NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES & TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Friday, February 10, 2017 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 February 10, 2017 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.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Review and Adoption of Minutes
Legislative Policy Discussion and Update
• Governor’s proposed budget
• Construction Sales Tax
• Other major bills
• PSPRS Reform Update
SB1487 Developments
TPT Implementation Update
Report from Budget Subcommittee
Consideration of Executive Committee Appointments
Public Opinion Survey Update
Resolution of Appreciation
Additional informational materials are included in the agenda packet but are not part of the agenda.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #1

Minutes

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

President Jay Tibshraeny

Attachments:

November 4, 2016 Executive Committee Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, November 4, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.
League of Arizona Cities and Towns
1820 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona
MEMBERS
Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park+
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana
Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa
John Giles, Mayor, Mesa
Kenny Evans, Mayor, Payson
Cathy Carlat, Mayor, Peoria
Daniel Valenzuela, Vice 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*
Mark Mitchell, Mayor, Tempe
Jonathan Rothschild, Mayor, Tucson
Douglas Nicholls, Mayor, Yuma

President
Jay Tibshraeny, Mayor, Chandler
Vice President
Mark Nexsen, Mayor, Lake Havasu City
Treasurer
Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa
Doug Von Gausig, Mayor, Clarkdale
Gilbert Lopez, Councilmember, Coolidge
Lana Mook, Mayor, El Mirage
Gerald Nabours, Mayor, Flagstaff
Linda Kavanagh, Mayor, Fountain Hills
Jenn Daniels, Mayor, Gilbert
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale
* Participated via phone
+ Not in attendance

League President Jay Tibshraeny called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m.
President Tibshraeny thanked Tempe Mayor Mark Mitchell for his service the last two years as
League President. He notified the Executive Committee that Mayor Mitchell would be
continuing his role with the Business Roundtable, which has served as an effective tool for
interaction between the League and local business organizations.
President Tibshraeny also welcomed Mayor Jenn Daniels of Gilbert as the newest member of the
League Executive Committee.
President Tibshraeny reminded the Executive Committee that the League Strategic Plan had not
been updated for several years and that he would like to further discuss the goals and priorities of
the League. He proposed hosting a workshop in the first quarter of 2017 that would involve the
Executive Committee to review and refine the current priorities of the strategic plan.
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CONSENT AGENDA
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF MINUTES
REPORT ON CITIES AND TOWNS WEEK 2016
LEAGUE ANNUAL SURVEY RESULTS
2015-2016 AUDIT REPORT
BMO HARRIS P-CARD PROGRAM

Mayor Kenny Evans moved to approve the consent agenda; Mayor Mark Nexsen seconded the
motion and it carried unanimously.

6. LEGISLATIVE POLICY DISCUSSIONS
SB 1487 Developments – President Tibshraeny introduced League Executive Director Ken
Strobeck to present on developments of Senate Bill 1487. Executive Director Strobeck told the
Executive Committee that there had been several developments since their last meeting when a
complaint was issued against the Town of Snowflake by Representative Boyer. Mr. Strobeck
informed the Committee that the Attorney General’s findings had been that Snowflake may have
violated the state law by passage of an ordinance relating to a marijuana growing operation. The
town rescinded the ordinance and the AG issued a letter dropping the case. He noted that a new
complaint had been issued against the City of Tucson by Representative Finchem regarding the
city’s gun disposal program. Mr. Strobeck told the Executive Committee that the AG had
notified the city and the City of Tucson had issued a response. The AG will issue their findings
within the next week.
Construction Sales Tax Taskforce – President Tibshraeny then welcomed League Legislative
Director Patrice Kraus to present on the Construction Sales Task Taskforce. Legislative Director
Kraus reminded the Executive Committee that Construction Sales Tax had been an ongoing issue
for the last few years after the original tax simplification bill had passed (HB2111 in the 2013
Session). The rationale for the CST changes in that bill revolved around concerns about the
complexity of the sales tax system, claims that contractors did not know the city in which they
were working, the tax rate of that city and that the standard deduction of 35% did not accurately
reflect labor costs. While the issues of location and tax rate would be addressed through the
simplification process with DOR, the last issue related to labor costs continues to remain.
Representative Cobb had introduced a bill last session that would have moved to a materials-only
point of sale system at the materials retailer. While the bill did not move forward, the Executive
Committee had requested a working group be put together to address this issue in the future.
Similar to the PSPRS taskforce, a working group was formed of 16 members, including city and
town finance directors, auditors and city managers. They have been meeting in the interim,
completing a considerable amount of work and establishing a set of principles, as well as looking
at other states and how they tax construction activities. Ms. Kraus also informed the Executive
Committee that Elliott Pollack & Company had issued a draft of a report on other states, noting
that while other states do tax materials only, their tax systems as a whole differ from Arizona.
Ms. Kraus said that the group had looked at previously introduced legislation and at alternative
proposals that would provide relief to small contractors and meet most or all of the taskforce’s
established principles. The next steps would be to meet with industry representatives,
Representative Cobb and Senator Lesko to share their research. After this process, it will need to
be determined how proactive the League will be in either proposing legislation or fighting
2

potential legislation. Ms. Kraus said that she thought there were some proposals that would
provide simplicity and clarity for small contractors and might satisfy cities, towns, the industry
and legislature.
Additionally, the point was brought up that if the system went to materials only at point of sale,
cities and towns where construction is occurring might not see the benefits if the construction
materials are purchased elsewhere. Ms. Kraus indicated that one of the ways to mitigate this
issue of location is to have materials taxed on the job site, which eliminates materials-only at
point of sale. However, the question of the amount of percentage to tax still remains, as it
currently stands at 65% of the project (reflecting materials, profit and overhead) and that
materials-only likely averages closer to 40%. She told the Committee that once the report is
issued from Elliott Pollack, the hope is to use that information to showcase how much revenue
the state would also lose.
Ms. Kraus also informed the Executive Committee that the taskforce would be developing
alternatives for revenue if the point of sale proposal was to move forward, including having cities
share in the use tax at the retail rate, which would mitigate the loss of revenue if they did change
the formula slightly.
While the taskforce will continue to work on feasible solutions, it is also plausible that legislation
be introduced in the next session that the League will need to be prepared to stand against.
Several mayors suggested that it was important for the cities to continue to reach out to their
legislators to discuss how this would hurt both cities and the state.
President Tibshraeny asked to halt the legislative policy discussion item and move to item
number eight to discuss the budget committee report, while all members of the Committee were
available to discuss.

8. BUDGET COMMITTEE REPORT
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Executive Director Ken Strobeck to report on the
Budget Subcommittee Report.
Executive Director Strobeck reminded the Executive Committee that the Perkins Coie law firm
had been contracted to work on SB 1487 on behalf of the League, specifically on the issues
related to the cities of Bisbee, Snowflake & Tucson. The negotiated contract had stated that the
League would pay the firm a capped amount of $125,000 for work that would be done before
litigation and $175,000 if they went to litigation. The amount has now been exceeded, as
$127,000 was billed to this point and an additional $12,000 is expected. Mr. Strobeck noted that
no payment past the initial agreed-upon $125,000 had been paid to the firm. He said that in the
past, when there have been extraordinary legal expenses, the League has instituted a voluntary
per capita assessment for the additional amount. He noted that an assessment would not be
initiated until they knew if the amount was $125,000 or $175,000.
Mayor Giles questioned if the second amount included moving through litigation or just up to the
filing.
League General Counsel Christina Estes-Werther informed the Committee that the firm had
already completed research that was necessary and whatever city is targeted will move forward
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in litigation. The League would likely only be intervening or filing an amicus on behalf, so the
role would only include providing support and research to the city that would go to court. She
also indicated that it may be more expensive to go through Superior Court, as it would it be more
of a factual dispute and take longer to litigate. Right now, if there was an action filed in Supreme
Court, the majority of the research had already been completed. She clarified that if the Attorney
General finds a possible violation, it is required to be filed in Supreme Court, however, if the
violation is found outright, it can be argued in Superior Court.
Mayor Giles also questioned if it would be on the burden of the city to provide the finances for
litigation or if the League would share in that burden.
The Committee decided to move forward with the proposed assessment process and should a
case move forward with litigation, they could hold a discussion at a future meeting regarding the
cost of litigation as it applies to the specific city or to the League.
League Executive Director Strobeck also clarified that the assessments would not be initiated
until the final bill was received and they would be invoiced to individual cities and towns as
voluntary assessments. The plan will be to pay 50% of the legal costs form League financial
reserves and the 50% would be assessed on a per capita basis.
President Tibshraeny asked if all members were comfortable with the assessment mechanism and
received general agreement from all members in the room; Phoenix Councilman Danny
Valenzuela, who was on the phone, commented that he thought the formula “sounds acceptable.”
Mayor Doug Von Gausig moved to proceed with the proposed 50-50 payment method for the
current legal fees whether the final amount was either $125,000 or $175,000. Mayor Mark
Nexsen seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

