); requires one copy to be submitted to the Secretary of State (in lieu of depositing one
with the Arizona state library, archives and public records);
• Requires all cities and towns to publish the audit report on their official website within seven
business days of filing it with the Auditor General, where it must be maintained for not less than five
years;
• If the financial statements are not filed on time, the city shall post a form prescribed by the Auditor
General stating the financial statements are pending, the reasons for the delay, and estimated date
of completion; this form must also be filed with the Auditor General, Speaker of the House, and
President of the Senate.
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•

Eliminates the option for cities and towns without a website to post their estimates of revenues and
expenses and subsequently approved budgets on the League’s website, requiring instead that they
must be posted on each municipality’s own official website.

In addition, HB 2617 also amended SB 1471 (revenue; budget reconciliation; 2015-2016) regarding how
cities, counties, MAG and PAG would share in an ongoing partial assessment of DOR operating costs.
Under this law, the total of selected local government revenues collected by DOR in FY14 were
identified as the denominator and the revenues collected on behalf of each group were identified as the
numerator to calculate each group’s share of the $20,755,835 in required total funding. For cities, once
the total required funding was determined ($10,912,910), the amount due for any particular city or
town was allocated based on the 2010 decennial census population figures, in the same way that State
Shared TPT revenues are allocated. Additionally, each self-collecting city was assessed a one-time fee of
$0.76 per population to fund software development of DOR’s Tax Accounting System necessary to
accommodate State administration for those cities.
Session law requires the Department of Revenue to issue a bill for the amount due from each
jurisdiction not later than July 31, 2015, with payment due not later than September 30, 2015. Payment
can be made using any funds the city or town chooses, however, any balance that remains due after
September 30, 2015 will be deducted from the city or town’s next state shared TPT payment.
HB 2131 (tax adjudications; attorney fees)
Chapter 234
This law increases maximum amount of attorney fees and expenses that may be awarded by the court
to a party that prevails by adjudication on the merits in an action brought by that party against the state,
a county or municipality challenging the assessment of taxes or the denial of a tax refund. At each level
of hearing or court adjudication, reimbursement shall not exceed $75,000 or actual monies spent and
the reimbursable attorney or other representative fees shall not exceed $350 per hour. Beginning in
2016, the Attorney General is required to adjust the maximum amounts for awards of fees and expenses
according to the average annual change in the metropolitan Phoenix Consumer Price Index. The change
cannot be revised below the amounts prescribed in a prior calendar year.
HB 2142 (water infrastructure finance authority; prepayment)
Chapter 260
This law prohibits the Water Infrastructure Finance Authority (WIFA) from unilaterally amending the
financial assistance agreement, loan or bond after its execution for financial assistance from the Clean
Water Revolving Fund. The law also prohibits WIFA from implementing any policy that modifies terms
and conditions or affects a previously executed financial agreement, loan or bond. WIFA is also
prohibited from imposing a redemption premium or interest payment beyond the date the principal is
paid as a condition of refinancing or receiving prepayment on a financial assistance agreement, loan, or
bond if the agreement, loan or bond did not contain a redemption premium or interest payment beyond
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the date the principal is paid. The same restrictions apply for financial assistance made from the
Drinking Water Revolving Fund. This law applies to all financial assistance agreements, loans or bonds
issued or executed by WIFA before or after the effective date of this legislation.
HB 2636 (contract progress payments; design professionals)
Chapter 247
This law adds design professionals and design professional service contracts to current statute
regulating contracts and requiring prompt payment for employment of contractors for public buildings
and improvements. Session law specifies that changes relating to contracts with public agencies do not
apply to design professional service contracts entered into before the effective date of this legislation.
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Part 4 – General Government
SB 1335 (fire access roads; limitation; enforcement)
Chapter 88
This law amends statute prohibiting counties and municipalities from adopting a fire code or other legal
requirement for an approved fire apparatus access road that directly or indirectly requires the
installation of fire sprinklers to include enforcement provisions and allow relief to be awarded against
the county or municipality. The new law also includes a legislative determination that property rights are
a matter of statewide concern, and this statutory prohibition preempts any regulation adopted by a
county or municipality regarding an approved fire apparatus access road. HB 2003 followed this bill to
clarify that the new law is not intended to restrict municipal fire road programs.
HB 2212 (licensing; accountability; enforcement; exceeding regulation)
Chapter 104
This law allows prohibited acts regarding licensing decisions made by an employee of the state or a
political subdivision to be enforced in a private civil action. The law clarifies that if an employee
intentionally or knowingly violates this section of statute then it is cause for disciplinary action or
dismissal pursuant to the adopted personnel policies. The law maintains immunity protections
contained in sections 12-820.01 and 12-820.02.
SB1072 (local planning; residential housing; prohibition)
Chapter 140
The measure prohibits the practice of setting aside a portion of a new multi-family housing project as
low income housing, and is effective retroactively to January 1, 2015.
Effective Date:

January 1, 2015
SB 1079 (solid waste collection; multifamily housing)
Chapter 142

SB 1079 classifies multi-family housing as commercial property for the sake of waste collection, thereby
allowing for private haulers to service such housing. The bill contains a delayed effective date.
Effective Date:

July 1, 2016
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SB 1090 (neutrality agreement; apprenticeship agreement; prohibition)
Chapter 144
SB 1090 prohibits government entities from requiring contractors to enter into neutrality agreements or
participate in United States Department of Labor (USDOL) apprenticeship programs in conjunction with
contracts for public works and utility construction projects.
SB 1169 (fire code requirements; fire watch)
Chapter 152
SB 1169 allows an employee to serve as a fire watch in the building where the employee works if a
municipality’s fire code requires the use of a fire watch. A person serving as a fire watch must be
provided a means to contact the fire department, must constantly patrol the premises in search of fire
as his or her only duty, and must be provided with printed instructions from the state fire marshal.
Furthermore, school facilities with an aggregate area of less than 5,000 square feet are subject to
inspection and permitting by the local fire marshal, unless the municipality does not employ one.
SB 1187 (services outside municipal boundaries; requirements)
Chapter 153
The measure provides requirements for cities or towns that provide landfill services and recycling
collection or processing services outside of their boundaries. These requirements are current law for
waste collection outside of municipal boundaries.
SB 1342 (responsibility of payment; utility services)
Chapter 166
SB 1342 prohibits charging anyone for services such as waste collection other than the person who
contracted for the service, and also prohibits liens against a homeowner for an assessment imposed for
the removal of rubbish, trash, filth or debris if the property has four units or less, was serving as a rental
and had a tenant at the time of the assessment.
SB 1368 (municipalities; additional business licenses; prohibition)
Chapter 189
This law prohibits municipalities from requiring additional business licenses for real estate brokers or
salespersons already licensed in the city or town in which their primary place of business is located.
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HB 2003 (fire sprinklers; permits; regulation)
Chapter 191
Current law prohibits municipalities and counties that did not require fire sprinklers prior to December
31st, 2009 from adopting any code or ordinance that requires citizens or entities to install fire sprinklers
in a single family detached residence or any residential building that contains no more than two units.
HB 2003 amended current law to require municipalities and counties to include the language of these
statutes on fire sprinkler application forms. The law also clarifies that statutes prohibiting municipalities
and counties from requiring fire apparatus access roads and a direct or indirect means of requiring fire
sprinklers do not prohibit municipals from requiring fire access roads that ensure public health and
safety.
HB 2557 (codes; adoption by reference; copies)
Chapter 193
Under this law, municipalities are permitted to file one paper copy and one electronic copy of an
adopted ordinance in the office of the municipal clerk. Previous law required at least three paper copies.
SB 1316 (subpoena compliance; copying; clerical costs)
Chapter 232
SB 1316 increases the per page cost to 25 cents and clerical costs to $25 per hour within the definition
of reasonable costs relating to non-party witness costs for the production of documentary evidence to
comply with a subpoena.
HB 2383 (invalid annexation; return procedure)
Chapter 284
This law creates an alternative method for de-annexing property located in a county with a population
of more than 2 million people if certain conditions are met. The territory seeking severance from a
municipality and returned to the county is required, within 10 years after the territory’s initial
annexation, to file with the clerk of the county board of supervisors a petition signed by the owners of
1/2 or more in value of the real and personal property and more than 1/2 of the persons owning real
and personal property of the territory. The filing must also include: a description and map of the
territory to be severed, an affidavit stating that the municipality failed to comply with statutory
requirements for annexation, and an affidavit stating that the developer did not complete the
municipality's subdivision regulations. The law requires the county board of supervisors to set a public
hearing and notify the governing body of the municipality in which the territory to be severed is located
and each owner of real property in the territory. If owners of at least 51 percent of the land area protest
the action or if the municipality demonstrates compliance with annexation statutes, the board of
supervisors cannot declare the initial annexation void. After the public hearing, the law requires the
board of supervisors to order the territory to be severed from the municipality and returned to the
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county if the requirements are met. The law prohibits the municipality from requiring the owner of
property that is not located in the municipal boundaries to improve the owner's property unless there is
a substantial nexus to water or wastewater service that is provided to the owner's property by the
municipality. The provisions self-repeal on July 1, 2017.
SB 1241 (auxiliary containers; regulatory prohibition; reporting)
Chapter 271
SB 1241 prohibits cities, towns and counties from enacting regulations regarding energy measuring or
reporting or auxiliary containers. Auxiliary containers are defined as reusable bags, disposable bags,
boxes, beverage cans, bottles, cups and containers that are made out of cloth, plastic, extruded
polystyrene, glass, aluminum, cardboard or other materials that are used for transporting merchandise
to or from a business or multifamily housing property.
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Part 5 – Transportation and Traffic Enforcement
SB 1051 (autocycles; Class M license; exemption)
Chapter 33
SB 1051 defines autocycle as a three-wheeled motorcycle on which the driver and passengers ride in a
completely enclosed seating area that is equipped with a roll cage, safety belts for each occupant and
antilock brakes, and is designed to be controlled with a steering wheel and pedals. It also stipulates that
a class M driver license is not necessary to operate an autocycle.
HB 2523 (towed vehicles; local authority)
Chapter 176
HB 2523 allows a person to choose any towing company or operator of a towing vehicle to transport a
motor vehicle from a towing company’s storage lot to a vehicle repair facility.
HB 2211 (autocycles; motorized quadricycles)
Chapter 279
HB 2211 defines a motorized quadricycle as a self-propelled motor vehicle featuring (a) an emissionsfree electric motor, (b) at least four wheels, (c) seating for eight passengers, and (d) operability on a flat
surface using solely the electric motor. Furthermore, the vehicle must fall under the definition of a
commercial motor vehicle, be licensed to operate as a limousine, and comply with the definitions and
standards for low-speed vehicles.
HB 2422 (vehicle towing)
Chapter 307
HB 2422 removes bond requirements for tow truck operators and provides that if a towing firm has a
contractual agreement with DPS or a county, city or town for towing and/or storage services and that
towing firm acquires another firm with a contractual agreement, both agreements remain valid for one
year or until the end of the agreement, whichever is shorter.
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Part 6 – Labor, Employment, Retirement and Benefits
SB 1097 (ASRS; health insurance benefits)
Chapter 37
This measure states that if a member of the Arizona State Retirement System who is eligible for health
insurance premium assistance benefits forfeits the member’s interest in the account before the
termination of ASRS, an amount equal to the forfeiture must be applied as soon as possible to reduce
employer contributions to fund the premium assistance benefits. Contains a retroactive effective date.
Effective Date:

July 1, 2013
SB 1119 (ASRS; purchase of credited service)
Chapter 38

This measure places a 60-month limit on credited service that may be purchased in the Arizona State
Retirement System for previous employment with other governmental entities or for active military
service for those members with membership dates on or after July 20, 2011. The measure also changes
the requirement for ASRS members to have at least five years of credited service in ASRS before electing
to purchase credited service applies only to members with a membership date that is on or after July 1,
2010.
SB 1054 (CORP; health benefits; retirement benefits)
Chapter 62
This measure makes numerous changes to the Corrections Officer Retirement Plan that aimed at
ensuring the non-profit tax status of the plan by complying with new IRS requirements. Section 5 of this
measure, which affects A.R.S 38-906, is effective retroactively from September 26, 1990.
SB 1055 (EORP; health benefits; retirement benefits)
Chapter 63
This measure makes numerous changes to the Elected Officials Retirement Plan that are aimed at
ensuring the non-profit tax status of the plan by complying with new IRS requirements.
SB 1057 (PSPRS; health benefits; retirement benefits)
Chapter 64
This measure makes numerous changes to the Public Safety Personnel Retirement System that are
aimed at ensuring the non-profit tax status of the plan by complying with new IRS requirements.
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SB 1096 (ASRS; actuarial valuation method)
Chapter 65
This law requires the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) Board to determine which generally
accepted actuarial cost method it will use in the annual actuarial valuation and for calculating employer
contribution rates.
Effective Date:

June 30, 2016
HB 2168 (public agency pooling; unemployment insurance)
Chapter 101

HB 2168 expands the types of service that an insurance pool, as an agent of the participants, can offer to
its participants, including the option to make payments in lieu of contributions on behalf of pool
participants that participate in the unemployment insurance program administered by the Department
of Economic Security.
HB 2331 (workers' compensation; fraudulent claims; forfeiture)
Chapter 115
HB 2331 requires a claimant for workers’ compensation to sign a document acknowledging that by
knowingly making a false statement or representation in order to obtain any compensation, the
claimant forfeits all rights to any future temporary or permanent disability compensation for the claim
on which the false statement or representation was made after conviction of the offense. It also
requires a claimant for compensation to sign any monthly or annual income status report which states
employment status or earnings to the insurance carrier or self-insured employer.
SB 1121 (ASRS; participation opt out; continuation)
Chapter 148
This measure requires the Arizona State Retirement System to allow members meeting specified
requirements to elect to opt out of the system at any time, instead of only until July 1, 2015. The bill
contains an emergency clause. Contains a retroactive effective date.
Effective Date:

April 1, 2015
HB 2338 (ASRS; disability program)
Chapter 174

This measure clarifies that participation in the Arizona State Retirement System Long-Term Disability
Program requires that a member must develop a disability, instead of a “total” disability. (Does not
change any of the eligibility criteria.)
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HB 2339 (ASRS; rules)
Chapter 175
This measure requires the Arizona State Retirement System to make information concerning a member's
account accessible to the member in written or electronic form. This information includes the member's
current account balance, contact information, beneficiary election, estimated retirement date and
estimated benefit amount.