12. EXPECT MORE ARIZONA
President Tibshraeny asked to move to item number 12 to hear a presentation. President
Tibshraeny welcomed Pearl Chang-Esau, president and CEO of Expect More Arizona, and
Darcy Renfro of the Center for the Future of Arizona, to discuss Arizona’s goal for attainment in
education.
Ms. Chang-Esau informed the Committee that the goal of Expect More Arizona is to create a
world-class education. She introduced the Arizona Education Progress Meter, which is a
collaboration between Expect More Arizona and the Center for the Future or Arizona that uses
eight meters for tracking education progress in Arizona. She asked for cities and towns to
consider signing on as partners, and adopt the goal of attainment for post-secondary education
and utilize the education progress meter for framework for making progress.
President Tibshraeny asked that the Committee review the information supplied by Expect More
Arizona and could possibly hold further discussion or motion for formal support at a future
meeting. Mayor Von Gausig suggested the program be added to a future agenda and listed for
possible support by the Executive Committee.
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President Tibshraeny then welcomed back Legislative Director Patrice Kraus to continue the
legislative policy discussions from item number six.
6. LEGISLATIVE POLICY DISCUSSIONS – Continued
League Resolutions; Policy Committees – League Legislative Director Patrice Kraus reminded
the Executive Committee that the Policy Committee format, introduced two years ago, had been
working well and would continue. She noted that in order to establish more structure around
these committees, a quarterly meeting system would be instituted, asking each committee to
meet in the months of October, January, April and June. She encouraged members to continually
submit their ideas for resolutions, as the committees will continue to review them. As the issues
come up, it can be determined which ones will be worked on internally and which need to go to
the formal Resolutions Committee.
PSPRS Reform Update – League Executive Director Ken Strobeck said that the League had
nominated 10 individuals for the Speaker, President and Governor to review. Three of those
individuals were selected, along with a representative from the counties, to serve on the PSPRS
board, alongside four representatives from labor. A ninth individual, who will serve as chairman
of the board, will be chosen through the existing eight members submitting three names to the
Governor, who will then make the final selection from those nominations.
Executive Director Strobeck informed the Executive Committee that he had attended a briefing
with Cortex Consultants to hear about the unresolved issues of board consolidation and pooling.
He noted that the recommendation was for the boards to go from 256 to 45 so that any entity
with more than 250 members would have their own board, with other entities grouped by county.
He also said that the recommendation for pooling was unfavorable, as they recommended that
any time an employer changes options, such as enriching benefits, they want to reopen
legislation and change it from a 50/50 contribution so that the employer pays more for those
benefits. He indicated that he would be drafting a response that calls for absolute commitment to
the closed issue of 50/50 contribution, writing a letter to the consultants and working with the
local government representatives on the board, as they would be the ultimate body to make a
recommendation to the legislature. It was also noted that local boards would have time to
comment prior to this point. President Tibshraeny asked Mr. Strobeck to copy the Executive
Committee when he sent that letter.
Legislative Communications Tools – League Legislative Director Patrice Kraus called attention
to the handout in the packet that itemized the communications tools used during the session to
keep members informed about the status of legislation and League requests for action. She noted
that all members are encouraged to be on the mailing lists and participate in the weekly
legislative meetings, and that any suggestions for revising the communications tools would be
welcomed.
New Lobbying Firm – Legislative Director Kraus then welcomed Scott Smith from Ballard
Spahr and informed the Executive Committee that after interviewing several lobbying firms, the
League had decided to move forward with Ballard Spahr, who would be helping in the next
legislative session. She also welcomed Barrett Marson of Marson Media, who is the new League
media consultant. Ms. Kraus informed the Committee that Mr. Marson would be available to
offer services to the Executive Committee and that if there were columns or issues that the
members would like to see put into their local papers, they should speak with her.
5

7. TPT IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Deputy Director Tom Belshe to give a TPT
Implementation Update.
Deputy Director Belshe informed the Executive Committee that a number of sales tax auditors
had been meeting at the Department of Revenue and have tested more than 270 multijurisdictional and single city returns and all of the data that is being entered is coming out the
way it should be. This means that they will be able to move forward with having DOR take over
the administration in January of next year. Mr. Belshe noted that there had been some data entry
issues, and it was recommended that DOR staff receive additional training to help mitigate these
errors.
Mr. Belshe also informed the Committee that the next step would be to move forward with an
outreach and education campaign to both DOR staff and taxpayers. He indicated that they were
working closely with DOR to develop an outreach program. Additionally, he informed the
Executive Committee that the department had been releasing many of the multi-jurisdictional
audits to them and that they still have the ability to do local audits.

8. BUDGET COMMITTEE REPORT – Continued
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Executive Director Ken Strobeck to report on the second
portion of the Budget Committee Report.
Executive Director Strobeck reminded the Executive Committee that several years ago, a
discussion was held regarding construction of a new League facility. The original plan involved
tearing down the current structure and building a brand-new building. The proposal was tabled
during the recession and never picked back up. Recently, Mr. Strobeck had met with architects to
review proposals related to maintaining the existing structure and renovating the interior through
various enhancements that would improve the HVAC, lighting, electrical and plumbing among
other items. He indicated that the League Budget Committee believed this would be an excellent
time to move forward with borrowing for a project because of the low interest rates.
President Tibshraeny said that he would like to put together a steering committee for the project.
Mayor Cathy Carlat moved to appoint a subcommittee to further review the renovation project.
Mayor Doug Von Gausig, Mayor Doug Nicholls and Mayor Jenn Daniels volunteered to join
Mayor Tom Schoaf and Mayor Christian Price of the Budget Committee to serve on this
subcommittee. Mayor Nicholls seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

9. RECAP OF 2016 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Communication and Education Director Matt Lore to
present a recap of the 2016 Annual Conference.
Mr. Lore thanked Mayor Lane and the City of Scottsdale for hosting the annual conference in
August. He informed the Executive Committee that there were 1,285 in attendance, which is the
6

largest attended League Conference attendance to date. He also referenced the conference
survey, which will be used to glean suggestions for future conferences.
Additionally, Mr. Lore reminded the Committee that the 2017 Annual Conference would be held
at the Hilton El Conquistador in Oro Valley, August 22 – 25 and that any Executive Committee
members interested in planning that conference would be invited and encouraged to attend a
planning meeting held in early spring 2017.

10. PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Executive Director Ken Strobeck to update the
Executive Committee on the public opinion survey.
Executive Director Strobeck reminded the Executive Committee that the original proposal for a
public opinion survey was presented at the August meeting and the Executive Committee had
asked for a draft proposal to review. Mr. Strobeck informed them that a one-page summary was
included in their packet that would allow for an update of a survey completed seven years ago by
the League.
Mayor Jenn Daniels asked about the history of the survey and its purpose. Mr. Strobeck told the
Committee that the survey produces information that is then used for publicity and outreach
purposes such as in press releases and also in informative presentations given by the League. It
was also discussed previously that in addition to gaining information from this survey,
information would be used to create a common message that all League members could use in
communicating about cities and towns.
President Tibshraeny asked to put together a subcommittee who would review this process, the
results, messaging and how this information would be used.
Mayor Mark Mitchell, Mayor Mark Nexsen and Mayor Cathy Carlat volunteered to serve on the
subcommittee.

11. RESOLUTIONS OF APPRECIATION
President Tibshraeny recognized long-standing Executive Committee members Mayor Kenny
Evans and Councilmember Gilbert Lopez for their service to the League Executive Committee
and presented them each with Resolutions of Appreciation.
Mayor Doug Von Gausig moved to pass the Resolution of Appreciation for Councilmember
Gilbert Lopez; Mayor Jim Lane seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
Mayor Jerry Weiers moved to pass the Resolution of Appreciation for Mayor Kenny Evans;
Mayor Jim Lane seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
Seeing no further business, President Tibshraeny adjourned the meeting at 11:58 a.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #2

Legislative Policy Discussion and Update

Summary:

The 2017 legislative session is well underway with League staff actively
engaged on dozens of bills that affect the finances and operations of
cities and towns in Arizona. The principal issues to discuss under this
agenda item are:
• Governor’s proposed budget
• Construction Sales Tax Update
• Other major bills
• PSPRS Reform Update

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck & League Staff

Attachments:

Excerpts from Governor Ducey’s Proposed 2017-18 Budget
2017 Municipal Policy Statement (located inside front cover of binder)
Your Voice at the Capitol and Legislative Bulletins to date
Good Bill/Bad Bill List
HB2317 partisan offices – Legislative Report

The Budget Summary
The FY 2018 Executive Budget Recommendation increases the State’s investment in education while
preserving the General Fund’s structural balance.

I

n FY 2017, after being confronted with a historically weak

system and provides for a major infrastructure investment for

economy and a persistent structural deficit for ten years,

the future of the State's three public universities.2 In total, over

State Government achieved its first structural balance in over

the next three years, the Executive Recommendation provides

a decade. Continued commitment to the prudent decision-

$453 million above the baseline budget for public K-12 schools

making and fiscal restraint that eliminated the structural deficit

and universities.

in the current fiscal year will be essential to perpetuating
structural balance in the years ahead.
The Executive is cautiously optimistic about Arizona’s economic outlook as there is mounting evidence of an accelerating
national economy going into calendar year 2017, which should
lead to a stronger economy in Arizona.
While maintaining a structural balance is a priority in the
short run, investing in education will yield significant benefits for
Arizona in the long run. The Executive Budget Recommendation
strives to pursue both priorities in tandem, increasing the State’s
investment in education within the capacity of the General Fund
budget.

K-12 EDUCATION
The FY 2018 Executive Budget Recommendation includes
system-wide investments to benefit all public schools as well as
targeted investments to move Arizona closer to achieving the
Executive’s education policy goals.
System-Wide Investments. Teacher pay, results-based
funding, and enrollment reconciliation funding are prominent
examples of system-wide investments provided in the Executive
Budget Recommendation
Teacher Salary Increase. Attracting and retaining teachers in
Arizona is an integral step in strengthening the public education
system. The Executive Recommendation includes funding,

FY 2017 Budget Forecast
The Executive forecasts a current fiscal year structural surplus of $5 million and an ending cash balance of $119 million.

FY 2018 Budget Recommendation
The FY 2018 Executive Budget Recommendation prioritizes
investments in K-12 and Higher Education and addresses
important operational needs.
The Recommendation allows General Fund spending to
grow by 1.8% and projects a structural balance of $11 million
and an ending cash balance of $17 million.

phased-in over the next five years, for a permanent 2% salary
increase for all teachers. This salary increase is intended to be in
addition to, not in lieu of, any salary increases provided by local
school systems over the next five years.
Results-Based Funding. Increasing access to the highest
performing school district and charter schools is critical to
improving educational outcomes, particularly in our low-income
areas. The Executive Recommendation includes results-based
funding to encourage the expansion of our highest performing
public

schools, including

those schools with significant

enrollment demand.
Enrollment Reconciliation Funding. Unforeseen declines in
student enrollment can create fiscal challenges for schools
districts, especially in meeting financial obligations such as

Education

teacher contracts. The Executive Recommendation provides

Arizona’s high-quality K-12 and Higher Education systems
are key factors in building a stronger economy, promoting
future economic growth, and enhancing the lives of our citizens.
The FY 2018 Executive Recommendation builds on the
1

passage of Proposition 123 by increasing funding for the K-12
1

Passed by Arizona voters in May 2016, Proposition 123 increases education
funding by $3.5 billion over the course of 10 years by allocating money from
the General Fund and increasing annual distributions to education from the
State Land Trust.

Executive Budget Summary

enrollment reconciliation funding to help school districts
reconcile actual enrollment to budgeted enrollment, mitigating
mid-year funding challenges due to instances of declining
enrollment.
Targeted Investments. In addition to making system-wide
investments, the Executive Recommendation provides targeted
resources to strengthen the K-12 pipeline, including additional
2
The State’s university system is composed of the University of Arizona,
Arizona State University and Northern Arizona University.
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support for high-need school districts and charters schools,

Other Initiatives. The Executive Recommendation also rec-

incentives for teachers, and several initiatives that will help

ognizes the need to expand rural schools’ access to broadband

students advance and succeed beyond high school.

connectivity, more effectively detect and respond to student

Reading Proficiency. Research indicates that reading ability

hearing impairment, and ensure continued support to advance

at the end of the third grade is a strong predictor of educational

Arizona’s

and career success. While Arizona’s Move on When Reading

systems.

program has brought attention and focus to this important
benchmark, achieving real progress will require the investment
of financial resources.
To help raise the bar for third-grade reading proficiency, the
Executive recommends funding for all-day kindergarten and
early literacy for public schools in which 90% of students are
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The additional funding
will enable schools to implement evidence-based best practices
known to increase early childhood literacy. The Executive also
recommends additional resources to address early education
needs of children (age 3 and younger) with disabilities, as a
precursor to early literacy success.
Teacher Recruitment and Retention. Challenges associated
with teacher recruitment and retention are typically higher in
public schools that serve low-income students, especially in
attracting high-quality educators. Additionally, more teachers
who are qualified for STEM (science, technology, engineering
and math) instruction are needed to prepare students for
st

Arizona’s 21 century economy.
To address the broader teacher shortage in high-need
schools, the Executive Recommendation incentivizes teachers to
fill open positions through a $1,000 bonus for new teachers in
public schools in which at least 60% of students qualify for free
or reduced-price lunch. Additionally, to address the shortage of
STEM teachers, the Executive recommends expanding the
State’s student loan forgiveness incentive for prospective math,
science and special education teachers in low-income schools,
particularly those in Arizona’s rural and remote communities.
Career Enhancement. The Governor’s endorsement of the
community-based Achieve60AZ initiative3 seeks to align quality
education outcomes to workforce demands. To that end,
preparing Arizona’s students for jobs in a rapidly evolving
economy requires additional focus on a stronger K-12 pipeline
into postsecondary education, and increasing affordability and
accessibility in postsecondary attainment.
The Executive Recommendation enables matriculated students to finish a Joint Technical Education District program, at
no cost to students, if they have completed more than 50% of
the JTED program at the time they graduate from high school.
Additionally, the Executive recommends funding for “college
knowing and going” programs that help low-income students
and their families complete the Free Application for Federal
Student Aid (FASFA) and college applications.

academic

standards

and

school

accountability

In total, the Executive Recommendation adds $114 million in
new K-12 initiatives, above the $76 million in baseline adjustments for enrollment growth and inflation. Over the next three
years, this additional investment will total $327 million in new K12 spending above the baseline.
HIGHER EDUCATION
With respect to Arizona’s public universities, developing a
world-class

higher

education

system

requires

ongoing

investment in university research and development. New
research infrastructure will encourage innovation and expand
economic opportunities for students by attracting high-quality
faculty, who in turn will provide applied learning opportunities
to students pursuing targeted career opportunities.
The Executive Recommendation makes a permanent commitment to the three universities to support approximately $1
billion in new research and development infrastructure,
including deferred maintenance projects, by diverting transaction privilege tax revenues paid by the universities to enable a
new 30-year bond program. In support of this effort, the
Recommendation calls for an investment of $110 million in the
first three years alone.
In addition, the Executive Recommendation includes $15
million in one-time General Fund resources to give the
universities budget flexibility in addressing high-priority needs
and costs associated with Arizona resident students.
Further, while acknowledging higher education’s role in
shaping a workforce capable of performing the jobs of the
future, the Executive Recommendation calls on Arizona’s
postsecondary institutions to respond to a critical current labor
shortage: teachers.
The Executive directs the universities and community colleges to collaborate in the development of a new blueprint for
teacher preparation and effectiveness. The blueprint, to be
completed and presented within the next 90 days, will reflect
established models of best practices in the field, and it will
introduce new strategies to attract more of Arizona’s top high
school students to the teaching profession.

Health and Welfare
The Executive Recommendation seeks to build on recent
Legislative investments for the protection of Arizona’s children
and vulnerable adults.

3
The goal of Achieve60AZ is for 60% of Arizona adults, age 25-64, to have a
professional certificate or college degree by 2030.

2

FY 2018 Executive Budget

CHILD SAFETY
Less than one year after passage of the FY 2017 budget, the
Department of Child Safety (DCS) is on target to meet or exceed
all of the benchmark targets set by the Legislature during its
2016 session.
In making effective use of its substantial General Fund appropriation, DCS is consistently closing more investigations than
are being opened, and it is seizing control of areas of historic
cost volatility. Continued success is contingent upon redeveloping DCS’ child welfare data system, and the Executive Recommendation continues funding improvements to this system.
Further, in seeking to maximize the well-being of vulnerable
children, and recognizing the important role of kinship
caregivers in promoting lifelong family connections and
lessening the trauma to children removed from their homes, the
Executive Recommendation provides new funding to alleviate
the financial burden for kinship caregivers, almost half of which
are grandparents.
VULNERABLE ADULTS
The Executive Recommendation also builds upon the Legislature’s investments in protecting vulnerable adults.
Due to increasing caseloads at Adult Protective Services, the
Executive recommends continuing one-time funding from FY
2017 and providing additional funding to protect more
vulnerable adults.
In addition to continuing investments first made in FY 2017,
the Executive Recommendation includes funding to give an
adult receiving cash assistance the opportunity to earn back an
additional 12 months of benefits, provided that (a) the
individual is actively seeking work or training and (b) if the
individual has school-age children, each child has a 90% school
attendance record.
The Executive Recommendation also provides for improve-

number of good-government initiatives and solutions to
important operating needs.
Arizona’s 34 State parks are valuable economic engines for
nearby communities, and the Executive Recommendation seeks
to transform the State Parks Board into an enterprise model,
allowing the agency to invest quickly in emerging opportunities
in rural Arizona.
The Executive also recommends:
• a one-time deposit to strengthen the Health Insurance
Trust Fund’s cash position;
• continued investment in transforming legacy information
technology (IT) systems as well as continuing a commitment to enhancing cyber security; and
• prioritizing life and safety improvements to capital assets
in the State’s building system.