25

2/20/2015

By:

Mayors: Special-interest tax break harms cities, hurts public safety | Arizona Capitol Times

Guest Opinion

February 19, 2015 , 6:23 pm
As mayors, some of our top priorities include keeping neighborhoods safe, maintaining high quality
of life and attracting high-wage jobs to our communities.
Unfortunately, there is a bill at the state Legislature that seeks to undermine those priorities in the
vast majority of cities and towns across Arizona. We stand united against it on behalf of our
residents.

Mark Mitchell

Led by the Arizona Multihousing Association, HB 2254 seeks to repeal a business-transaction tax
on rental properties that has been in place for more than 40 years.

Let’s be clear about the bill’s intent: It would be a special-interest tax break for one industry. The
landlords that should be paying this tax already have chosen to pass it on to renters. If a tax break is approved, it
will increase profits for the rental and apartment industry with absolutely no mechanism for assuring this tax break
will end up lowering rents for consumers.
It poses a huge, needless hit to cities and towns. It would strip away $87 million a year from municipalities across
our great state and upend the decades-long policy of transaction privilege taxes as the primary source of local
revenue. Our system taxes business transactions – and renting a property is clearly a business transaction.
But let’s not get in the weeds about tax policy. Here’s what’s important: This revenue stream pays
for vital services residents rely on every day – things like police, firefighters, parks, streets, libraries
and other critical needs necessary to maintain a high quality of life for residents.
For example, in Tempe, more than two-thirds of the revenue generated by this tax comes from
apartment complexes. It is appropriate and reasonable for cities to recoup some of the impacts
those complexes have on streets, parks, emergency services and more.
Jay
Tibshraeny

Don’t take our word for it. Have a conversation with your local firefighters or police officers –
there’s a reason public-safety groups are opposing this bill. It strikes at the heart of municipal
general fund revenues, the majority of which go to public safety.

Unlike those who propose and support this bill, mayors and councilmembers across Arizona don’t have the luxury of
living in an ideological box. We work every day to create quality jobs for the residents in this state.
Cities and towns are economic engines that provide the services, infrastructure and quality-of-life amenities that
companies look for when they make decisions to expand or relocate.
This bill doesn’t create jobs. In fact, it kills jobs.
What’s equally troubling about this bill is the lack of critical thought and outreach about its
impacts. There is no consideration of how cities have already tightened their belts during and since
the Great Recession. We are not willing to have our residents lose vital services because cities have
already cut millions of dollars from their budgets.
Mark Nexsen

Please join us in opposing HB 2254 – it is a special-interest tax break at the expense of all
Arizonans.

- Mark Mitchell is mayor of Tempe; Jay Tibshraeny is mayor of Chandler and Mark Nexsen is mayor of Lake Havasu
City. The mayors are president, vice president and treasurer, respectively, of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
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Proposal would phase out residential rental tax,
cost city
C indy Bark s

The Daily Courier
Friday, February 20, 2015

PRESCOTT - A state bill that aims to help renters could have an impact of more than $1 million on
the City of Prescott's annual budget, and millions more on other Arizona communities.
Depending on the outcome of House Bill 2254, Arizona cities and towns could lose their authority to
tax the rent that is paid for homes and apartments.
The bill, which recently received 5-to-4 approval by the House Committee on Ways and Means,
would phase out the tax over the coming four years.
Overall, Prescott generates about $26 million per year from its 2-percent sales tax (1 percent for the
general fund, and 1 percent for streets and open space), of which the residential rental tax makes up
about $1.12 million.
Prescott Deputy City Manager Alison Zelms said the eventual loss of more than $1 million per year in
revenue "would be a big challenge" for the city.
While noting that she could not speculate on how the city might make up for the loss, Zelms said, "It
would exacerbate the pressure on the general fund."
Already this year, the city has estimated a $1.7 million shortfall in the money available in the next
fiscal year - in part because of escalating costs for public safety retirement.
Most other Arizona communities also would face an impact from the proposed legislation. The League
of Arizona Cities and Towns reports that 71 of the 91 Arizona incorporated municipalities currently
charge the residential rental tax.
In all, the League estimates that the bill would cost Arizona municipalities about $87 million per year.
Other quad-city municipalities Chino Valley and Dewey-Humboldt also charge the tax, according to
information from the League, while Prescott Valley is among the 20 Arizona communities currently not
charging the rental tax.
Ken Strobeck, executive director of the League, calls the bill a "bad policy decision," which he said
would benefit landlords, but likely would not benefit renters.
"It is a huge fallacy that (the rental tax) is hurting the renters," Strobeck said.
He maintained that the tax is the responsibility of the landlords, and that "there is no guarantee that
http://dcourier.com/print.asp?SectionID=1&SubsectionID=1&ArticleID=142042
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one penny (of the tax elimination) would go to the renter."
Added Strobeck: "I think it would be extremely unlikely that landlords would lower the rent (in
response to the bill)."
But Tom Simplot, president and CEO of the Arizona Multihousing Association, says the League's
stance is written "by folks who apparently haven't rented for a while."
Simplot points out that rental leases typically include a line-by-line breakdown of where the money
goes, including the rental tax. "We would be happy to say there would be a penalty if (the rental tax
elimination) were not passed on to the renters," he added.
Elimination of the rental tax has long been a priority of the Arizona Multihousing Association, Simplot
said, because the tax "unduly burdens those least able to afford a rental tax. This is important to our
consumer."
Strobeck, however, calls the tax a "business transaction." Eliminating it would be a "an absolute total
give-away" by the state, Strobeck maintained, because it would do nothing to create jobs or
generate other revenues.
"Their answer has been, 'just raise other taxes,'" Strobeck said. "It is poorly thought out."
Simplot, a former member of the Phoenix City Council, stressed that the bill would phase out the tax
over four years (one-quarter each year), "giving cities and towns plenty of time to plan for this."
The bill was introduced by Rep. Darin Mitchell, R-Litchfield Park. Local state representatives were
unavailable for comment late Thursday.

Follow Cindy Barks on Twitter @Cindy_Barks
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Battle lines drawn over getting rid of
Arizona renters taxes
Feb 27, 2015, 3:31pm MST

Mike Sunnucks
Senior Reporter- Phoenix Business Journal
Email | Twitter | Facebook
A state measure that would save renters money each month is facing opposition from Arizona
cities and their mayors.
The apartment industry – includng the Arizona Multifamily Housing Assocation – back the
repeal arguing rental taxes impact working class and lower incomes more than the wealthy.
The median income in the state for renters is $34,000 vs. $61,000 for homeowners, according
to the AMHA.
The AMHA says only two states – Arizona and Alaska – allow local rental taxes.
The state measure, House Bill 2254, requires localities to phase out real estate rental taxes over
four years.
It is sponsored by Arizona. Rep. Darin Mitchell, R-Litchfield Park, but also has support from
some Democrats.
Many of the Arizona's cities – including Phoenix and its suburbs – have rental taxes. They are
usually around 2 percent.
The League of Arizona Cities and Towns hates the idea. The measure would cost them as much
as $87 million annually, according to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.
"This bill strikes at the heart of municipal budgets, and is nothing more than a special interest
tax break for the well-funded multifamily and apartment industry," said Tempe Mayor Mark
Mitchell, president of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
Seventy-one of Arizona's towns and cities have a residential rental tax.
http://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/news/2015/02/27/battle-lines-drawn-over-getting-rid-of.html?s=print
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Mike Sunnucks writes about residential and commercial real estate, government,
law, sports business and workplace issues.
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Bill would deny city $600,000 in tax on rental
payments
By Blake Herzog @blakeherzog | Posted: Saturday, February 28, 2015 4:32 pm
City officials throughout the Yuma area are lobbying against a bill introduced by a Yuma-area state
legislator to bar cities from collecting taxes on residential rental payments.
Deputy Yuma City Administrator Ricky Rinehart said the city now collects about $600,000 a year in
rental taxes, money which goes into the $63 million general fund which pays for police, fire and most
other city services and salaries.
He said there's no money being made available to compensate communities which have come to
depend on this revenue.
"It's basically so the landlords can have a tax break, and that takes the money out of the municipalities'
coffers," he said.
The bill, HB 2254, has been approved by the House Rules and Ways and Means committees, and was
scheduled to be debated by the full House on Wednesday but was delayed. No further hearing has been
scheduled, according to the Arizona Legislature's official website.
It prohibits cities, towns and other taxing entities from adopting any new taxes on rents paid to
landlords by residential tenants, and requires those that already have them to reduce them by 25
percent over each of the next four years, which would eliminate them by 2019.
Rep. Darin Mitchell, R-Litchfield Park, represents District 13, which includes northern Yuma. Citing
statistics that find renters' average incomes are half the size of those who own homes, he said the
measure "would provide real tax relief for the Arizonans who need it the most."
He said Alaska is the only other state which allows cities to collect sales tax on renters’ payments.
But Bill Lee, city manager for Somerton, said there's no requirement that landlords roll rents back if
the bill becomes law.
"They talk about this helping the poorest of the poor but there's nothing in there saying this is going to
help them in any way, so we certainly have been contacting our local and state officials, encouraging
them not to support this bill," he said.
His city stands to lose just over $30,000 a year if the rental tax is eliminated, he said. "We won't take
a huge hit but we don't have a huge budget, either," he said "It's said that statewide, the effect will be
something like $80 million, so I don't know what all the municipalities are going to do to make up that
that share," he said.
http://www.yumasun.com/news/bill-would-deny-city-in-tax-on-rental-payments/article_1470ae7e-bfa3-11e4-90b0-5b074c52f5b9.html?mode=print
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The Arizona League of Cities and Towns says that 71 out of 91 municipalities statewide collect sales
tax on rental payments, while nearly half do not collect property tax at all, relying on sales taxes and
other revenue. It has said the bill when fully implemented would cost cities $87 million.
Wellton and San Luis officials didn’t respond to requests for comments on the bill.
At the House Ways and Means Committee meeting Feb. 2 where the bill was passed, Courtney
LeVinus, a lobbyist for the Arizona Multihousing Association, said the group realized cities which
collect sales taxes would take a hit if the bill becomes law, but the phasing out gives them time to
adjust.
She also said "we're having trouble finding those numbers" to back up the league's claim on municipal
losses, because many cities don't report those revenues separately or group them with those charged
on commercial leases.
Rinehart said this bill has created the most concern and fueled the most lobbying from Yuma out of
any bill this legislative session.
"Our legal department is in constant contact with staff if there's any kind of legislation we need to
voice our opinion on," he said, adding "there's been nothing that's risen to this level."

http://www.yumasun.com/news/bill-would-deny-city-in-tax-on-rental-payments/article_1470ae7e-bfa3-11e4-90b0-5b074c52f5b9.html?mode=print
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Rental tax repeal bill paused at Capitol
Yvonne Gonzale z

Staff Reporter

Saturday, February 28, 2015

It was on the agenda, but legislators didn't discuss or vote Feb. 25 on a bill that could cost Arizona
cities and towns $87 million annually.
Rental property taxes brought Cottonwood about $280,000 last year, and Clarkdale rentals taxes
brought in about $33,000 in revenue. If legislators vote to repeal the tax, both towns would need to
find ways to recoup those potential losses.
Rep. Darin Mitchell, R- Litchfield Park, sponsored House Bill 2254. The measure would have no impact
on Arizona's general fund.
Cottonwood's sales tax auditor estimated the figure, said Rudy Rodriguez, City of Cottonwood
administrative services general manager.
"With all the economic pressures we are currently dealing with it would be very difficult to make it up
anywhere," Rodriguez said.
The League of Arizona Cities and Towns was one of many groups and individuals against bill.
Jerome Town Manager Candace Gallagher said she didn't have a rental tax dollar figure readily
available, but that she received an email from the league's executive director, Ken Strobeck.
"It may reappear at any time," his email states, "but we believe the reason it was not offered is
because we had enough vote commitments to defeat it," his email said.
Clarkdale Finance Director Kathy Bainbridge said other impacts to next year's budget include
decreased Arizona State Retirement System funding at about $1,750. This comes while Public Safety
Personnel Retirement System costs climb upward by $39,500.
Jon Hutchinson contributed to this report.
Follow the reporter on Twitter @ymgonzal and Instagram @VerdeValleyNews
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TAX REVENUE BY CITY
Here is approximately how much various Valley
cities collected from their residential sales tax in
2013-14 fiscal year, according to the Arizona
League of Cities and Towns.
Rob Schumacher/The Republic

Chris Coppola, The Republic | azcentral.com

12:05 p.m. MST March 4, 2015
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A bill that would phase out local sales taxes imposed
on residential rentals in Arizona has become the
focus of a feverish lobbying campaign by cities and
(Photo: Rob Schumacher/The
Republic)

STORY HIGHLIGHTS
Impact to Phoenix alone
would be about $30 million a
year
Proposal comes as some
cities are adding more
apartment complexes

towns, which would stand to lose millions in revenue
generated by the tax.
The measure, House Bill 2254, is the latest attempt
to do away with the sales tax, an effort backed by
the Arizona Multihousing Association. The bill,
sponsored by Rep. Darin Mitchell, R-Litchfield Park,
would phase out municipal sales taxes on residential
rentals such as apartments over four years.
Association lobbyist Courtney Levinus said the
group has worked for years to eliminate the tax,

Arizona Multifamily Housing
Association has supported
effort for several years

which, she said, is among the most regressive taxes
in place, hurting renters who often are in lowerincome brackets and can least afford another $20
or more on their monthly rent. In 2011, the

Legislature passed a bill that requires cities to ask voters for any increase in the tax.
Cities that don't have the rental tax also would have to go to voters to enact one.
RELATED: 6 noteworthy Arizona bills that are still alive
data:text/html;charset=utf-8,%3Csection%20id%3D%22module-position-N71G02oG37k%22%20class%3D%22storytopbar-bucket%20story-headline-module%2…
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RELATED: Sales tax you pay on rent depends on where you live
"Arizona and Alaska are the only states that allow their municipalities to impose this
tax," she said. "We think it's more regressive than a food tax. At least a food tax is
levied on everyone equally."