Public Safety
The Executive Recommendation’s public safety priorities
include lowering the recidivism rate among individuals who
have been sentenced to Department of Corrections facilities,
and testing of sexual assault kits.
Reducing the rate of recidivism (i.e., relapse into criminal
behavior) reduces costs to the State, enhances public safety,
and provides an opportunity for individuals who have paid their
debt to society to become engaged and productive citizens.
The Executive Recommendation invests in recidivism reduction efforts for inmates while they are in the prison system and
after they are released, in the form of:
• additional funding to hire substance abuse counselors
and a re-entry planner within the Department of Corrections; and
• funding for a post-release fire crew for individuals who

ments at the State’s other health and welfare agencies,

served on inmate fire crews while in prison.

including new funding for:

Testing sexual assault kits can help law enforcement identify

• monitoring prescription drug use for AHCCCS4 members,

serial criminals, leading to increased public safety. In response

• responding to public health emergencies, and

to an October 2016 Department of Public Safety report on the

• expanding the State Loan Repayment Program, which
encourages health care professionals to practice in underserved areas of Arizona.

Good Government
Consistent with the Executive’s commitment to running
State Government “at the speed of business,” the FY 2018
Executive Budget Recommendation provides funding for a

number of untested sexual assault kits statewide, the Recommendation includes funding to fully eliminate the backlog.

Natural Resources
Managing water is vital to current and future generations of
Arizona residents, and to the state’s economy. The Executive
Recommendation includes contingency funding over a threeyear period to implement the State’s drought contingency plan.
In addition to the investment in managing the State’s water
resources, the Executive Recommendation includes funding for:

4

The Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) is Arizona’s
Medicaid agency.
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• new equipment to enhance the safety of wildland
firefighter crews, and

3

• modernizing management and operations of State Trust
Land.

By the Numbers
MAJOR GENERAL FUND BUDGET ISSUES, FY 2017
K-12 Education: 1% Cap: ................................................. $ 19.8 million
Dept. of Child Safety (DCS) .................................................. 8.0 million
DES: Prop. 206 .......................................................................... 7.7 million

MAJOR GENERAL FUND BUDGET ISSUES, FY 2018
K-12 Education ................................................................... $ 96.4 million
University Capital Investment Program .........................36.8 million
Health Insurance Trust Fund..............................................30.0 million
School Facilities Board: Building Renewal Grants .......17.2 million

FY 2020 ..................................................................................... 117 million

PROJECTED STRUCTURAL BALANCES
FY 2018 .................................................................................... $ 11 million
FY 2019 ........................................................................................ 12 million
FY 2020 ........................................................................................ 92 million

Sources and Uses of Funds
The Executive Budget In-a-Flash that follows summarizes
the Executive Budget Recommendation in tabular form. The
statement presents the following:
• The FY 2016 Preliminary Actual column reflects currently
known revenues and expenditures for FY 2016, from the
State’s Accounting and Financial Information System.
• The FY 2017 Recommendation shows the Executive’s

University Capital and Operational Funding ................15.0 million

recommended changes to the FY 2017 enacted appropri-

DES: Adult Protective Services. ........................................... 3.0 million

ations as displayed on the row titled, “Enacted Base

DES: Continued Improvements to the Safety Net ........ 2.8 million
Water Resources: Drought Contingency Plan ................ 2.0 million
Forester: Post-Release Fire Crew ........................................ 1.5 million
DPS: Sexual Assault Kit Testing........................................... 1.2 million
DCS: Kinship Stipend.............................................................. 1.0 million

PROJECTED ENDING BALANCES
FY 2018 .................................................................................... $ 17 million

Spending.”
• The FY 2018 Recommendation column shows the Executive’s revenue and expenditure projections for FY 2018
with expenditures projections based off the enacted FY
2017 appropriations.
• The FY 2019-FY 2020 Executive Recommendation columns
reflect the Executive’s revenue projections and expenditure recommendations, based on the FY 2018 Executive
Recommendation.

FY 2019 ........................................................................................ 27 million

4
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Executive Budget In-A-Flash
GENERAL FUND CASH FLOW
Prelim Actual

Beginning Balance

Executive Recommendation

Executive Recommendation

Executive Recommendation

Executive Recommendation

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

311,635

284,015

119,083

16,937

27,183

9,218,974

9,399,766

9,683,449

10,043,845

10,482,732

(thousands)
Adj. Base Revenues

-

-

(38,438)

267,257

79,362

38,102

0

9,797,866

9,763,143

9,802,196

10,023,858

10,472,240

9,513,851

9,608,269

9,608,269

9,785,259

9,996,675

35,790

1,340

278,892

345,071

0

175,651

9,513,851

9,644,059

9,785,259

284,015

119,083

16,937

New Revenue Changes
One-time Revenues

Total Revenues
Enacted Base Spending
Baseline Changes1
New Initiatives

Total Spending
Ending Balance

FY
2005

FY
2007

FY
2009

FY
2011

FY
2013

12.0

FY
2015

(37,675)
-

(67,476)
1.8%

9,996,675

2.2%

27,183

116,894

FY
2017

FY
2019

Prelim Actual

Enacted + Supplemental

Forecast

Forecast

Ongoing Revenues

FY 2016
9,218,974

FY 2017
9,399,766

2.0%

FY 2018
9,645,011

2.6%

FY 2019
10,006,921

3.8%

FY 2020 % growth
4.4%
10,445,057

Ongoing Spending

9,254,521

9,395,091

1.5%

9,634,181

2.5%

9,994,675

3.7%

10,353,346

Structural Balance

(35,548)

4,674

General Fund Structural Balance

10,830

Forecast

12,246

91,711

GENERAL FUND REVENUE GROWTH FORECAST

10.0

Forecasted Year Over Year Growth

500
Millions $

Billions $

8.0

6.0
Total GF Revenues
Total GF Spending

0

$4.7

$76

$10.8

($336)
($409)

(500)

($36)

$12.2

$91.7

FY 2016 actual

Spending Forecast

($1,266)

2.0%

(1,500)
(2,000)
($2,203)

Total

$9.2B

(3,000)
($3,000)
(3,500)

-

($3,401)

(4,000)

1

Baseline change in FY 2017 represents $36M in supplementals, including $20M to resolve the 1% cap issue, $8M for DCS, $7.7M for Prop. 206, and $0.2M for Land Department water rights.
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2

2018

2019
3.8%

(1,000)

(2,500)
2.0

2017

($364) ($411)

Revenue Forecast
4.0

YOY2

13,600 % growth
3.6%
10,355,346

GENERAL FUND STRUCTURAL BALANCE

General Fund Total Revenue
and Spending
FY
2003

(36,924)

Year-over-year growth is the recommended FY 2018 compared to the originally enacted FY 2017 amounts.

2.6%

2020
4.4%

YOY

3.6%

GENERAL FUND SPENDING

6

The FY 2018 Executive Budget
Recommendation allows for
General Fund spending to grow by
1.8% (compared to the enacted FY
17), which is less than the 3.7%
forecasted inflation (2.1%) plus
population growth (1.6%) in 2018.

Prelim Actual

FY 2016

(thousands)

Executive Recommendation

FY 2017

New Initiatives

FY 2018

FY 2018

75,955

95,200

4,240,531

4%

1,750,941

18,379

1,704

1,771,024

1%

Corrections

1,035,108

1,046,683

518

1,047,201

0%

Universities

864,921

698,472

(14,789)

15,000

698,684

0%

Economic Security

523,934

537,857

31,661

5,373

567,158

7%

Child Safety

402,413

387,179

4,217

(1,700)

381,697

1%

Health Services

602,739

86,552

0

Other Agencies

823,659

831,900

0

(35,794)

18,000

0

0

18,000

0%

542

6,998

7,539

-49%

148,435

-19%

9,785,259

1.8%

Other

100,059

182,384

Total

9,513,851

9,644,059

(78,831)
A

1,340

52,558
B

175,651

(300)

(200)

(100)

-

Total

19.0%

FY 2018 Executive Budget

Corrections

Universities

DES & DCS

500

Baseline Adjustments: ($283M)
Baseline Increases:
$284M
Net Baseline:
$1M

20

3
(19)

19

(147)

New Initiatives:

$176M

Total New Spending:

$177M

93

(283)

459
Baseline Increases & Initiatives

B

Baseline: caseload, cost adjustments and spending necessary to provide the current level of service.
FY 2018 Baseline: $1M
Virtually all spending is for caseload or cost adjustments.
Most of new baseline spending is ongoing.

C

Initiatives: Investment to achieve the Executive's Goals
FY 2018 Initiatives: $176M
$93.1M is one-time (53%).

0%
AHCCCS &
DHS

400

Supplemental: spending in current year for baseline or initiatives.
FY 2017 Supplemental: $36M (Added to FY 2017 Enacted Base of $9,608.3M)
All is for baseline issues.