CITIES/TOWN

REVENUE

Avondale

$1.9 million

Buckeye

$3.5 million

Chandler

$4.7 million

Gilbert

$2.6 million

Glendale

$5.9 million

Goodyear

$3.2 million

millionesa

$9.9 million

Phoenix

$30 million

Scottsdale

$4.8 million

Tempe

$8.4 million

The tax is collected by cities from property owners, who typically pass the cost on to
their renters in the monthly rent.
The amount can be significant. According to the Arizona League of Cities and Towns,
which has lobbied against the bill, the total annual impact on cities that impose the tax
would be roughly $87 million a year once it is phased out.
In Phoenix alone, it amounts to about $30 million in annual revenue, said Neal Young,
the city's chief financial officer.
Phoenix imposes a 2 percent sales tax on rentals. Among the areas that would be
impacted are funds for police, fire and block watch efforts, parks and preserves,
public transit and public safety expansion, Young said. Of the total amount collected,
$18 million would impact the general fund that pays for a variety of city services, he
added.
Chandler Mayor Jay Tibshraeny, whose city would lose close to $5 million in annual
revenue from the tax, singled out the bill in his state of the city address late last
month.
"That is the most important bill for the city, and the biggest threat to the city,'' he said.
The impact comes as several Valley cities have been authorizing construction of more
apartment buildings, a trend that is expected to continue. Chandler added 540
multifamily units in 2013 and projects its percentage of apartment, condo or
townhouse units to make up about 37 percent of its overall housing stock when it
reaches build-out, compared to the current 27 percent.
In Scottsdale, permits for about 4,000 new multifamily residential units, including both
apartments and condos, have been approved since the start of 2013. The city has
seen an uptick in revenue from the tax, from $4.4 million in 2012 to $5.4 million last
year, according to Scottsdale officials.
data:text/html;charset=utf-8,%3Csection%20id%3D%22module-position-N71G02oG37k%22%20class%3D%22storytopbar-bucket%20story-headline-module%2…
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In Mesa and Tempe, the bill's annual impact would be about $9.9 million and $8.4
million respectively, according to the Arizona League of Cities and Towns
"It's the biggest dollar impact (to cities) of any policy bill I've ever seen,'' said Ken
Strobeck, the league's executive director.
He said arguments about the regressive nature of the tax fail to recognize the fact
that Arizona cities are highly dependent on sales taxes to fund city services instead of
municipal property taxes, which are comparatively low. If property taxes were more of
a factor, that too would be passed on to renters in their monthly rents, he said.
"That's been the policy for decades. To just say we don't like it, or want to eliminate it,
is completely ignoring the impact on cities and our entire tax structure,'' Strobeck said,
adding that rental-property owners could choose not to include the sales tax in rents if
they wanted.
Mitchell did not respond to calls and e-mails seeking comment on his bill. The
measure passed the House Committee on Ways and Means in early February and
was scheduled for debate on the House floor last week but was held from discussion.
Strobeck said the league believes there are enough members of the Republican
majority opposed to the bill that could lead to its defeat if it came back for a floor vote.
Levinus, the multifamily housing lobbyist, said Monday she was not sure if or when it
would come up before the full House. However, she said the AMA would support two
amendments that might help win votes from any lawmakers who remain unsure. The
amendments could be offered during floor debate if the bill comes before the full
House, she said. One of those would extend the period of phase-out from four to six
years for cities with populations of 50,000 or more, while extending it to 10 years for
cities under that population threshold. The second would require that property owners
pass along the tax decrease to residents in their rents, which would address concerns
expressed by some lawmakers, she said.
"We fully understand the economic hit to the cities and we sympathize with that, but
our renters have been suffering with this tax,'' Levinus said. "I don't know if it'll get
across the finish line this year ... If it's not this year, I anticipate it will be a point of
discussion for years to come.''

data:text/html;charset=utf-8,%3Csection%20id%3D%22module-position-N71G02oG37k%22%20class%3D%22storytopbar-bucket%20story-headline-module%2…
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Bill could abolish sales tax on residential rental
Posted: Wednesday, March 4, 2015 10:00 am
A bill is making its way through the Arizona Legislature that has the potential to cost the Town of
Fountain Hills more than $100,000 a year in sales tax revenue.
HB 2254 would exempt owners of residential properties from paying transaction privilege tax on
rentals.
In February the Town Council asked Town Manager Ken Buchanan to send a letter to members of the
House of Representatives expressing the council’s opposition to the measure.
Buchanan’s letter states that the proposed law would “have a devastating financial impact on Fountain
Hills and other Arizona cities and towns.
“The total fiscal impact to all cities and towns from HB 2254 will be more than $87 million in lost
revenue per year and will result in a massive reduction of municipal general fund revenues, the
majority of which fund public safety.
“If this tax is eliminated, the cost and burden for those services will be shifted to other business and
homeowners.
“City services that all citizens use – including renters – are paid for with taxes.”
According to Town of Fountain Hills Finance Director Craig Rudolphy, the town received $114,793
in residential rental sales tax for fiscal year 2013/14.
Buchanan argues that the rental of property is a business transaction and therefore subject to the rules
regarding TPT.
“In fact, rental taxes are classified as a business tax deduction on (property owners’) income tax,”
Buchanan said.
The Arizona Multihousing Association is a major supporter of the bill. Their representatives argue
that the rental sales tax is double taxation since property owners already pay property taxes.
An AMA website states that “Approximately (one third) of Arizona residents rent their homes, and
those residents also pay the same taxes as homeowners (property tax, garbage fees, water fees and
utility taxes included in the monthly rent) and in many jurisdictions they are also subjected to a
regressive and unfair tax on rent.
“It is unfair for cities and towns to balance their budgets on the backs of renters, cities need to
develop tax policies that are fair to all their residents and stop picking winners and losers.”
http://www.fhtimes.com/news/local_news/bill-could-abolish-sales-tax-on-residential-rental/article_0140d792-c1e3-11e4-a294-43711a50e90e.html?mode=print
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Fountain Hills does not collect a general property tax, only those for voter- approved bonds.
Representative Darin Mitchell, R-D13 in the West Valley, is identified as the prime sponsor for the
bill.
Mitchell’s campaign website states that he is a former contractor who built custom homes and
apartment buildings.
Mayor Linda Kavanagh said mayors in all communities are keeping a close eye on the progress of the
bill as it moves through the House process.
“League (of Arizona Cities and Towns) mayors have been lobbying their reps on this and there are a
lot on (the league) board to oppose 2254,” Kavanagh said.
“Rep. Michelle Ugenti voted no in the House Ways and Means committee and Rep. Jay Lawrence has
committed to voting against it on the floor.”
Ugenti and Lawrence represent D-23, which includes Fountain Hills.
“Arizona cities and towns are barely coming out of the financial crisis that hit everyone hard,”
Buchanan continues in his letter. “A bill like this would send cities back into a free fall which doesn’t
benefit the citizens or the state.
“We need to be working in partnership to create jobs and communities in which people want to live.
HB 2254 does not accomplish that goal.”

http://www.fhtimes.com/news/local_news/bill-could-abolish-sales-tax-on-residential-rental/article_0140d792-c1e3-11e4-a294-43711a50e90e.html?mode=print
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #3

TPT Implementation Update

Summary:

The League and several individual cities are actively working with the
DOR to reprogram the state TPT collection system in order for DOR to
begin collection of all TPT revenue on January 1, 2016. This agenda
item is to provide you with a report on progress and challenges to date.

Responsible Person:

Tom Belshe, Deputy Director

Attachments:

HB 2111 Implementation Timeline

TPT Simplification
Highlights of the April 30
Executive Steering
Committee Update

1

Contracting Status

• DOR started conducting revised Contracting Classes in March
• Some have been recorded and are now available online
• ADOR YouTube Channel

• https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCU24DUTsClUNCEXk9L-9YEg

• TPN 15-1 Issued – Explanations, examples and FAQ’s
• Supersedes and replaces TPN 14-1

• Updated Form 5000 is available now

• Allows Contractors to buy materials without tax for Contracting or MRRA jobs

• Revised Form 5005 & instructions coming soon

• Will allow a licensed Contractor to relieve a licensed subcontractor of tax liability
on a Contracting or a MRRA job

2

Single Audit Status

 Clearly the area of Simplification that is off to the best start
 Refinement of process continues with great success and cooperation
 Ongoing training is already planned
Field Audit Requests Processed:
• # of Audit Requests by Cities = 54
• # of Audit Requests approved for Cities = 48
• # of Audit Requests assigned to Department = 6
• # of Audit Requests denied = 0
• # of Audits Requested by / Assigned to Department = 56
City Desk Reviews Processed:
• # of Desk Reviews received from Cities = 106
• # of Desk Reviews approved for Cities = 106
• # of Desk Reviews denied = 0
3

IGA Status

• All major issues have been resolved
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Revised information on confidentiality
Clarified definition of roles of each party
Expanded details on DOR’s responsibilities
Greatly expanded reporting requirements
Clear handling of Audit issues
Increased local control of settlements and closing agreements
Establishment of State & Local Uniformity Group (SLUG) to resolve any
disputes if cities disagree with an action of the Department

• Expect to finalize the New IGA by mid-May
• DOR will be sending cancellation notice for each city/town’s existing
IGA, terminating on June 30, 2015
• New IGA will be distributed for signature by each city/town’s Council
in time to be effective on July 1, 2015
4

Project Status: Tax Accounting
System (TAS) Changes
•

Project is YELLOW , due to issues that require more programming
effort than was originally planned:

• Cause: New tax return development requires increased effort, pushing
delivery back one month to 5/29/15.
• Impact: Without changes to the schedule, the project will be placed in
production October 27 rather than October 1.
• Status: DOR is revising schedules and reallocating resources to get back
on track for 10/1 delivery.
• Cause: Business Class Code issue identified: Re-used business codes were
erroneously re-emerging on tax returns despite changed definitions
• Impact: Taxpayer Confusion; Increased call volume; Processing issues.
Discovering and dealing with this issue pulled resources away.
• Status: Script developed to identify and remove the extra, re-purposed
business codes from taxpayer profiles; appears it will solve the issue with
enough iterations

5

Auditor General Performance
Audit – April 2015

• “ADOR Use of Technology”
• One of two performance audits planned; the other deals with
handling of confidential taxpayer information
• Finding One: Department performance is hindered by
“ineffective IT leadership and governance processes”

• Poor Governance and Prioritization of Projects
• Deficiencies in Current Tax System Have Not Been Addressed
• 1,300 repair and maintenance items are backlogged
• Limited e-filing; lack of OCR/ICR; poor audit selection, collection systems

• Finding Two: Additional Steps, Training, Oversight needed to
prepare for planned tax system replacement
• Staff indicates system is easier/cheaper to replace than maintain
• Vendor does not support; Underlying system also becoming obsolete
• Project must have better leadership to produce better result

6

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #4

League Budget for 2015-2016

Summary:

The proposed budget for the League for the upcoming fiscal year, as
recommended by the Budget Subcommittee, is presented for your
review and approval.

Responsible Person:

Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Budget Subcommittee Chairman; Ken Strobeck

Attachments:

FY 2015-2016 Recommended Budget and Budget Narrative

Action Requested:

Approval

PROPOSED 2015-2016 League Budget

REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts
Annual Conference
Dues
Executive Recruitment
Interest

Budget
FY 2015

Expected
FY 2015

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2016

136,200

136,200

0

350,000
1,818,423
6,000
5,000

457,092
1,749,423
0
2,531

14,000

30,200

16,200

--138,898
50,000
13,000
25,000

--141,843
29,546
10,952
25,000

--2,945
(20,454)
(2,048)
0

107,092
(69,000)
(6,000)
(2,469)

% of
Total
%
Change Budget

Notes
ACMA reduced contract by 7%
beginning July 1, 2014.

131,450

-3.5%

375,000
1,897,376
6,000
2,500

7.1%
7.1%
0.0%
-50.0%

14.2%
14.2% EC adopted Option C1 on 2/13
0.2%
0.1%

22,000

57.1%

0.8% includes $7500 for Utility Svc

5.0%

Received $9400 for APS Intern;

Miscellaneous

Partners Agreement

Property Corporation - Mgmt Fee
Risk Pool
Seminars and Meetings
US Communities Purchasing Program
Valley Schools Health Pool
TOTAL REVENUES

EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

--141,000
1.5%
30,000 -40.0%
12,000
-7.7%
25,000
0.0%

$2,556,521

$2,582,787

$26,266

$2,642,326

3.4%

220,000

277,550

57,550

220,000

0.0%

5.3% ($35,313.73 quarterly)
1.1%
0.5%
0.9%

7.8%

Benefits

525,000

527,385

2,385

596,000

13.5%

Estimated 15% increase to UHC;
estimate a 5% increase to dental.
21.2%
(Additional coverage for new
position and FT General Counsel.)

Capital Outlay
Contingency
Equipment Rental & Maintenance
Executive Committee
Executive Recruitment
Insurance
Postage & Shipping
PR & Communications

20,000
10,000
25,000
12,000
3,000
7,600
4,000
110,000

18,900
0
19,400
10,875
0
7,520
6,700
66,330

(1,100)
(10,000)
(5,600)
(1,125)
(3,000)
(80)
2,700
(43,670)

20,000
10,000
25,000
12,000
3,000
7,600
6,000
70,000

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
-36.4%

0.7%
0.4%
0.9%
0.4%
0.1%
0.3%
0.2%
2.5% Includes Scutari & Ideas Collide

10,000

10,260

10,000

0.0%

0.4%

0.0%

Printing

260

Includes directory, MPS, calendar
& legis poster

162,000

135,875

(26,125)

162,000

Accounting

42,000

41,875

(125)

42,000

5.8%
1.5% Includes audit & accountants

Contract Lobbying & Consulting

80,000

61,000

(19,000)

80,000

2.8%

Professional Services

Legal

Rent

40,000

33,000

(7,000)

40,000

105,000

105,000

0

105,000

0.0%

1,255,000

1,234,000

(21,000)

1,361,500

8.5%

50,000
55,000
35,000
32,000
26,000

48,200
54,913
38,996
31,498
20,594

(1,800)
(87)
3,996
(502)
(5,406)

50,000
58,000
38,000
32,000
26,000

0.0%
5.5%
8.6%
0.0%
0.0%

$2,666,600

$2,613,996

($52,604)

$2,812,100

5.5%

Includes Cathy & HighGround;
additional lobbying contingency

1.4%
3.7%
Additional position-Tax Policy

Salaries

48.4% Analyst (Jan '14) & FT General
Counsel (Jan '15)

Seminars and Meetings
Subscriptions and Dues
Supplies / Office Expenses
Telecommunications
Travel
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

($110,079)

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

$1,827,844
$1,717,765

Total fund balance as of July 1, 2014
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2013
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2012
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2011
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2010
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2009
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2008
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2007
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2006
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2005
Total fund balance as of July 1, 2004

Ending
Balance
$1,827,844
$1,624,059
$1,458,676
$1,257,723
$1,311,436
$1,213,123
$1,000,197
$677,128
$485,033
$383,472
$406,717

($31,209)

$78,870

$1,827,844
$1,796,635

FY
13-14
12-13
11-12
10-11
09-10
08-09
07-08
06-07
05-06
04-05
03-04

($169,774)
$1,796,635
$1,626,861

Rev over
Exp
$203,785
$165,383
$200,953
($53,713)
$98,313
$212,926
$323,069
$192,095
$101,561
($23,245)
($11,936)

1.8%
2.1%
1.4%
1.1%
0.9%

PROPOSED 2015-2016 League Budget - Narrative

REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts

Budget
FY 2015

Expected
FY 2015

136,200

136,200

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2016
0

131,450

%
Change

% of Total
Budget

-3.5%

5.0%

The Arizona City/County Management Association ($67,750) , the Government Finance Officers Association of Arizona ($60,000) and the
Arizona Municipal Clerks Association ($3,700) contract with the League for staff services. The three associations currently pay $131,450 for
services including graphic design, website management, conference planning and membership management.

Annual Conference

350,000

457,092

107,092

375,000

7.1%

14.2%

Revenues from the Annual Conference are optimistically projected to total $350,000, but that number is highly variable depending on
sponsorships and attendance. Conference revenue is intended to cover all conference expenses, except staff salaries, plus provide
approximately $130,000 in net revenue to the League to support other programs throughout the year. Sponsorships play a very important
role in conference revenue and we will continue to pursue existing and new companies to assure that our sponsorship revenues will remain
strong. Conference registration fees are the second-largest source of revenue for ongoing League operations.

Dues

1,818,423

1,749,423

(69,000)

1,897,376

4.3%

71.8%

The current dues formula is a $3,750 base fee plus a varying per capita rate ranging from $.45 to $.48 depending on population. Cities over
200,000 population pay on a capped dues formula.

Executive Recruitment

6,000

0

(6,000)

6,000

0.0%

0.2%

The League’s fee-based city/town manager recruitment service provides assistance to cities and towns seeking new Managers. Revenue for
this program is uncertain from year to year, depending on the number of communities that use the League service.

Interest

5,000

2,531

(2,469)

2,500

-50.0%

0.1%

Through investment accounts, the League earns interest income on our unexpended fund balances. The bulk of the funds are invested with
the State Treasurer's Local Government Investment Pool.

Miscellaneous

14,000

30,200

16,200

22,000

57.1%

0.8%

This item includes publication sales and any other miscellaneous income. As more League publications are available online and produced
electronically, revenue for these items has continued to decline. Any revenue realized from the League-sponsored ordinance codification
service through American Legal or from advertising in the bi-annual League magazine is also included in this line item.

Property Corporation - Mgmt Fee

---

---

---

---

In past years, the Property Corporation has reimbursed the League for management services for the building. However, with the aging facility
requiring more maintenance, and the lack of available funds in the Property Corporation budget, the League will continue to waive the fee.

Risk Pool

138,898

141,843

2,945

141,000

1.5%

5.3%

The League receives an annual fee from the Arizona Municipal Risk Retention Pool (AMRRP) for institutional value related to our
sponsorship, marketing, promotion and other services for the insurance pool program. The Executive Director serves as a non-voting
member of the AMRRP Board.

Seminars and Meetings

50,000

29,546

(20,454)

30,000

-40.0%

1.1%

The League offers a variety of classes and training program opportunities throughout the year, most at minimal or no cost. We also present
programs in conjunction with one of the affiliate groups such as the city managers or city clerks, or other government-related groups. Fees
are assessed to cover costs of training materials, mailings, refreshments, building space, etc.

US Communities Purchasing Program

13,000

10,952

(2,048)

12,000

-7.7%

0.5%

The US Communities government purchasing program pays the League a sponsorship fee based on a percentage of the total purchases
made by Arizona cities and towns.

Valley Schools Health Pool

25,000

25,000

0

25,000

0.0%

0.9%

The League has entered into a new agreement with Valley Schools Insurance Trust to market a health insurance program to cities and towns.
An annual fee of $25,000 is for the League’s sponsorship, marketing and promotion of the program.

TOTAL REVENUES

$2,556,521

$2,582,787

$26,266

$2,642,326

3.4%

EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

220,000

277,550

57,550

220,000

0.0%

7.8%

The amount budgeted for Conference expenses is $220,000. However, as with the revenue side, this is only an estimate because final
contracts for meal functions and other activities are not yet finalized. This amount includes direct costs only, primarily for the conference
hotel; staff time is not included in this figure. Revenue received from the Conference is expected to offset the entire amount of these
expenses.

Benefits

525,000

527,385

2,385

596,000

13.5%

21.2%

Both the professional and clerical staff have pension coverage with the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) in addition to Social
Security. Employees are covered by group insurance for health under policies with United Healthcare, a dental plan through Delta Dental, life
insurance through the Guardian and long term disability insurance under ASRS. The League pays 100% of each employee’s costs and 80%
of an employees' dependent health coverage. The League also offers two other options: a vision program and AFLAC insurance, both
options fully paid by employees. By League policy, staff is also provided with an opportunity to participate in a professional development
activity such as specialized training or conferences and higher education, upon the approval of the Executive Director. The following
expenditures are projected: ASRS - $152,000; Group Health - $278,000; Group Dental - $14,000; Life Insurance - $4,500; FICA - $103,500;
Worker's Compensation - $3,000; Other Miscellaneous - $30,000; Education/Professional Development - $10,000.

Capital Outlay

20,000

18,900

(1,100)

20,000

0.0%

0.7%

A total of $20,000 is budgeted in this category to keep up with the ongoing schedule of replacing computer equipment and operating software.

Contingency

10,000

0

(10,000)

10,000

0.0%

0.4%

25,000

0.0%

0.9%

We have budgeted $10,000 in a contingency account to be available for unexpected costs.

Equipment Rental & Maintenance

25,000

19,400

(5,600)

This category includes the costs for equipment repair and maintenance agreements on office equipment such as the copiers, mailing
equipment, office computers and lease of our postage machine.

Executive Committee

12,000

10,875

(1,125)

12,000

0.0%

0.4%

Members of the Executive Committee and subcommittees are reimbursed for expenses incurred in attending Executive Committee meetings
other than the meeting held during the Annual Conference and for special meetings or legislative matters. The League President can be
reimbursed for travel and registration costs for attendance at the two major conferences of the National League of Cities. This category also
includes the costs incurred for the luncheons in conjunction with the Executive Committee meetings.

Executive Recruitment

3,000

0

(3,000)

3,000

0.0%

0.1%

Cities and towns that use the League’s executive recruitment service cover direct costs for advertising and candidate background information
and pay a fee that covers staff time and travel. This line item reflects other direct costs incurred by the League in providing the service. The
budgeted amount is subject to the number of requests for service.

Insurance

7,600

7,520

(80)

7,600

0.0%

0.3%

The League has consolidated all our liability and workers comp coverage through AMRRP, the League-sponsored municipal insurance pool.
This item includes insurance coverage for office contents, liability, data processing and employee bond.

Postage & Shipping

4,000

6,700

2,700

6,000

50.0%

0.2%

The largest costs for the year in the postage and shipping budget are for shipping of the Local Government Directory, Legislative Poster and
Annual Calendar.

PR & Communications

110,000

66,330

(43,670)

70,000

-36.4%

2.5%

The League retains the services of a communications management firm to coordinate our messaging in response to legislative issues. The
League also retains the services of a communications marketing firm to create and implement aspects of the AZ Cities @ Work campaign.

Printing

10,000

10,260

260

10,000

0.0%

0.4%

The League prints as many publications as possible in-house. Copy costs for in-house work are included in their respective
lease/maintenance plans which are in the Equipment Rental and Maintenance budget item. Larger projects, such as the Local Government
Directory are competitively bid out to private printing firms. Budgeted printing projects for the next fiscal year include the Local Government
Directory, Policy Statement, Legislative Poster and Calendar.

Professional Services

162,000

135,875

(26,125)

162,000

0.0%

5.8%

Accounting
42,000
41,875
(125)
42,000
1.5%
Contract Lobbying & Consulting
80,000
61,000
(19,000)
80,000
2.8%
Legal
40,000
33,000
(7,000)
40,000
1.4%
This category principally includes services from outside vendors and consultants such as contract lobbying assistance, specialized expertise
on municipal elections and outside legal counsel. It also includes our annual audit by a certified public accounting firm, our monthly accounting
services which are handled by a contractual agreement with a private accounting firm, paycheck processing fees and contracting fees for web
hosting and maintenance.

Rent

105,000

105,000

0

105,000

0.0%

3.7%

The League building is owned by the League’s Property Corporation. In order to account for maintenance and utility costs, the League pays
rent to the Property Corporation. The rental cost for next year is $105,000, a rate of $19/sq. ft.

Salaries

1,255,000

1,234,000

(21,000)

1,361,500

8.5%

48.4%

Staff salaries make up the largest expenditure line item of the League budget. For the 2014-15 fiscal year, our fifteen staff positions include
Executive Director, Deputy Director, Legislative Director, Communications and Education Director, General Counsel, two Legislative
Associates, a Member Services Associate, Tax Policy Analyst, Web Developer, Communication and Education Assistant, Office Manager, two
clerical staff and a part-time Graphic Designer. We also hire interns for the legislative session and other special projects. Over time, our goal
has been to have a competitive compensation package compared to other similar public and private organizations in order to retain our
talented and effective League staff , while remaining sensitive to the fiscal condition of many of our member cities and towns. Maintaining
staff stability helps with continuity on many complex issues, provides greater value to our members and gives us the opportunity to develop
credibility and positive relationships with the legislators. The budgeted amount includes general salary increases of 3%.

Seminars and Meetings

50,000

48,200

(1,800)

50,000

0.0%

1.8%

This category includes all costs associated with our training seminars, workshops, luncheon meetings and special events. It also includes
charges for receptions at the NLC conferences for Arizona delegates.

Subscriptions and Dues

55,000

54,913

(87)

58,000

5.5%

2.1%

The bulk of this category is used to pay the League’s annual dues for membership in the National League of Cities. Other costs in this
category include our subscriptions to printed versions of legislative bills and amendments, legislative-related newsletters and background
sheets, our online legislative information tracking service and the update costs for the state statutes and legal resources housed in our library.

Supplies / Office Expenses

35,000

38,996

3,996

38,000

8.6%

1.4%

This line item pays for general office supplies such as paper and toner for the printers and fax machines, pens, pads and notebooks. It also
includes a variety of general office supplies such as mailing envelopes, tubes, boxes and other miscellaneous office expenses.

Telecommunications

32,000

31,498

(502)

32,000

0.0%

1.1%

This category includes usage charges for the regular phone service, cell phone charges, Internet service, and web hosting fees. This
category also includes charges for telephone conference services which are used extensively for legislative business and other kinds of
meetings.

Travel

26,000

20,594

(5,406)

26,000

0.0%

0.9%

As part of their job duties, League staff members travel to our member cities and towns for in-person visits and presentations as often as
reasonably possible. It is a priority for staff members to keep in touch with our members across the state in support of legislative efforts and
city assistance projects. Items in this category include rental vehicles as well as reimbursement for actual travel costs. This line item also
includes air travel and lodging for NLC conferences and special meeting activities such as the NLC Board, State League Steering Committee
and NLC-RISC Board.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

$2,666,600

($110,079)

$2,613,996

($31,209)

($52,604)

$78,870

$2,812,100

($169,774)

Beginning Fund Balance

$1,827,844

$1,827,844

$1,796,635

Ending Fund Balance

$1,717,765

$1,796,635

$1,626,861

5.5%

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #5

PSPRS Task Force Update

Summary:

The League-sponsored PSPRS Task Force is nearing the conclusion of
their work at identifying the principles necessary to manage the present
and future costs of the PSPRS system. To help cities and towns make
the most of their rights under current law, the Task Force has held
several meetings around the state to inform city officials about the steps
they can take to lower their liability. Today, Task Force Chair Scott
McCarty from Queen Creek will present the results of the Task Force
subcommittees on the “yardstick” document. This set of standards can
be used to evaluate proposals for reform and provide perspective on how
a reform package can be crafted that works for employers and
employees alike.