7.5%

5%

300

A

10.1%

9.7%

37
-

Baseline Adjustments5

14.7%

15%

200

288
(0)

Other

25%

100

(116)

K-12 Education

Universities

10.6%

C

NEW GENERAL FUND SPENDING PROFILE FY 2018

30%

Dept. of
Education

-2%

14,882

Child Safety

7.1%

818,440

6,200

35%

8.6%

0%

0

7,783

AHCCCS

10%

86,552

Capital Projects

Economic Security

10.7%

0

IT Projects

FY 2018 Projected ($9.8B)

17.5%

YOY3

FY 2018 % growth

4,089,209

(400)

20%

Executive Recommendation
4

1,205,162

40%
% of General Fund Expenditures

Baseline Issues

3,941,874

FY 2008 Enacted ($10.6B)
41.1%

176,990,166

AHCCCS

50%
43.3%

35,790,230

New FY 2018 Spending: $

Dept. of Education

General Fund Spending Distribution

45%

New FY 2017 Spending: $

Other*

3

Year-over-year growth is the recommended FY 2018 compared to the originally enacted FY 2017 amounts.

4

The amounts in the FY 2018 Recommendation column is not equal to the sum of the FY 2017 and other FY 2018 columns because of supplementals included in the FY 2017 Recommendation. For example, K-12 Education includes $20M in FY 2017
for the adjustment to the county 1% property tax cap.
5
Baseline Adjustments include FY 2017 one-time appropriations and previously enacted reductions .

GENERAL FUND SPENDING BREAKDOWN
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KEY HIGHLIGHTS - INITIATIVE SPENDING
$129M for Education in FY 2018 above the baseline
$114M for the K-12 system in FY 2018
($95.2M at ADE, $17.2M at SFB, $0.8M at ASDB, and $0.4M at
Postsecondary Education $15M for Universities)

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

$19.8M FY 2017 Supplemental
$19.8M to resolve the 1% cap issue
$76M FY 2018 Baseline
$76.5M for enrollment growth (1.25%, 1.25% in FY17)
$76.3M for inflation (1.24%, 0.99% in FY17)
$19.8M to account for the 1% cap issue
$14.8M for higher average cost per pupil
$5M
for the college credit by exam incentive program
($0.1M) to remove one-time funding for geographic literacy
($1.1M) adjusting one-time funding for DSCS
($1.8M) for lower JTED funding for high school graduates
($16M) for increased distributions from the PLETF
($19.5M) adjusting for the multisite charter SSW phase down
($31M) adjusting one-time funding
($47M) from new construction property tax savings
$95.2M FY 2018 Initiative
$37.6M to implement results based funding
$20M
for enrollment reconciliation funding
$13.6M to phase-in a 2% teacher pay increase over 5 years
$10M
for all-day Kindergarten and early literacy funding
$6.4M
for a $1000 new teacher bonus in high need schools
$5M
for Arizona broadband education initiative
$1.1M
for K-12 academic standards
$1M
to provide JTED completion grants
$0.3M
for school leadership training
$0.2M
for computer science initiative
$0.1M
for jobs for Arizona's graduates
($0M)
for additional Board of Ed Resources

UNIVERSITIES

($14.8M) FY 2018 Baseline
($14.8M) adjustments for one-time capital and refinancing
$15M FY 2018 Initiative
$7.6M
for one-time capital funding - ASU
$4.2M
for one-time capital funding - UA
$3.2M
for one-time capital funding - NAU

ECONOMIC SECURITY

$7.7M FY 2017 Supplemental
$7.7M
to pay for Prop 206
$31.7M FY 2018 Baseline
$16.2M
for DDD caseload growth
$15.6M
to pay for Prop 206
($0.1M) for removing one-time funding
$5.4M FY 2018 Initiative
$3M
for Adult Protective Services
$2.8M
for continued improvements to safety net
($0.4M) for eliminating the fingerprint requirement

AHCCCS

$18.4M FY 2018 Baseline
$12.7M
for caseload growth
$5.6M
to pay for Prop 206
$1.7M FY 2018 Initiative
$0.2M
for prescription drug review initiative
$1.5M
for emergency dental services

DEPARTMENT OF WATER

$2.9M FY 2018 Initiative
$2M
for drought contingency planning
$0.5M
for general streams adjudications personnel
$0.2M
for active area management personnel
$0.1M
for legal support for adjudications
$0.1M
for GIS Personnel

IT PROJECTS

$10.8M FY 2018 Baseline
$10.8M
for DCS CHILDS replacement project
$7M FY 2018 Initiative
$7M
for DOR's IT System replacement

OTHER INCREASES

$0.2M FY 2017 Supplemental
$0.2M
for Central Arizona Project fees
($107.9M) FY 2018 Baseline
$1.5M
for the youth success program
$1.1M
for Community Colleges
$0.8M
for Central Arizona Project fees
($15.2M) remove one-time funding for border strike force
($96.1M) remove other one-time funding1
$33M FY 2018 Initiative
$30M
deposit into the Health Insurance Trust Fund
$1.5M
for a post-release fire crew
$1.2M
for additional education investments2
$1.2M
for sexual assault kit testing at DPS
$0.5M
for DOC recidivism programs
$0.3M
for additional fire safety resources
($1.7M) other investments and reductions

OVERALL SPENDING

$1M FY 2018 Net Baseline Increase
($283M) Baseline Adjustments
$284M
Baseline Increases
$176M

FY 2018 Initiative

$177M

FY 2018 Total New Spending

CHILD SAFETY

SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD

($16.9M) FY 2018 Baseline
($15.5M) to remove one-time funding
($1.2M) for new school facilities
($0.2M) for declining debt service
$17.2M FY 2018 Initiative
$17.2M for new building renewal grants

$8M FY 2017 Supplemental
$7M
for support services
$1M
for child care services
$4.2M FY 2018 Baseline
$4.2M
for adoption services
($1.7M) FY 2018 Initiative
($2.7M) to remove backlog privatization monies
$1M
for financial assistance to kinship caregivers

Footnotes:
1
This includes large reductions in one-time funding such as ($86.5M) for transportation
projects in FY 2017.
2
This includes the $0.8M for early childhood literacy at the Arizona School for Deaf and
Blind (ASDB) and $0.4 at the Postsecondary Education Commission for teacher loan
forgiveness and the FAFSA completion initiative.
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ASU  Tempe
Arizona State University at the Tempe Campus, which includes the Downtown Phoenix campus, is a major public
research university offering programs from the baccalaureate through the doctorate to nearly 76,800 Tempe
campus and 28,700 Downtown campus full‐time and part‐time students and applying the strongest features of
the traditional major research university to the rapidly evolving needs of the metropolitan Phoenix area and
Arizona. The Tempe campus plays an extensive role within Arizona State University by providing high quality
graduate training at the doctoral level and serving as the only Carnegie Foundation‐designated
Doctoral/Research‐Extensive campus in the metropolitan Phoenix area.
Link to the

AGENCY'S WEBSITE http://www.asu.edu/
All numbers representing dollars are expressed in thousands.

Agency Budget Summary
FY 2016
Actual
General Fund
Other Appropriated Funds
Non‐Appropriated Funds
Agency Total

FY 2017
Exp.Plan

FY 2018
Net Change

FY 2018
Exec. Rec.