Responsible Person:

Scott McCarty, Chairman of PSPRS Employer Task Force

Attachments:

Pension Task Force’s preliminary recommendations
Article: Prescott considers raising taxes to pay for pensions

May 6, 2015
Mayor Mark Mitchell
President, Executive Committee
League of Arizona Cities and Towns
RE: Pension Task Force’s Preliminary Recommendations for Arizona’s Public Safety Personnel
Retirement System (PSPRS)
President Mitchell and Members of the Executive Committee,
The Task Force believes reforming PSPRS is one of the most important financial issues facing the
taxpayers in the State of Arizona. We are very committed to solving the issue and I am pleased
to submit our preliminary recommendations, referred to as the Yardstick.
The Yardstick
In June 2014, the Task Force was created by the Executive Committee and charged with
reviewing PSPRS and making reform recommendations. The Yardstick (page 3) identifies the
goals, characteristics, and elements of a viable and sustainable public safety pension system for
the State of Arizona. Also, as the name implies, it is an evaluation tool for the current system
and reform proposals.
Using The Yardstick: An Evaluation of the PSPRS
Page 4 shows an at-a-glance evaluation of the current system using the Yardstick. The current
system only meets a few criteria of the Yardstick and the evaluation demonstrates the need for
comprehensive reform. The current system is not sustainable. Major issues of the current
system that need to be addressed include the individual plans, the funding of pension
increases, and the governance structure.
Using The Yardstick: An Evaluation of the Labor Proposal
Page 5 shows an at-a-glance evaluation of the labor proposal using the Yardstick.
Unfortunately, the proposal only meets a few criteria of the Yardstick. The proposal is not
comprehensive and, for the issues it addresses, does not do so correctly. Our major concerns
of the proposal include changing benefits for existing actives and retirees (which are subject to
legal challenge), using a separate account which is funding from fixed employee and employer
contributions for pension increases, and not any making changes to the governance structure
(e.g. maintaining the individual plans).

1

Recommendations Regarding Communication and Evaluation of the Yardstick
The Task Force anticipates a varied reaction to the Yardstick and believes it is critical that a
process be created to both communicate and solicit feedback. As such, the Task Force
respectfully requests the Executive Committee authorize us to begin this process. The process
will occur over the next four months and will conclude when the Task Force’s final report and
recommendations are delivered to the Executive Committee at the League’s annual conference
on August 22, 2015.
The process will be comprehensive, open and transparent. We expect it to include a televised
public hearing that will initiate a public comment period. Also, the Task Force will do extensive
outreach with core stakeholders including the Governor’s Office, the Treasurer’s Office, the
State Legislature, the League’s Resolutions Committee, labor associations, member entities,
stakeholders, taxpayers, and subject matter experts.
A process to fully vet the Yardstick will serve to strengthen our final recommendations as well
continue the current, robust public discussion.
I wish to thank the Executive Committee for their leadership and support on this issue. Also, I
want to express my sincere appreciation to the Task Force members for their dedication and
hard work. I look forward to our discussion at the May 15th meeting.
Sincerely,
Scott McCarty,
Chair, Pension Task Force

cc: Pension Task Force Members
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The Yardstick
Preliminary Recommendations: May 15, 2015
Prepared by the League’s Pension Task Force
1. DEFINED BENEFIT PLAN
• The pension benefit is predetermined by a formula based on employee
compensation, age, and tenure of service
2. FREE FROM LEGAL CHALLENGE
• All current employees and all current retirees remain in the existing system
3. NEW STATEWIDE SYSTEM
• For employees hired after July 1, 2016
4. PLAN ELEMENTS OF THE NEW STATEWIDE SYSTEM
• Pooled Assets and Liabilities. Shares risk across the broadest base
• Fully Funded. Assets at least equal liabilities (at least 100%) over an economic cycle
• Equal Cost Sharing. Equal employer and employee contribution rates
• Funding New Benefits or Benefit Increases. Funded as a system component and only
if the system is determined to be fully funded before and after the change
• Pension Increases. To maintain purchasing power
• In-Lieu of Social Security Program. Mandatory participation in an employer-matched
Defined Contribution plan for those members not in Social Security
5. GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE
• System Design. Structure which encourages sustainable outcomes
• Funding Policy. Identifies financial objectives to ensure equity and sustainability
• Investment Policy. Identifies beliefs and objectives regarding asset allocation
• Board of Trustees. Independent, qualified experts with fiduciary responsibility of
ensuring compliance with Plan Elements

• Administration. Consolidated and one independent disability committee of qualified
experts

3

Using the Yardstick:
An Evaluation of PSPRS
Preliminary Evaluation*: May 15, 2015
Prepared by the League’s Pension Task Force
Yardstick
1.Defined Benefit Plan
2.Free from Legal Challenge
3.New Statewide System
4.Plan Elements
Pooled Assets and Liabilities
Fully Funded (at least 100%)
Equal Cost Sharing
Funding New Benefits or Benefit Increases
Pension Increases to Maintain Purchasing
Power
In-Lieu of Social Security Program
5.Governance Structure
System Design
Funding Policy
Investment Policy
Board of Trustees
Administration

Included in Current System / Comments re. Current
System
Yes.
No. Proposed changes to retirees in 2011 were
overturned and changes to active employees are
currently in litigation.
No. New Tier (Tier 2) was created in 2011.
No. Individual plans.
No. Funding status of individual plans varies.
No. Employee contribution capped at 11.65%;
employer responsible for remaining amount.
No.
No. Based on investment performance (i.e. a dividend).
No.
No. Current system design is not sustainable.
No.
Yes.
No. Some board positions are not independent.
No. Local pension / disability boards exist.

*Not yet discussed and reviewed with PSPRS Administration.
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Using the Yardstick:
An Evaluation of the Labor Proposal
Preliminary Evaluation*: May 15, 2015
Prepared by the League’s Pension Task Force
Yardstick
1.Defined Benefit Plan
2.Free from Legal Challenge
3.New Statewide System
4.Plan Elements
Pooled Assets and Liabilities
Fully Funded (at least 100%)
Equal Cost Sharing
Funding New Benefits or Benefit Increases

Pension Increases to Maintain Purchasing
Power
In-Lieu of Social Security Program
5.Governance Structure
System Design
Funding Policy
Investment Policy
Board of Trustees
Administration

Included in Labor Proposal / Comments re. Proposal
Yes.
No. The proposal is subject to two legal challenges
(pension clause and contract clause) because it applies
to existing employees and retirees.
No. The proposal changes the current system which
may result in the two potential legal issues referenced
in #2 above.
No. Individual plans remain and separate inflation
protection program created for pension increases.
No. Not addressed.
No. Employee contribution capped at 11.65%; employer
responsible for remaining contribution amount or a 10%
contribution rate, whichever is greater.
Yes. However, the proposal only addresses pension
increases which are funded from a separate inflation
protection program via a dedicated employee
contribution of 4% and a dedicated 1% employer
contribution. All other benefit increases are 100%
employer funded because employee contributions are
capped at 11.65%.
No. Based upon investment performance (with a cap)
and subject to retiree eligibility criteria (i.e. age and
years retired).
No. Not addressed.
No. Not addressed.
No. Not addressed.
No. Not addressed.
No. Not addressed.
No. Local pension / disability boards remain.

*Not yet discussed and reviewed with Labor Associations.
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Saturday, April 25, 2015

Prescott considers raising taxes to pay for
pensions
Scott O rr

The Daily Courier
Saturday, April 25, 2015

PRESCOTT - Taxes will be on the minds of members of
the city council at this week's meeting.
Funding measures for two issues, open space and
firefighter and police officer pensions, will go to a vote,
which will determine whether they'll appear on an
August ballot, and both will ask voters to approve a
sales tax hike.
The more pressing issue is the contribution required by
the state's Public Safety Personnel Retirement System.
PSPRS pays for firefighter and police officers' retirement
benefits, but the amounts due from employers like the
City of Prescott have risen substantially in the last few
years.
There are two reasons for that, City Manager Craig
McConnell said Friday, April 24.
"Number one, when the recession hit...the investments made by the (PSPRS) board on behalf of the
pension system decreased in value," he said. "The investments were not making money, and in fact,
were losing money."
The second reason was a 2014 decision by the Arizona Supreme Court that cost PSRS about $375
million when it restored cost-of-living increases to retirees.
The city's current "unfunded liability" to the PSPRS is $70 million, which it can pay off over a 22-year
period.
"If the City of Prescott does not come to grips with this unfunded liability, there inevitably will be
service cuts," McConnell said.
The means by which the city council is looking solving the problem is a sales tax. McConnell said a
.55 percent tax over 20 years would generate the revenue needed, although the council could
approve a higher or lower amount.
If the measure gets onto the ballot but voters turn it down, McConnell said, the City would have to
shift services drastically, and "eventually...we are cutting services so there is no parks and rec,
there is no library, we have laid off policemen, we have laid off firemen."

Another tax increase question before the council would raise the sales tax .08 percent to fund open
space. The council could approve one of two possible versions, one of which includes a provision for
maintenance of the city's lakes; the other omits the lakes.
Council could choose either of the two or neither to place on the August ballot.
Another topic on the agenda is a vote on a proposal to shut down one of the city's two wastewater
treatment plants, the Sundog facility, and consolidate the treatment at the Airport Water
Reclamation Facility.
That would save about $20 million dollars, because airport facility can be expanded if the need
arises, but the Sundog plant needs to be upgraded, McConnell said.
Sundog would be retained as a holding facility to keep water during peak storm events, he said.
The council will also vote on a $2 million contract for Asphalt Paving & Supply to do pavement
rehabilitation on 12 street projects and airport taxiways.
The Prescott City Council meets Tuesday, April 28 at 3p.m.in the council chambers at 201S. Cortez
Street.

Follow Scott Orr on Twitter @AZNewsguy

Related Links:
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #6

2015 League Conference Update

Summary:

Preparations for the 2015 League Conference are well underway; a
group met in March to discuss ideas and establish the framework for the
Conference sessions. The Conference will be held August 18-21 at the
JW Marriott Starr Pass in Tucson. The registration information will be
sent out to all cities and towns during the week of May 18.

Responsible Person:

Matt Lore, Communication & Education Director

Attachments:

List of Conference Sponsors to date
Corporate Sponsorship Brochure

List of Conference Sponsors (as of May 1)
Organization

Level

Arizona Public Employers Health Pool (APEHP)

Bronze

Central Arizona Project

Bronze

CenturyLink

Bronze

Comcast

Bronze

Gammage & Burnham

Bronze

RBC Capital Markets

Bronze

Southwest Gas Corporation

Bronze

Brown & Associates Certified Inspection Service, Inc.

Silver

EPCOR

Silver

HighGround, Inc.

Silver

Stifel

Silver

Resolution Copper Mining

Gold

Union Pacific

Gold

Waste Management

Gold

AMRRP

Endorsed

American Legal Publishing

Endorsed

CivicPlus

Endorsed

H‐PACT

Endorsed

NLC Service Line Warranty Program

Endorsed

Arizona Public Service

Platinum

Arizona State University ‐ Office of Public Affairs

Platinum

Climatec

Platinum

Republic Services

Platinum

The University of Arizona

Platinum
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OPPORTUNITIES

Sponsor the 2015 League Annual Conference

The 2015 League Annual Conference will be held at the
JW Marriott Tucson Starr Pass, August 18-21. The Annual
Conference is the League’s signature event, a four-day meeting
bringing together more than 1,000 Arizona mayors,
councilmembers, appointed officials and guests. The
Annual Conference allows members and other municipal
officials to share experiences and discuss current local,
regional and national trends affecting their communities.

Sponsorship of the conference allows you to:
▪▪ Reach more than 1,000 elected officials and guests at one conference
▪▪ Increase visibility for your company
▪▪ Participate in conference events
▪▪ Develop and maintain contacts with elected officials and municipal staff
Your financial assistance through sponsorship of the conference permits the League of Arizona Cities and
Towns to keep expenses affordable for even the smallest Arizona municipalities. In addition, our range
of participation levels provides your organization with flexible opportunities to support important conference
events - along with optimum visibility and name recognition for your organization.

Levels of Sponsorship:
Platinum
Gold
$10,000
$8,000

Silver
$5,000

Bronze
$2,500

For detailed information on the sponsor levels and corresponding benefits, please see page 3.

Questions? Contact Amy Price at 602-258-5786
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Sponsor Benefits
PLATINUM
$10,000

GOLD
$8,000

SILVER
$5,000

BRONZE
$2,500
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NAME ONLY

NAME ONLY
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NAME &
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NAME ONLY
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●
●
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ADDITIONAL
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ADDITIONAL
FEE

●
●

●

●

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

●
●

●

●

LOGO &
WEB LINK

LOGO &
WEB LINK

NAME &
WEB LINK

NAME ONLY

Complimentary registrations to the conference

4

3

2

2

Complimentary golf registrations

4

2

1

4

3

2

EXHIBIT SPACE
Table top exhibit in conference registration area for entire event

PUBLIC RECOGNITION OF SPONSORSHIP
Company name included on conference program, signage and app
Company name, logo and link included on conference section of
League website
Company name and logo included on special signage recognizing
sponsors at major conference events
Public recognition of sponsorship during Opening General Session
Company representative invited on stage during
Opening General Session
Company logo on conference bag
Opportunity to place one pre-approved promotional
item in conference bags
Ability to distribute pre-approved items to golfers
Opportunity to place program ad (for additional fee)
Opportunity to sponsor conference break (for additional fee)
Opportunity to sponsor the golf tournament
Opportunity to sponsor splash page of mobile app (for additional fee)
Opportunity to meet and interact with city and town mayors
at special sponsor reception
Sponsor name and logo listed in conference mobile app

CONFERENCE REGISTRATIONS

ADDITIONAL BENEFITS
Complimentary copy(s) of the 2016 Local Government Directory
(additional copies available at 50% off regular price)

1

Questions? Contact Amy Price at 602-258-5786
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Extra Sponsor Opportunities
Conference Bag Sponsor
(must be a sponsor)

For an $800 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, a
sponsor may send the League a pre-approved promotional item from
your company to be placed in the conference bags.