241,538.2
256,000.7
535,392.3
593,126.2
1,460,815.6 1,555,996.2

2,930.2
0.0
73,895.6

258,930.9
593,126.2
1,629,891.8

2,237,746.1 2,405,123.1

76,825.8

2,481,948.9

Main Points of Executive Recommendations
FY 2017

FY 2018

University Capital Investment Program

0.0

0.0

Capital and Operational Funding

0.0

7,639.5

Major Executive Initiatives and Funding Recommendations
University Capital Investment Program
The Executive’s recommendations for postsecondary education will help to ensure that Arizona universities are
more competitive with top research universities, provide an excellent and affordable education for in‐state
students, attract and retain highly‐skilled teachers, and address Arizona workforce needs.
Developing a higher education system primed to prepare graduates for professional opportunities in an
evolving economy requires ongoing investment in university research and development (R&D). In response, the
Executive provides ongoing support for a $1 billion funding plan for university R&D infrastructure and deferred
maintenance projects.
University R&D infrastructure plays a large role in expanding opportunities for students, staff and the Arizona
economy. In 2003, the State pledged $34.6 million per year for 23 years (2008–2031) to support university R&D.
With this General Fund appropriation, universities have been able to bond and invest in key projects, including
science and technology buildings, medical research and biomedical buildings, and laboratory facilities.
As an example of how the new R&D infrastructure has significantly impacted the state, the Arizona Board of
Regents reported in November 2016 that, since 2008, the number of science, technology, engineering and math
(STEM) degrees has increased by 94%, and that, since 2003, university invention disclosures have increased by
154%.
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The Board of Regents’ 2020 Vision addresses several goals of Arizona’s universities, including research
excellence “to increase the research capabilities and performance of the Arizona University System to a level of
competitive prominence with peer rankings of top American research universities.” Additional bonding capacity
and a guaranteed revenue stream for debt repayment will help make this vision a reality for Arizona’s three
public universities (the University of Arizona, Arizona State University, and Northern Arizona University).
New R&D infrastructure will stimulate research and help attract high‐quality faculty to Arizona’s universities.
Other benefits include numerous opportunities for student employment and developing new public‐private
partnerships between Arizona universities and the business sector, likely yielding high economic returns and
further aligning education outcomes to workforce needs.
In addition to R&D infrastructure, the universities have a large need for deferred maintenance funding. In FY
2016, the universities reported $671 million in deferred maintenance needs and numerous hazardous facility
conditions. Funding dedicated to building maintenance will be beneficial for building upkeep and student safety.
The aforementioned $1 billion ongoing investment will be supported by redirecting transaction privilege tax
(TPT) revenues paid by the universities, which includes an estimated $30.3 million State component and $6.5
million State‐shared component.
The Executive recommends that the $30.3 million State component be used for capital investments, including
R&D infrastructure and deferred maintenance projects. This ongoing State component, in addition to a
university match, will enable universities to bond for approximately $1 billion over 30 years and make
substantial investments in R&D infrastructure and deferred maintenance. TPT growth related to the State
component is capped at 2% annually for capital investments. Any TPT revenue growth above 2% annual growth
will be provided to universities for general operating expenditures.
In addition to the estimated $30.3 million State component, the approximate $6.5 million State‐shared
component, and all related future TPT revenue growth, will be made available to the universities for general
operating expenditures, including resident student costs.
While acknowledging higher education’s essential long‐term role in shaping a workforce capable of success in
an increasingly sophisticated and dynamic economy, the Executive Recommendation calls on Arizona’s
postsecondary institutions to respond to a critical current labor shortage: teachers.
Our state’s three public universities must assist the State in implementing a new blueprint for teacher success
and retention. A teacher‐focused approach should consider the use of established successful models of best
practices already in the field and new strategies that provide a more robust tool kit to compel more of our best
and brightest into the teaching profession. Also, new models must provide the necessary professional
development support and incentives to assist prospective teachers through their preparatory programs, as they
enter the classroom, and as they become firmly rooted in their careers as teacher leaders.
The Executive requests that the three public universities, in partnership with Arizona’s community colleges,
provide a plan within the next 90 days, that:
•prepares students, as eﬃciently and eﬀectively as possible, for their course of study and future careers as
educators;
•integrates existing and creates new professional support networks to help teachers to share and learn best
practices from each other;
•implements new accelerated models for high‐demand disciplines (such as STEM) and for career changers
(college graduates who want to teach) that result in professional certification; and
•develops stronger, more structured partnership opportunities between the universities and school systems to
build early commitments for teacher employment.
Agency Operating Detail

ASU ‐ Tempe
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Funding

FY 2018

General Fund

0.0

Issue Total

0.0

Capital and Operational Funding
Operational resources are an important part of the university budget. The Executive recommends $15 million in
one‐time General Fund to be used for either general university operating expenditures or capital improvements.
This funding will allow universities to address their high‐priority needs and help support costs associated with
educating Arizona resident students.
The recommended $15 million is allocated proportionally to universities based on resident student population.
Funding

FY 2018

General Fund

7,639.5
7,639.5

Issue Total

Baseline Recommendations
Remove FY 2017 OneTime Appropriation
In FY 2017, Arizona State University received a $7 million appropriation for capital improvements or operating
expenditures. The Executive Recommendation, as a technical adjustment, removes the one‐time FY 2017
appropriation.
Funding
General Fund
Issue Total

FY 2018
(7,000.0)
(7,000.0)

Research Infrastructure Refinancing Adjustment
The 2016 Higher Education Budget Reconciliation Bill (Laws 2016, Chapter 130) makes a FY 2018 appropriation
for research infrastructure lease‐purchase payments. The Executive Recommendation aligns with that
appropriation.
Funding
General Fund
Issue Total

FY 2018
2,290.7
2,290.7

Adjustments for risk management charges and retirement contributions for this agency are not incorporated into the
totals shown here. They are listed separated with adjustments for all state agencies immediately following the Capital
Projects section. Funding for these adjustments is recommended as part of the total Executive Budget.
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General Fund Revenue By Agency
(in thousands)
Actual

Estimate

Estimate

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

Individual Income

3,956,921.7

4,098,630.0

4,279,925.0

Corporate Income

549,626.3

483,840.0

389,390.1

4,299,153.9

4,486,570.0

4,646,546.9

Property Taxes

38,483.3

27,150.0

29,950.0

Luxury Taxes

59,046.0

55,838.0

55,400.0

TAXES

Sales and Use

490,576.3

485,627.1

502,800.0

Estate Taxes

Insurance Premium Taxes

0.0

0.0

0.0

Other Taxes

7,958.5

8,544.0

8,532.0

9,401,766.0

9,646,199.1

9,912,543.9

183.8

183.7

183.7

1,257.5

1,257.5

1,257.5

320.6

2,845.5

2,845.5

TOTAL TAXES
Licenses, Fees and Permits
State Board of Accountancy
Radiation Regulatory Agency
Arizona Department of Agriculture
Acupuncture Board of Examiners

17.7

18.0

18.5

State Board of Appraisal

0.0

0.0

0.0

State Board of Athletic Training

0.0

0.0

0.0

35.8

36.8

38.0

3,670.6

3,476.0

3,546.0

Board of Barber Examiners
State Department of Financial Institutions
Board of Behavioral Health Examiners

210.7

210.7

210.7

State Board of Nursing

535.5

480.8

480.8

Board of Cosmetology

456.5

456.5

456.5

41.2

40.4

44.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

18.4

18.4

18.5

175.1

168.3

170.3

8.2

0.0

0.0

39.2

40.1

40.8

Arizona Geological Survey

0.0

0.0

0.0

Department of Housing

0.0

746.5

0.0

State Board of Chiropractic Examiners
Department of Corrections
State Board of Dispensing Opticians
State Board of Dental Examiners
Department of Environmental Quality
State Board of Funeral Directors & Embalmers

Board of Homeopathic Medical Examiners
Department of Health Services
Industrial Commission of Arizona
Department of Insurance
Department of Liquor Licenses and Control
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8.3

8.7

8.7

1,040.1

1,040.2

1,040.2

4.1

0.0

0.0

11,279.5

11,225.6

11,235.0

7,957.9

7,950.0

5,750.0

FY 2018 Executive Budget

(in thousands)

Arizona Medical Board
Department of Fire, Building and Life Safety
Massage Therapy
Naturopathic Physicians Board of Medical Examiners
Nursing Care Ins. Admin. Examiners
State Board of Optometry
Arizona Board of Osteopathic Examiners
Board of Occupational Therapy Examiners

Actual

Estimate

Estimate

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

739.8

753.6

764.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

59.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

31.7

44.3

33.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

100.5

97.5

97.5

27.9

23.8

30.3

Arizona State Board of Pharmacy

346.8

346.8

346.8

State Board of Podiatry Examiners

15.4

15.4

15.4

Department of Public Safety

14.4

14.4

14.4

Board of Physical Therapy Examiners

14.2

92.7

12.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

62.8

61.7

61.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

3,311.3

3,350.0

3,350.0

Registrar of Contractors

840.6

823.6

846.5

Office of Pest Management

105.5

0.0

0.0

Department of State - Secretary of State

0.0

0.0

0.0

State Board of Psychologist Examiners

0.0

0.0

0.0

290.5

292.9

295.3

State Veterinary Medical Examining Board

0.0

0.0

0.0

Department of Weights and Measures

0.0

0.0

0.0

State Board for Private Postsecondary Education
Board of Respiratory Care Examiners
Arizona Department of Racing
Department of Real Estate

State Board of Technical Registration

Other Licenses and Fees
Total Licenses, Fees and Permits

(2,414.5)

(3,655.4)

2,262.2

30,807.0

32,465.0

35,476.0

15.3

11.8

11.8

4.3

4.3

4.3

Charges for Services
State Board of Accountancy
Radiation Regulatory Agency

395.1

375.1

375.1

Acupuncture Board of Examiners

Arizona Department of Agriculture

0.1

0.1

0.1

Board of Barber Examiners

4.0

4.4

4.5

2,604.9

2,068.0

2,174.0

2.9

2.9

2.9

State Board of Nursing

30.1

14.7

14.7

Board of Cosmetology

12.6

12.6

12.6

22,448.4

22,225.0

22,225.0

State Board of Chiropractic Examiners

4.1

4.5

4.5

Board of Dispensing Opticians

0.6

0.6

0.7

12.0

12.4

12.3

0.3

0.4

0.4

State Department of Financial Institutions
Board of Behavioral Health Examiners

Corporation Commission

State Board of Dental Examiners
State Board of Equalization
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(in thousands)
Actual