Golf Tournament Sponsor
(must be a sponsor)

For an $800 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you will
receive a complimentary golf foursome, company logo on signage at
the tournament and the opportunity to distribute a company promotional
item to golfers.

Conference Break Sponsor
(must be a sponsor)

For an $800 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you
may sponsor a conference morning break. Included in this sponsorship
opportunity is signage with your company’s logo in the coffee/break
area. (Please indicate which breakfast you would like to sponsor on the
reservation form.)

Ad in Final Conference Program

2014

Phoenix

Platinum or gold sponsors also have the opportunity to place an
ad in the conference program.

| Augus
t 19-22

ENCE
ER

▪▪ Back Cover. . . . . . . . . . $2,000
▪▪ Inside Front Cover. . . . $1,500
▪▪ Inside Back Cover. . . . $1,500
▪▪ Inside Full Page. . . . . . $1,000
▪▪ Inside Half Page . . . . . . . $750

L CONF
UA

AGUEANN
LE

(must be a gold or platinum sponsor)

LEAGU
E
Downtow ANNU
n Hotel
A
| PhoenixL CO
N

Sheraton

,AZ | Au

FERE

gust 19
-22

NCE

The inside front cover, inside back cover and
the back cover are available on a first-come,
first-served basis.

Conference Mobile App Splash Page Ad:
(must be a gold or platinum sponsor)

All users of the conference mobile app will see your ad each time they open the
conference app to view program, speakers and sessions.
▪▪ Conference Mobile App Splash
Page Ad .. . . . . . . . . . . $2,500

Questions? Contact Amy Price at 602-258-5786
4

Tentative Conference Agenda

Tuesday, August 18

▪▪ Golf Tournament (morning)
▪▪ League Resolutions Committee (afternoon)
▪▪ Sponsor Reception (evening)
▪▪ Welcome Reception (evening)

Wednesday, August 19

▪▪ Opening General Session (morning)
- Parade of Flags
- Sponsor Recognition
- Keynote
▪▪ Concurrent Sessions (afternoon)
▪▪ League Youth Program (all day)
▪▪ Service Awards Dinner and Entertainment (evening)

Thursday, August 20

▪▪ Concurrent Sessions (all day)
▪▪ Spouse/Guest Program (all day)
▪▪ Governor, Legislative and Gabe Zimmerman
Award Luncheon
▪▪ Annual Business Meeting (afternoon)
▪▪ Showcase of Cities and Towns (evening)

Friday, August 21
▪▪ Closing Sessions (morning)

A detailed agenda will be available when registration
opens in late May 2015. Once registration is open, the
agenda will be posted to the League’s homepage,
www.azleague.org.

Questions? Contact Amy Price at 602-258-5786
5

Past Conference Sponsors

▪▪American Fidelity Assurance Company
▪▪American Legal Publishing Corporation
▪▪ARCADIS-U.S.
▪▪Arizona American Water
▪▪Arizona Chapter of the Associated General Contractors
(AGC)
▪▪Arizona Food Marketing Alliance
▪▪Arizona Governor’s Office of Energy Policy
▪▪Arizona Lottery
▪▪Arizona Municipal Risk Retention Pool (AMRRP)
▪▪Arizona Pipe Trades UA Local 469
▪▪Arizona Public Employers Health Pool (APEHP)
▪▪Arizona Public Service
▪▪Arizona State University Office of Public Affairs
▪▪Arizona Transit Association
▪▪Arizona Wireless Association
▪▪AT&T – Desert Southwest (DSW)
▪▪Ballard Spahr LLP
▪▪Brown & Associates Certified Inspection, Inc.
▪▪Central Arizona Project
▪▪CenturyLink
▪▪CH2M HILL
▪▪Charles Abbott Associates, Inc.
▪▪Cigna Healthcare
▪▪CivicPlus
▪▪Clean Energy
▪▪Climatec
▪▪Comcast
▪▪Community Associations Institute of Central Arizona
▪▪CORE Construction, Inc.
▪▪Cox Business
▪▪Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan, Udall & Schwab, P.L.C.
▪▪DLR Group
▪▪EPCOR
▪▪Erin P. Collins & Associates, Inc. (ECA)
▪▪Gammage & Burnham
▪▪Global Water
▪▪GovNET
▪▪HDR Engineering, Inc.
▪▪Hewlett-Packard (HP)
▪▪HighGround, Inc.
▪▪Honeywell Building Solutions
▪▪H-PACT
▪▪Humana
▪▪Intel Corporation
▪▪Kutak Rock LLP
▪▪McCarthy Building Companies, Inc.

Questions? Contact Amy Price at 602-258-5786

▪▪Metropolitan Tucson Convention and Visitors Bureau
▪▪Microsoft
▪▪Midstate Energy
▪▪Molera Alvarez LLC / A Government & Public Affairs Firm
▪▪Motorola Solutions
▪▪Mountain States Employers Council, Inc. (MSEC)
▪▪OpenGov
▪▪Periscope Holdings
▪▪PFM Asset Management LLC
▪▪Play Unplugged
▪▪Pulice Construction, Inc.
▪▪RBC Capital Markets, LLC
▪▪Republic Services
▪▪Resolution Copper Mining
▪▪Ritchie Bros. Auctioneers
▪▪Rural/Metro Corporation
▪▪Salt River Project (SRP)
▪▪Severn Trent Services, Inc.
▪▪Sherman & Howard, LLC
▪▪smartworksplus, inc.
▪▪Southwest Gas Corporation
▪▪Southwest Risk Services
▪▪Squire Patton Boggs
▪▪Stifel
▪▪The University of Arizona
▪▪TIAA-CREF
▪▪Total Transit, Inc.
▪▪Tucson Electric Power Company & UniSource Energy
Services
▪▪Union Pacific
▪▪Utility Service Partners, Inc.
▪▪Visit Tucson
▪▪W.C. Scoutten, Inc.
▪▪Waste Management of Arizona
▪▪Water Infrastructure Finance Authority of Arizona (WIFA)
▪▪Zions Bank

Sponsor Reservation Form
Please Select a Sponsorship Level:
Platinum . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10,000
	Gold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $8,000
Silver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$5,000
Bronze . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2,500

Conference Program Ad:
(Platinum and gold sponsors only)

Back Cover . . . . . . . . . . .$2,000
Inside Front Cover. . . . . . .$1,500
Inside Back Cover . . . . . . $1,500
Inside Full Page . . . . . . . .$1,000
Inside Half Page . . . . . . . $750

Extra Benefactor Opportunities:
(Must be a sponsor to participate)

Conference App Splash Page Sponsor:

Conference Bag . . . . . . . . $800
	Golf Sponsor . . . . . . . . . . $800
Morning Break Sponsor. . . $800
		

(Platinum and gold sponsors only)

Con. App Splash Page . . .$2,500

Please mark your preference:

			

The Conference App splash page, inside cover and

Wednesday Morning

the back cover are on a first-come, first-served basis.

			Thursday Morning

Company Name
Contact Name
Contact Title
Address
City						State				Zip
Phone					

Email

If you choose to pay via credit card, there will be an automatic 5%
fee included in addition to the sponsorship amount. Please contact
Amy Price at aprice@azleague.org for a credit card form.
Please mail or fax this form, along with your check, by May 29, 2015 to:
League of Arizona Cities and Towns
1820 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Fax: 602-253-3874

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #7

Census Discussion Update

Summary:

A League Resolution to allow the use of state population estimates for
shared revenue distribution in 2015 and beyond was defeated last year,
with cities and towns left with the option of paying for a Special Census
if they wanted to use updated numbers. Now, with several large cities
choosing to exercise that option, a number of other cities are asking for
that decision to be revisited, due to the impact on their shared revenue
distribution. This issue is complicated by the fact that several cities that
have chosen to use a Special Census say they would not have done so
had the original resolution passed, and therefore they are seeking
reimbursement from non-census cities for some of their expenses.
At the request of several City Managers, the League hosted a series of
meetings to try to come to an equitable resolution of the issue. There
was agreement to seek fast-track legislation to allow cities and towns a
choice of their population numbers beginning in 2015. As a result, some
cities chose to terminate their Special Census contracts. But, the issue of
compensation remains unresolved.

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck

Attachments:

Shared revenue distributions under various scenarios (from MAG)
First League Meeting Notice
'UDIWPinutes from first meeting

1

2

3

4

5

Population
CITY/TOWN
2010 Census
APACHE JUNCTION
AVONDALE
BENSON
BISBEE
BUCKEYE
BULLHEAD CITY
CAMP VERDE
CAREFREE
CASA GRANDE
CAVE CREEK
CHANDLER
CHINO VALLEY
CLARKDALE
CLIFTON
COLORADO CITY
COOLIDGE
COTTONWOOD
DEWEY-HUMBOLDT
DOUGLAS
DUNCAN
EAGAR
EL MIRAGE
ELOY
FLAGSTAFF
FLORENCE
FOUNTAIN HILLS
FREDONIA
GILA BEND
GILBERT
GLENDALE
GLOBE
GOODYEAR
GUADALUPE
HAYDEN
HOLBROOK
HUACHUCA CITY
JEROME
KEARNY
KINGMAN
LAKE HAVASU CITY
LITCHFIELD PARK
MAMMOTH
MARANA
MARICOPA
MESA
MIAMI
NOGALES
ORO VALLEY
PAGE
PARADISE VALLEY
PARKER

35,840
76,238
5,105
5,575
50,876
39,540
10,873
3,363
48,571
5,015
236,326
10,817
4,097
3,311
4,821
11,825
11,265
3,894
17,509
696
4,885
31,797
16,631
65,870
25,536
22,489
1,314
1,922
208,352
226,721
7,532
65,275
5,523
662
5,053
1,853
444
1,950
28,068
52,527
5,476
1,426
34,961
43,482
439,041
1,837
20,837
41,011
7,247
12,820
3,083

2014
Estimate*
37,639
78,090
5,105
5,575
58,795
39,540
10,925
3,453
50,821
5,354
249,423
10,844
4,102
4,459
4,821
12,027
11,402
3,910
17,509
840
4,909
32,857
16,631
69,391
26,828
23,090
1,324
1,960
235,493
232,680
7,532
74,743
6,084
662
5,067
1,853
444
1,989
28,620
53,193
5,893
1,451
40,342
46,708
455,567
1,837
21,647
42,190
7,582
13,457
3,199

6

7

8

State Shared Revenue Distribution
Pct. Chg.
5.02%
2.43%
0.00%
0.00%
15.57%
0.00%
0.48%
2.68%
4.63%
6.76%
5.54%
0.25%
0.12%
34.67%
0.00%
1.71%
1.22%
0.41%
0.00%
20.69%
0.49%
3.33%
0.00%
5.35%
5.06%
2.67%
0.76%
1.98%
13.03%
2.63%
0.00%
14.50%
10.16%
0.00%
0.28%
0.00%
0.00%
2.00%
1.97%
1.27%
7.62%
1.75%
15.39%
7.42%
3.76%
0.00%
3.89%
2.87%
4.62%
4.97%
3.76%

1: FY 2015 Utilizing
Census 2010
$11,703,692
$23,351,619
$1,687,725
$1,843,108
$15,583,265
$13,704,707
$3,708,622
$1,030,083
$15,861,049
$1,536,089
$72,386,405
$3,689,521
$1,397,427
$1,294,193
$1,670,976
$3,861,500
$3,842,327
$1,328,187
$5,788,515
$369,374
$2,235,460
$9,739,388
$5,430,918
$23,543,196
$8,338,880
$6,888,357
$492,164
$588,707
$63,817,999
$69,444,404
$2,781,090
$19,993,664
$1,691,689
$345,874
$1,948,364
$612,606
$279,270
$636,780
$9,728,470
$18,206,048
$1,677,293
$474,623
$11,240,959
$14,199,216
$134,477,797
$678,288
$7,571,443
$13,186,206
$2,590,216
$3,926,753
$1,984,579

2: All Utilize 2014 State
Population Estimate
$11,741,507
$22,828,725
$1,629,955
$1,780,019
$17,188,051
$13,235,223
$3,585,705
$1,009,445
$15,853,639
$1,565,181
$72,915,984
$3,559,120
$1,346,322
$1,534,574
$1,613,733
$3,751,829
$3,742,262
$1,283,305
$5,590,377
$365,419
$2,189,580
$9,605,371
$5,188,050
$23,662,907
$8,369,010
$6,750,099
$471,850
$572,984
$68,843,706
$68,021,358
$2,690,406
$21,850,268
$1,778,588
$333,382
$1,888,548
$591,637
$267,856
$620,470
$9,579,972
$17,805,292
$1,722,752
$458,307
$12,444,223
$14,570,587
$133,179,843
$656,170
$7,532,921
$13,014,272
$2,585,525
$3,934,001
$1,980,584