Estimate

Estimate

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

Department of Environmental Quality

7.4

0.0

0.0

State Board of Funeral Directors & Embalmers

0.8

1.1

1.5

State Forester

0.0

100.0

0.0

Department of Gaming

3.2

5.0

5.0

Arizona Department of Housing

0.0

205.7

0.0

Department of Health Services

623.3

623.3

623.3

Department of Insurance

574.4

570.0

566.0

6.9

5.9

5.7

Arizona Medical Board
State Mine Inspector

17.3

0.0

0.0

Nursing Care Ins. Admin. Examiners

6.5

5.8

6.9

Arizona Board of Osteopathic Examiners

1.1

1.0

1.0

925.9

920.0

915.0

Arizona State Board of Pharmacy

12.2

12.2

12.2

State Board of Podiatry Examiners

1.0

1.0

1.0

Board of Physical Therapy Examiners

1.0

1.1

1.1

Board of Respiratory Care Examiners

1.9

1.9

1.9

Independent Redistricting Commission

0.0

0.0

0.0

487.1

489.6

489.6

1.3

1.3

1.3

Structural Pest Control Commission

46.8

0.0

0.0

State Board of Technical Registration

8.8

8.8

8.8

1,477.6

1,737.7

1,737.7

0.0

0.1

0.1

Arizona Pioneers' Home

Department of Real Estate
Registrar of Contractors

State Treasurer
State Board of Tax Appeals
Department of Veterans' Services

0.6

0.0

0.0

334.9

100.0

100.0

12,418.8

10,004.7

12,996.0

Total Charges for Services

42,691.7

39,533.0

42,317.0

Other Miscellaneous Revenue

94,364.3

90,736.6

90,633.0

Interest Earnings

13,488.0

10,500.0

10,200.0

Lottery

64,972.7

82,622.4

79,880.5

Transfers & Reimbursements

82,651.8

66,970.0

63,567.0

328,975.5

322,827.0

322,073.4

9,730,741.5

9,969,026.1

10,234,617.3

Department of Water Resources
Other Charges for Services

TOTAL OTHER REVENUES
TOTAL REVENUES
ADJUSTMENTS
Urban Revenue Sharing

(605,634.3)

(663,582.2)

(680,770.1)

Disproportionate Share

93,866.3

94,321.6

91,163.9

198.7

0.0

0.0

Temporary Transaction Privilege Tax

448

FY 2018 Executive Budget

(in thousands)

TOTAL ONGOING REVENUES

Actual

Estimate

Estimate

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

9,218,974.0

9,399,765.5

9,645,011.1

Note : Projected impacts from tax law changes are included in the forecast.
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YOUR MUNICIPAL VOICE
AT THE CAPITOL
This document is to help you, as a municipal official, better understand the process and the personnel at the
Arizona State Capitol. As always, the League’s legislative staff is here to support you. You can contact us anytime
at 602-258-5786 or league@azleague.org.

Legislature 101: An Introduction to
Lawmaking and the Capitol in 2017
How a Bill Becomes Law
Each session state legislators introduce approximately
1,200 bills, nearly a quarter of which have some
relevance to cities and towns.
On Monday, January 9, the Legislature will convene.
Bills start in either the House or the Senate, depending
upon who sponsors the bill. Senate bills start with
“1001,” House bills start with “2001” and are then
numbered sequentially. Although there are some
differences in how each chamber operates, the basic
process is the same. There are six sequential steps
that take place in each.
1) Bill Assignment - A bill is “first and second read”
on the floor; and then assigned to a committee based
on subject matter.
2) Committee - Committees are comprised of members
from each party, with the majority party having the
most seats. This is the only step in the entire legislative
process that is truly “open to the public” for comment.
Members of the committee may offer amendments
to change the language of a bill. If a bill fails here,
the bill is “dead,” although there are many methods
available to resurrect it. If it passes, it moves on to
Rules Committee.

3) Rules Committee - Every moving bill must go through
Rules Committee for legal review, discussing whether
the bill is constitutional, germane with existing statute
and in the proper format. The committee does not give
a bill a pass or fail recommendation.
4) Caucus - The members of each party meet to review
bills and the “party position” is vetted. No formal action
takes place.
5) Committee of the Whole (COW) - The entire
chamber comes together for a floor debate. At this
point committee amendments as well as floor
amendments are formally offered and adopted.
Discussions can be a few minutes or several hours.
In COW, a voice vote is typically used.
6) Third Read - All changes adopted in COW are 
officially engrossed into the bill and prepared for a
final vote. This vote is electronically tallied. Like the 
committee process, if a bill fails on third read it is 
considered “dead” with the possibility of procedural 
resurrection. If it passes, the bill then goes to the 
other chamber and the same steps are repeated.

HOW A BILL BECOMES A LAW IN ARIZONA
Each session state legislators introduce approximately 1,200 bills,
nearly a quarter of which have some relevance to cities and towns...

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
•
•
•
•
•
•

SENATE

of Bill
(First Read, Second Read,
Assignment)
(Public Hearing)
(Legal Review)
Rules
Caucus
of the Whole
(Floor Debate)
Third Read (Final Vote)

•
•
•
•
•
•

of Bill
(First Read, Second Read,
Assignment)
(Public Hearing)
(Legal Review)
Rules
Caucus
of the Whole
(Floor Debate)
Third Read (Final Vote)

CONFERENCE COMMITTEE
• Original Version
• Amended Version
• New Version
approved by
final vote in both chambers)

OUTCOME
Unamended

Amended
& Accepted

Amended
& Rejected

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE
Sign Bill

If an identical bill passes both chambers without any
amendments, it goes straight to the governor’s office.
If a bill is approved in one chamber, amended in the
other chamber (but that amendment is approved by
the sponsoring chamber) it also advances to the
governor’s office. If a bill comes out of its second chamber
different than it went in (through the amendment process)
it will go to a conference committee. This committee is
made up of members from both chambers who will work
towards a version of the bill amenable to both chambers.
If a chamber rejects the committee’s recommendation,
the bill is considered “dead.” If a bill is amended by
a conference committee it is then final read by both
chambers. If it passes final read, it is transmitted to the
governor’s office.

Veto Bill

Enact Without
Signature

Once a bill is in the governor’s office, he can sign
it into law, veto the bill or allow the legislation to
become enacted without his signature.
Bill language, hearing schedules, live feeds and
status information are available at the Arizona State
Legislature’s website; www.azleg.gov.  
During the session League staff spends countless
hours at the legislature tracking bills. We encourage
our members to stay abreast of legislative issues
impacting cities and towns through our Monday
Legislative call, the Legislative Bulletin and by contacting
the League at 602-258-5786. You may also visit the
Legislative Issues section of the League’s website where
you will find a number of resources to help city and
town officials navigate the legislative process.

A Look at the Executive and Legislative
Branches for 2017
2017 has brought a number of changes to the Capitol. Both the House and the Senate have new
leaders. Below is a brief overview of the executive and legislative leadership.

Governor of Arizona –
Doug Ducey

Speaker of the House –
Representative J.D. Mesnard

The governor is the chief
executive officer of the
state and is in charge
of the executive branch
of government.

The speaker is in charge of the
House and acts as the chamber’s
liaison to the governor and the
Senate president.
Senate President –
Senator Steve Yarbrough
The president is in charge of the
Senate and acts as the chamber’s
liaison to the governor and the
speaker of the House.

House of Representatives
Majority Leader –
Representative John Allen

Assistant Minority Leader –
Representative Randall Friese

The majority leader is in charge of
that party’s caucus, after the speaker.

The minority leader is in charge
of that party’s caucus, after the
minority leader.

Majority Whip –
Representative Kelly Townsend

Minority Whip –
Representative Charlene Fernandez

The whip’s job is to gather the
necessary votes on a bill for
that party.

The whip’s job is to gather the
necessary votes on a bill for
that party.

Minority Leader –
Representative Rebecca Rios
The minority leader is in charge of his
or her caucus, and is the main liaison
to the majority leadership.

Senate
Majority Leader –
Senator Kimberly Yee

Minority Co-Whip –
Senator Lupe Contreras

The majority leader is in charge
of that party’s caucus, after the
president.

The whip’s job is to gather the
necessary votes on a bill for
that party.

Majority Whip –
Senator Gail Griffin

Minority Co-Whip –
Senator Martin Quezada

The majority whip’s job is to gather
the necessary votes on a bill for
that party.

The whip’s job is to gather the
necessary votes on a bill for
that party.

Minority Leader –
Senator Katie Hobbs
The minority leader is in charge of his
or her caucus, and is the main liaison
with the majority leadership.

Assistant Minority Leader –
Senator Steve Farley
The assistant minority leader is in
charge of that party’s caucus, after
the minority leader.

Leadership Biographies
Governor Doug Ducey was born and raised in Toledo, Ohio. He moved to Arizona
in 1982 to attend Arizona State University where he graduated with a degree in
finance. He began a career in sales and marketing after graduating and later became partner and CEO of Cold Stone Creamery. He was elected to serve as Arizona
State Treasurer in 2010 where he oversaw more than $13 billion in state assets and
served as an investment manager for local governments.
Governor Ducey and his wife Angela have three sons and reside in
Paradise Valley.