9

10

State Shared Revenue Distribution Change

3: Utilize 2014 Population
Estimate for 9 Jurisdictions
Conducting Census**
$11,510,128
$22,942,002
$1,667,271
$1,820,771
$17,692,948
$13,546,286
$3,651,716
$1,012,014
$15,598,729
$1,509,144
$75,057,884
$3,632,908
$1,375,985
$1,280,927
$1,651,660
$3,797,636
$3,783,370
$1,307,807
$5,718,363
$364,987
$2,215,887
$9,568,546
$5,341,098
$23,279,280
$8,200,966
$6,767,526
$486,529
$578,380
$70,865,984
$68,226,260
$2,750,913
$22,492,117
$1,662,015
$341,556
$1,928,118
$605,182
$274,847
$626,249
$9,616,013
$17,995,593
$1,647,871
$466,775
$11,100,883
$15,000,421
$132,118,884
$670,928
$7,487,957
$13,021,891
$2,561,180
$3,857,872
$1,972,227

2: All Utilize 2014 State
Population Estimate
$37,815
-$522,894
-$57,770
-$63,089
$1,604,786
-$469,484
-$122,916
-$20,638
-$7,410
$29,092
$529,578
-$130,401
-$51,105
$240,381
-$57,243
-$109,670
-$100,065
-$44,882
-$198,138
-$3,955
-$45,880
-$134,017
-$242,868
$119,710
$30,129
-$138,258
-$20,314
-$15,723
$5,025,708
-$1,423,046
-$90,685
$1,856,604
$86,899
-$12,492
-$59,816
-$20,969
-$11,414
-$16,310
-$148,499
-$400,757
$45,459
-$16,316
$1,203,265
$371,370
-$1,297,954
-$22,117
-$38,522
-$171,934
-$4,691
$7,249
-$3,995

3: Utilize 2014 Population
Estimate for 9 Jurisdictions
Conducting Census**
-$193,563
-$409,617
-$20,454
-$22,337
$2,109,683
-$158,422
-$56,906
-$18,069
-$262,320
-$26,945
$2,671,478
-$56,613
-$21,442
-$13,266
-$19,316
-$63,864
-$58,958
-$20,380
-$70,152
-$4,387
-$19,572
-$170,841
-$89,820
-$263,916
-$137,914
-$120,831
-$5,634
-$10,327
$7,047,985
-$1,218,144
-$30,178
$2,498,454
-$29,674
-$4,318
-$20,245
-$7,424
-$4,423
-$10,531
-$112,458
-$210,456
-$29,422
-$7,849
-$140,075
$801,204
-$2,358,913
-$7,360
-$83,486
-$164,315
-$29,036
-$68,880
-$12,352

CITY/TOWN

APACHE JUNCTION
AVONDALE
BENSON
BISBEE
BUCKEYE
BULLHEAD CITY
CAMP VERDE
CAREFREE
CASA GRANDE
CAVE CREEK
CHANDLER
CHINO VALLEY
CLARKDALE
CLIFTON
COLORADO CITY
COOLIDGE
COTTONWOOD
DEWEY-HUMBOLDT
DOUGLAS
DUNCAN
EAGAR
EL MIRAGE
ELOY
FLAGSTAFF
FLORENCE
FOUNTAIN HILLS
FREDONIA
GILA BEND
GILBERT
GLENDALE
GLOBE
GOODYEAR
GUADALUPE
HAYDEN
HOLBROOK
HUACHUCA CITY
JEROME
KEARNY
KINGMAN
LAKE HAVASU CITY
LITCHFIELD PARK
MAMMOTH
MARANA
MARICOPA
MESA
MIAMI
NOGALES
ORO VALLEY
PAGE
PARADISE VALLEY
PARKER

1

2

3

4

5

Population
CITY/TOWN
2010 Census

2014
Estimate*

6

7

8

State Shared Revenue Distribution
Pct. Chg.

1: FY 2015 Utilizing
Census 2010

2: All Utilize 2014 State
Population Estimate

9

10

State Shared Revenue Distribution Change

3: Utilize 2014 Population
Estimate for 9 Jurisdictions
Conducting Census**

PATAGONIA
PAYSON
PEORIA
PHOENIX
PIMA
PINETOP-LAKESIDE
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT VALLEY
QUARTZSITE
QUEEN CREEK
SAFFORD
SAHUARITA
ST. JOHNS
SAN LUIS
SCOTTSDALE
SEDONA
SHOW LOW
SIERRA VISTA
SNOWFLAKE
SOMERTON
SOUTH TUCSON
SPRINGERVILLE
STAR VALLEY
SUPERIOR
SURPRISE
TAYLOR
TEMPE
THATCHER
TOLLESON
TOMBSTONE
TUCSON
TUSAYAN
WELLTON
WICKENBURG
WILLCOX
WILLIAMS
WINKELMAN
WINSLOW
YOUNGTOWN
YUMA

913
15,301
154,065
1,447,128
2,387
4,282
39,843
38,822
3,677
26,361
9,566
25,259
3,480
27,909
217,385
10,031
10,660
43,888
5,590
14,287
5,652
1,961
2,310
2,837
117,517
4,112
161,719
4,865
6,545
1,380
520,116
558
2,882
6,363
3,757
3,023
353
9,655
6,156
90,660

953
15,551
163,839
1,506,439
2,479
4,340
40,520
40,485
3,801
31,767
9,734
27,476
3,480
33,190
225,698
10,176
10,958
44,286
5,697
15,499
5,751
1,971
2,321
2,869
123,797
4,178
169,529
5,113
6,777
1,380
529,336
579
3,083
6,602
3,757
3,129
353
9,672
6,415
96,522

4.38%
1.63%
6.34%
4.10%
3.85%
1.35%
1.70%
4.28%
3.37%
20.51%
1.76%
8.78%
0.00%
18.92%
3.82%
1.45%
2.80%
0.91%
1.91%
8.48%
1.75%
0.51%
0.48%
1.13%
5.34%
1.61%
4.83%
5.10%
3.54%
0.00%
1.77%
3.76%
6.97%
3.76%
0.00%
3.51%
0.00%
0.18%
4.21%
6.47%

$402,808
$5,649,690
$47,189,948
$443,253,786
$807,760
$1,651,077
$13,589,867
$13,241,618
$2,366,947
$8,074,347
$3,237,130
$8,121,489
$1,592,508
$8,955,049
$66,584,797
$3,421,428
$4,110,342
$14,509,472
$2,155,423
$4,584,213
$1,817,279
$897,387
$852,937
$926,433
$35,995,334
$1,585,528
$49,534,360
$1,646,314
$2,004,727
$470,757
$167,232,129
$313,468
$924,736
$1,948,980
$1,242,073
$1,080,478
$269,184
$3,722,828
$1,885,576
$29,089,712

$394,896
$5,554,766
$47,896,472
$440,390,347
$805,045
$1,617,584
$13,299,110
$13,287,623
$2,353,298
$9,286,722
$3,161,078
$8,475,472
$1,552,197
$10,072,003
$65,980,249
$3,339,875
$4,084,213
$14,139,897
$2,123,359
$4,703,404
$1,774,000
$879,132
$829,054
$894,986
$36,190,648
$1,557,204
$49,559,879
$1,660,426
$1,981,179
$454,493
$163,283,312
$303,961
$935,583
$1,930,020
$1,199,557
$1,067,015
$258,745
$3,604,902
$1,875,352
$29,291,047

$397,984
$5,588,385
$49,303,427
$435,478,545
$798,196
$1,633,921
$13,381,340
$13,596,957
$2,352,215
$9,559,519
$3,198,802
$8,020,286
$1,578,565
$8,843,229
$65,416,814
$3,368,929
$4,067,631
$14,333,629
$2,133,026
$4,526,970
$1,794,634
$889,530
$843,681
$911,111
$37,253,745
$1,569,052
$48,665,464
$1,626,821
$1,969,561
$464,989
$165,148,223
$309,360
$913,189
$1,914,793
$1,227,020
$1,068,366
$265,490
$3,684,144
$1,852,501
$28,726,472

ARIZONA

5,024,437

5,259,359

4.68%

$1,581,329,000

$1,581,329,000

$1,581,329,000

2: All Utilize 2014 State
Population Estimate
-$7,912
-$94,924
$706,525
-$2,863,439
-$2,714
-$33,493
-$290,756
$46,005
-$13,649
$1,212,375
-$76,052
$353,983
-$40,310
$1,116,954
-$604,548
-$81,553
-$26,128
-$369,575
-$32,064
$119,191
-$43,279
-$18,255
-$23,883
-$31,447
$195,315
-$28,323
$25,520
$14,113
-$23,548
-$16,264
-$3,948,817
-$9,508
$10,847
-$18,960
-$42,515
-$13,463
-$10,439
-$117,927
-$10,224
$201,335

3: Utilize 2014 Population
Estimate for 9 Jurisdictions
Conducting Census**
-$4,825
-$61,305
$2,113,479
-$7,775,240
-$9,564
-$17,156
-$208,526
$355,339
-$14,732
$1,485,172
-$38,327
-$101,203
-$13,943
-$111,821
-$1,167,983
-$52,499
-$42,711
-$175,842
-$22,397
-$57,243
-$22,645
-$7,857
-$9,255
-$15,322
$1,258,411
-$16,475
-$868,896
-$19,492
-$35,165
-$5,768
-$2,083,905
-$4,108
-$11,547
-$34,188
-$15,053
-$12,112
-$3,694
-$38,684
-$33,075
-$363,240

CITY/TOWN

PATAGONIA
PAYSON
PEORIA
PHOENIX
PIMA
PINETOP-LAKESIDE
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT VALLEY
QUARTZSITE
QUEEN CREEK
SAFFORD
SAHUARITA
ST. JOHNS
SAN LUIS
SCOTTSDALE
SEDONA
SHOW LOW
SIERRA VISTA
SNOWFLAKE
SOMERTON
SOUTH TUCSON
SPRINGERVILLE
STAR VALLEY
SUPERIOR
SURPRISE
TAYLOR
TEMPE
THATCHER
TOLLESON
TOMBSTONE
TUCSON
TUSAYAN
WELLTON
WICKENBURG
WILLCOX
WILLIAMS
WINKELMAN
WINSLOW
YOUNGTOWN
YUMA
ARIZONA

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010 Decennial Census; Arizona Department of Administration, Office of Employment and Population Statistics, 2014 Population Estimates; Revenue data and methodology from FY2015 shared revenue budget estimates by the League of Arizona
Cities and Towns.
*Note 1: If the 2014 population estimate is less than the 2010 Census population, then the 2010 Census population is used.
**Note 2: 2014 Population Estimates utilized for jurisdictions conducting and considering Census 2015 ( Buckeye, Chandler, Gilbert, Goodyear, Maricopa, Peoria, Prescott Valley, Queen Creek, Surprise)

Good afternoon,
As requested, the League will host a meeting of City Managers or their designees to work toward a
resolution on the matter of a mid-decade census for revenue sharing distribution numbers.
Please plan to attend a meeting at the League on Friday, April 17 at 1:00 p.m.
The meeting will be open to any city/town manager in the state to attend via conference call, but I
would like some of you directly involved in the issue to be in the room.
A brief history:
• In 1995 and 2005, during years of rapid statewide growth, legislation was passed that
authorized cities and towns to use the State population estimates for revenue sharing
distribution for five years until the next decennial census.
• Last year, several cities advocated a League Resolution to pass legislation allowing cities and
towns to use the State population estimates for revenue sharing distribution starting in 2015.
• That proposal was opposed by the majority of cities and towns because of concerns their
revenue sharing amounts would drop as a result. The solution offered was that those cities and
towns that had experienced high growth could choose to pay the Census Bureau for a middecade census of their communities. There was also concern regarding the reliability of the
State numbers.
• Several cities have chosen that option and have committed contract language and funds to the
Census Bureau.
• Other cities have realized that the higher population numbers in some communities will
significantly impact their shared revenue “shares,” resulting in lower revenues.
• There is a now a movement to revisit the subject of using the State estimates while also making
efforts to improve the quality of the data.
Issues to decide
• Should the League work with cities to pass fast-track legislation allowing a choice of 2010
decennial census number, mid-decade numbers if a city bought the census, or State population
estimates for 2015-16 distribution and each year thereafter until the next full census?
• Is it fair to those cities that are paying for a census? Is it fair to those cities that are not buying
the census but are seeing decreases in shared revenue?
• What, if anything, should be done to share expenses and/or losses?
One very important consideration to remember: we need to have this issue resolved within the city
“family” and not have this disagreement spill over to the legislature.
If you have any other suggestions, please let me know. See you next week.
Ken

Discussion of Municipal Population Numbers For Use in Shared Revenue Distribution
April 17, 2015 Notes Revised

Action Items
1. Legislation will be introduced and fast-tracked in the 2016 session with the following
provisions:
a. Ability to use State Population Estimates
i. Updated to reflect 2015
b. Establishes annual use of state estimates
i. Avoids “cliffs” and provides stability in numbers on an annual basis
c. Cities may choose to use 2010 census numbers instead of new population
estimates
2. Nine Cities Pursuing Special Census
a. May continue to pursue special census and use those census numbers (current
law)
i. Reimbursement Options to Special Census Cities (Further discussion of
these and other options to be explored by the Task Force – See Item 3)
1. Applies to those cities who have paid money to the U.S. Census
Bureau and choose not to proceed with a special census, instead
opting to use the state estimates
2. Amount reimbursed may be based on a cutoff date (TBD) and will
most likely come from a special assessment
3. Cities that have paid will make good faith efforts to recover any
payments from the U.S. Census Bureau
3. Create Task Force
a. Composed of seven members of city managers, facilitated by League
i. Include special census and non-census cities, rural and urban
b. Develop reimbursement options for special census cities
4. Consensus recommendation presented to Executive Committee
5. Non-Legislative, Long-term Planning
a. Obtain more accurate data using utility information
b. Work with State Demographer, MAG and other expert advisors to improve state
estimate numbers
c. Validate numbers by Alberta Charney/UofA or equivalent.

PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #8

Review and Adoption of Minutes of League Property Corporation

Summary:

Minutes of the previous meeting are enclosed for your review and
approval.

Responsible Person:

President Mark Mitchell

Attachment:

May 9, 2014 Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES

PROPERTY CORPORATION OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
BOARD MEETING
Friday, May 9, 2014
League Office Building
1820 West Washington, Phoenix
MEMBERS
Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana
Kenny Evans, Mayor, Payson
Bob Barrett, Mayor, Peoria
Greg Stanton, Mayor, Phoenix*
Harvey Skoog, Mayor, Prescott Valley
Lynne Skelton, Councilmember, Sahuarita
W.J. "Jim" Lane, Mayor, Scottsdale*
Rob Adams, Mayor, Sedona
Rick Mueller, Mayor, Sierra Vista
Sharon Wolcott, Mayor, Surprise*
Bob Rivera, Mayor, Thatcher
Jonathan Rothschild, Mayor, Tucson*

President
Doug Von Gausig, Mayor, Clarkdale*
Vice President
Mark Mitchell, Mayor, Tempe
Treasurer
Jay Tibshraeny, Mayor, Chandler

Marie Lopez Rogers, Mayor, Avondale
Gilbert Lopez, Councilmember, Coolidge
Lana Mook, Mayor, El Mirage
John Lewis, Mayor, Gilbert
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale
Mark Nexsen, Mayor, Lake Havasu City
*Not in attendance

League Vice President Mark Mitchell called the meeting to order at 11:37 a.m.

1. REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF LEAGUE PROPERTY CORPORATION
Mayor Harvey Skoog moved to approve minutes of the May 10, 2014 League Property Corporation
meeting; Mayor Bob Rivera seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

2. PROPERTY CORPORATION BUDGET FOR 2014-2015
Vice President Mark Mitchell welcomed Mayor Mark Nexsen, Budget Subcommittee Chairman, to
present on the Property Corporation Budget for 2014-2015. Mayor Nexsen noted that there were some
expenses to pay for building maintenance. Executive Director Ken Strobeck noted that the discussion of a
new structure would need to be had soon and there could be a discussion on rent at that time.
Mayor Harvey Skoog moved to approve the FY15 budget as recommended by the subcommittee; Mayor
Kenny Evans seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

1

13. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Mayor Bob Rivera moved to elect the League Executive Committee as officers and board of directors for
the Property Corporation; Mayor Gilbert Lopez seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
Seeing no further business, Vice President Mark Mitchell adjourned the Property Corporation Meeting at
11:40 a.m.
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PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #9

Property Corporation Budget for 2015-2016

Summary:

The proposed budget for the Property Corporation for the upcoming
fiscal year, as recommended by the Budget Subcommittee, is presented
for your review and approval. It is identical to the tentative budget
presented at the February meeting.

Responsible Person:

Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Budget Subcommittee Chairman; Ken Strobeck

Attachment:

FY 2015-2016 Recommended Budget and Budget Narrative

Action Requested:

Approval

PROPOSED 2015-2016 Property Corporation Budget

REVENUES
Rental Income
Interest
Miscellaneous
TOTAL REVENUES

Budget
FY 2015

Expected
FY 2015

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2016

119,400

119,400

0

119,400

50

67

17

50

3,100

3,320

220

3,100

122,550

122,787

237

122,550

6,450
25,000

6,450
7,500

0

0

0

EXPENDITURES
Accounting and Auditing
Capital Outlay
Contingency
Insurance
Maintenance Services/Agreements
Management Services
Operating Expenses

0
(17,500)

6,700
25,000
0

4,900

5,039

139

5,050

32,000

32,085

85

33,000

0

0

0

0

5,000

4,771

Repairs and Maintenance

12,000

12,000

Utilities

36,000

35,000

(1,000)

36,000

121,350

102,845

(18,505)

122,550

$1,200

$19,942

$18,742

Beginning Fund Balance

$83,073

$83,073

Ending Fund Balance

$84,273

$103,015

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

(229)
0

4,800
12,000

$0
$103,015

$18,742

$103,015

REVENUES
PROPERTY CORPORATION

FISCAL YEAR 2016

RENTAL INCOME: Revenue from rental of space in the League Building by the League and other
tenants is expected to be:
League of Arizona Cities and Towns ($19/sq ft/yr)
Rural Transportation Liaison (Room 104)
The Arizona Republic (Room 105B)
Associated Press (2 desks @ $100 ea/mo)
Arizona News Radio (2 desks @ $100 ea/mo)
Capitol Media Services (1 desk @ $100 ea/mo)

$105,000
2,400
6,000
2,400
2,400
1,200

Total

$119,400

INTEREST: The Property Corporation’s funds are invested in a high balance savings account. A
total of $50 is budgeted for interest earnings for next year.
MISCELLANEOUS: This category includes fees from Associated General Contractors for our
shared refuse container and other miscellaneous revenues for a total of $3,100.

TOTAL REVENUES

$122,550

EXPENDITURES
PROPERTY CORPORATION

FISCAL YEAR 2016

ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING: A total of $6,700 is budgeted for the CPA audit of Property
Corporation accounts and for monthly accounting services and preparation of audit work papers.
CAPITAL OUTLAY: We will continue to make necessary repairs and improvements to the
building. A total of $25,000 is budgeted for this year.
INSURANCE: This item includes building, flood and liability insurance. The total amount
budgeted is $5,050.
MAINTENANCE SERVICES/AGREEMENTS: This category includes janitorial services, lawn
service and refuse collection plus maintenance agreements for the elevator, air conditioning,
parking lot sweeping and pest control for a total of $33,000.
MANAGEMENT SERVICES: The Property Corporation has historically reimbursed the League for
the staff time spent in administration and operation of the building. With the lean times of the
Property Corporation in the early 2000's, that transfer of $40,000 annually was discontinued.
The management services fee was reinstated in 2003 for a total of $5,000, increasing to $20,000
in 2004 and to $30,000 in 2005. However, the Property Corporation is again faced with lean
times and therefore this fee will again be discontinued.
OPERATING EXPENSES: Items in this account include paper goods, soap, light bulbs, air
conditioning filters and cleaning supplies not furnished by the janitor. It also includes
corporation fees, business license fees and other annual operating costs. The total amount
budgeted is $4,800.
REPAIRS AND MAINTENANCE: This budget item provides for the repair and maintenance of the
heating and air conditioning system not covered by the maintenance agreement, appliances,
plumbing fixtures, the roof, the sprinkler system and other miscellaneous repairs. A total of
$12,000 is budgeted.
UTILITIES: The budgeted amount for all utilities is $36,000.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$122,550

PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m.

Agenda Item #10

Annual Election of Officers

Summary:

The election of officers and the board of directors for the Property
Corporation is required annually according to the bylaws.

Responsible Person:

President Mark Mitchell

Action Requested:

Approval

Additional Informational Materials
Not Part of the Agenda
League Budget Report
Property Corporation Budget Report
Interim Projects List
Arizona Roadmap to Veteran Employment

League of Arizona Cities & Towns
FY 2014-2015 Budget vs. Actual
July 2014 through March 2015
Jul '14 - Mar 15
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4057 · Valley Schools Health Pool
4000 · Affiliate Group Contribution
4005 · Annual Conference
4010 · Dues
4012 · Executive Recruitment Income
4020 · Miscellaneous
4030 · Risk Pool
4035 · Seminars & Meetings
4040 · Interest Income
4055 · US Communities Purchasing Prog
Total Income
Expense
5005 · Annual Conference (Expense)
5010 · Benefits
5015 · Capital Outlay
5025 · Contingency
5030 · Equipment Rental & Maintenance
5035 · Executive Committee
5043 · Executive Recruitment
5050 · Insurance
5055 · Postage & Shipping
5057 · PR & Communications
5060 · Printing
5065 · Professional Services
5065-1 · Accounting Services
5065-3 · Legal Services
5065-2 · Contract Lobbying & Consu...

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

25,000.00
87,633.32
457,091.90
1,749,420.00
0.00
22,872.96
105,941.19
28,360.84
2,395.49
7,231.64

25,000.00
136,200.00
350,000.00
1,818,423.00
6,000.00
14,000.00
138,898.00
50,000.00
5,000.00
13,000.00

0.00
-48,566.68
107,091.90
-69,003.00
-6,000.00
8,872.96
-32,956.81
-21,639.16
-2,604.51
-5,768.36

100.0%
64.3%
130.6%
96.2%
0.0%
163.4%
76.3%
56.7%
47.9%
55.6%

2,485,947.34

2,556,521.00

-70,573.66

97.2%

277,550.43
419,902.53
10,459.86
0.00
16,920.58
7,077.53
0.00
7,556.52
6,714.65
46,330.95
10,441.63

220,000.00
525,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00
25,000.00
12,000.00
3,000.00
7,600.00
4,000.00
110,000.00
10,000.00

57,550.43
-105,097.47
-9,540.14
-10,000.00
-8,079.42
-4,922.47
-3,000.00
-43.48
2,714.65
-63,669.05
441.63

126.2%
80.0%
52.3%
0.0%
67.7%
59.0%
0.0%
99.4%
167.9%
42.1%
104.4%

31,730.90
32,076.43
47,149.94

42,000.00
40,000.00
80,000.00

-10,269.10
-7,923.57
-32,850.06

75.5%
80.2%
58.9%

Total 5065 · Professional Services

110,957.27

162,000.00

-51,042.73

68.5%

5070 · Rent
5071 · Salaries
5075 · Seminars and Meetings
5085 · Subscriptions & Dues
5090 · Supplies
5095 · Telecommunications
5100 · Travel

78,750.00
905,999.54
24,215.39
48,672.86
23,818.18
25,518.29
10,183.43

105,000.00
1,255,000.00
50,000.00
55,000.00
35,000.00
32,000.00
26,000.00

-26,250.00
-349,000.46
-25,784.61
-6,327.14
-11,181.82
-6,481.71
-15,816.57

75.0%
72.2%
48.4%
88.5%
68.1%
79.7%
39.2%

2,031,069.64

2,666,600.00

-635,530.36

76.2%

454,877.70

-110,079.00

564,956.70

-413.2%

454,877.70

-110,079.00

564,956.70

-413.2%

Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

Property Corporation

FY 2014-2015 Budget vs. Actual
July 2014 through March 2015
Jul '14 - Mar 15
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 · Rental Income
4005 · Miscellaneous
4010 · Interest

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

93,114.00
0.00
42.52

119,400.00
3,100.00
50.00

-26,286.00
-3,100.00
-7.48

78.0%
0.0%
85.0%

Total Income

93,156.52

122,550.00

-29,393.48

76.0%

Expense
5000 · Maintenance Services/Agreements
5015 · Utilities
5020 · Repairs and Maintenance
5025 · Operating Expenses
5030 · Accounting and Auditing
5035 · Insurance
5040 · Capital Outlay

30,081.86
21,491.46
4,771.43
4,436.25
5,050.00
3,820.61
2,697.06

32,000.00
36,000.00
12,000.00
5,000.00
6,450.00
4,900.00
25,000.00

-1,918.14
-14,508.54
-7,228.57
-563.75
-1,400.00
-1,079.39
-22,302.94

94.0%
59.7%
39.8%
88.7%
78.3%
78.0%
10.8%

Total Expense

72,348.67

121,350.00

-49,001.33

59.6%

20,807.85

1,200.00

19,607.85

1,734.0%

20,807.85

1,200.00

19,607.85

1,734.0%

Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

2015 Interim Projects
Project

Assigned League Staff

IT Project with ADOR – Self Collecting Cities

Lee Grafstrom
Tom Belshe

Residential Rental Electronic Remittance LEAN Project

Lee Grafstrom
Tom Belshe

Website Posting Project – Small Cities

Randle Kuehner
Dale Wiebusch

Electronic Campaign Finance Forms Project with
Secretary of State

Dale Wiebusch
Christina Estes‐Werther
Tom Belshe

Individual City/Town Tax Code Updates

Lee Grafstrom

Charter City Provisions – Publication Update

Erin Gantman
Tom Belshe

Municipal Budget and Finance Manual Rewrite

Ryan Peters
Tom Belshe

1% Cap Property Tax Stakeholder Group

Ryan Peters
Tom Belshe

Income and Sales Tax Exemptions Project

Greg Karidas

PSPRS Task Force

Ken Strobeck
Tom Belshe

Utility Relocation Workgroup

Tom Belshe

Model City Tax Code Website Project with DOR Staff

Lee Grafstrom
Tom Belshe

2015 Model City Tax Code Changes for Municipal Tax
Code Commission

Lee Grafstrom

Election Procedures Manual with Secretary of
State’s Office

Christina Estes‐Werther

Issue Papers
• 1% Property Tax Cap
• Importance of Local TPT License Information
to Cities and Towns
• Residential Rental Tax
• Model City Tax Code History and Importance

Greg Karidas

On March 26, the Arizona Coalition for Military Families, the Arizona Department of Veterans’
Services and Eight will partner to present the Arizona Roadmap to Veteran Employment
Summit. This special event will bring together employers, employment service providers and
other public and private sector stakeholders to launch a statewide initiative to connect service
members, veterans and their families to employment opportunities, training and resources.
Featured speakers include Arizona Governor Doug Ducey and LTC Chris Forsythe, representing
the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Arizona is home to over 600,000 service members, veterans and their families. Eight’s
partnership in the Roadmap is part of the Veterans Coming Home project, a collaboration of
community organizations, government agencies and public media stations to recognize
veterans for their service, share their stories and increase the awareness of local resources to
provide a pathway to post-service success.
View the live stream here and visit the Arizona Roadmap to Veteran Employment for
more information on how individuals and organizations can get involved in this important
initiative.