Leadership Biographies Cont.
House Speaker J.D. Mesnard was born at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa, FL. He
has lived in Arizona for over 20 years and was first elected to the Arizona House of
Representatives in 2010. Prior to running for office, he spent eight years working as
a policy advisor at the Arizona State Senate. He holds two masters degrees, in Business and Public Administration, and graduated Summa Cum Laude from Arizona
State University with a Bachelor’s degree in Music Composition. J.D. is also a small
business owner, investor and consultant.
House Minority Leader Rebecca Rios is a fourth generation Arizonan and the
daughter of former Arizona Senate President Pete Rios. She earned both her Bachelor and Master Degrees in Social Work from Arizona State University and has
worked for over 25 years in the behavioral health and non-profit fields. Rebecca
served in the Arizona House of Representatives from 1995-2000 and in the Arizona
State Senate from 2005-2011. She was reelected to the Arizona House of Representatives in 2015 and was assistant minority leader last session. She is married with 3
children and resides in South Phoenix.
Senate President Steve Yarbrough has lived in Arizona since 1963. He earned his
B.S. in Business in 1968 and graduated with his Juris Doctor from ASU in 1971.
Senator Yarbrough has practiced law in Tempe and Chandler for many years and
has been the executive director of the Arizona Christian School Tuition Organization
since 1998. He is married and has three adult sons. He has served in the Arizona
House of Representatives from 2002-2010 and in the Arizona State Senate since
2010. Before becoming Senate president Senator Yarbrough was chairman of the
Senate Finance Committee for four years and then Senate majority leader.
Senate Minority Leader Katie Hobbs has served in the Senate since 2012 and also
in the Arizona House of Representatives from 2010-2012. She is from Phoenix and
has a Bachelor of Social Work from Northern Arizona University and a Master of
Social Work from Arizona State University. She has been serving the community as a
professional social worker since 1992 and worked on domestic violence, behavioral
health, and homelessness issues before coming to the legislature. Senator Hobbs is
currently the executive director of Emerge Arizona, a training program for Democratic women seeking public office. She is also married and has two children.

2017 Legislative Contact List
The list on the following pages includes:

• the name of each senator and representative and the district and the cities and towns they represent
• the Capitol address and toll-free number
• legislators’ office phone numbers
• legislators’ e-mail addresses
A useful tool for accessing legislative information is the Legislature’s web site; www.azleg.gov. In addition,
the League provides legislative information and services specifically for city and town officials on the
Legislative Issues section of the League’s Website.

SENATOR

REPRESENTATIVES

CITIES/TOWNS

DISTRICT 1
Karen Fann(R)

Noel Campbell(R)

David Stringer(R)

(602) 926-5874

(602) 926-3124

(602) 926-4838

kfann@azleg.gov

ncampbell@azleg.gov

dstringer@azleg.gov

Carefree, Cave Creek,
Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt,
Peoria, Phoenix, Prescott,
Prescott Valley, Wickenburg

DISTRICT 2
Andrea Dalessandro(D) Rosanna Gabaldon(D) Daniel Hernandez(D)
(602) 926-5342

adalessandro@azleg.gov

(602) 926-3424

rgabaldon@azleg.gov

(602) 926-4840

dhernandez@azleg.gov

Nogales, Patagonia,
Sahuarita, South Tucson,
Tucson

DISTRICT 3
Olivia Cajero Bedford(D) Sally Ann Gonzales(D) Macario Saldate(D)
(602) 926-5835

ocajerobedford@azleg.gov

(602) 926-3278

sgonzales@azleg.gov

Tucson

(602) 926-4171

msaldate@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 4
Lisa Otondo(D)

Charlene Fernandez(D) Jesus Rubalcava (D)

(602) 926-3002

(602) 926-3098

(602) 926-4842

cfernandez@azleg.gov

jrubalcava@azleg.gov

Sonny Borrelli(R)

Paul Mosley(R)

Regina Cobb(R)

(602) 926-5051

(602) 926-4844

(602) 926-3126

Sylvia Allen(R)

Brenda Barton(R)

Bob Thorpe(R)

(602) 926-5409

(602) 926-4129

(602) 926-5219

lotondo@azleg.gov

Buckeye, Gila Bend,
Goodyear, San Luis,
Somerton, Tucson,
Yuma

DISTRICT 5

sborrelli@azleg.gov

pmosley@azleg.gov

rcobb@azleg.gov

Bullhead City, Colorado City,
Kingman, Lake Havasu City,
Parker, Quartzsite

DISTRICT 6

sallen@azleg.gov

bbarton@azleg.gov

bthorpe@azleg.gov

Camp Verde, Clarkdale,
Cottonwood, Flagstaff, Holbrook,
Jerome, Payson, Sedona,
Snowflake, Star Valley, Taylor,
Tusayan, Williams

SENATOR

REPRESENTATIVES

CITIES/TOWNS

DISTRICT 7
Jamescita Peshlakai(D)

Wenona Benally(D)

Eric Descheenie(D)

(602) 926-5160

(602) 926-5172

(602) 926-4846

Frank Pratt(R)

David Cook(R)

T.J. Shope(R)

(602) 926-5761

(602) 926-5162

(602) 926-3012

Steve Farley(D)

Randall Friese(D)

(602) 926-3022

(602) 926-3138

Pamela Powers
Hannley(D)

jpeshlakai@azleg.gov

wbennally@azleg.gov

edescheenie@azleg.gov

Eagar, Fredonia, Page,
Pinetop-Lakeside, Show Low,
Springerville, St. Johns,
Winslow

DISTRICT 8

fpratt@azleg.gov

dcook@azleg.gov

tshope@azleg.gov

Casa Grande, Coolidge, Eloy,
Florence, Globe, Hayden,
Kearny, Mammoth, Miami,
Superior, Winkelman

DISTRICT 9

sfarley@azleg.gov

rfriese@azleg.gov

Marana, Oro Valley, Tucson

(602) 926-4848

ppowershannley@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 10
David Bradley(D)

Todd Clodfelter(R)

Kirsten Engel(D)

(602) 926-5262

(602) 926-4850

(602) 926-5178

Steve Smith(R)

Mark Finchem(R)

(602) 926-5685

(602) 926-3122

Vince Leach(R)

dbradley@azleg.gov

tclodfelter@azleg.gov

Tucson

kengel@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 11

stsmith@azleg.gov

(602) 926-3106

mfinchem@azleg.gov

vleach@azleg.gov

Warren Petersen(R)

Eddie Farnsworth(R)

Travis W. Grantham(R)

(602) 926-4136

(602) 926-5735

(602) 926-4868

Casa Grande, Eloy, Marana,
Maricopa, Oro Valley,
Tucson

DISTRICT 12

wpetersen@azleg.gov

efarnsworth@azleg.gov

tgrantham@azleg.gov

Chandler, Gilbert,
Queen Creek

SENATOR

REPRESENTATIVES

CITIES/TOWNS

DISTRICT 13
Steve Montenegro(R) Darin Mitchell(R)

Don Shooter(R)

Buckeye, El Mirage, Glendale,
Goodyear, Litchfield Park,
Surprise, Wellton,
Wickenburg, Yuma

(602) 926-5894

(602) 926-4139

Gail Griffin(R)

Drew John(R)

Becky A. Nutt(R)

(602) 926-5895

(602) 926-5154

(602) 926-4852
bnutt@azleg.gov

Benson, Bisbee, Clifton, Douglas,
Duncan, Huachuca City, Pima
Safford, Sierra Vista, Thatcher,
Tombstone, Tucson, Willcox

Nancy Barto(R)

John Allen(R)

Heather Carter(R)

Cave Creek, Phoenix

(602) 926-5766

(602) 926-4916

(602) 926-5503

David Farnsworth(R)

Doug Coleman(R)

Kelly Townsend(R)

(602) 926-3020

(602) 926-3160

(602) 926-4467

Steve Yarbrough(R)

J.D. Mesnard(R)

Jeff Weninger(R)

(602) 926-5863

(602) 926-4481

(602) 926-3092

Sean Bowie(D)

Mitzi Epstein(D)

Jill Norgaard(R)

(602) 926-5152

(602) 926-4870

(602) 926-3140

(602) 926-5955

smontenegro@azleg.gov

dmitchell@azleg.gov

dshooter@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 14

ggriffin@azleg.gov

djohn@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 15

nbarto@azleg.gov

jallen@azleg.gov

hcarter@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 16

dfarnsworth@azleg.gov

dcoleman@azleg.gov

Apache Junction, Mesa,
Queen Creek

ktownsend@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 17

syarbrough@azleg.gov

jmesnard@azleg.gov

Chandler, Gilbert

jweninger@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 18

sbowie@azleg.gov

mepstein@azleg.gov

jnorgaard@azleg.gov

Chandler, Guadalupe, Mesa,
Phoenix, Tempe

SENATOR

REPRESENTATIVES

CITIES/TOWNS

DISTRICT 19
Lupe Chavira Contreras(D) Mark Cardenas(D)

Diego Espinoza(D)

(602) 926-3014

(602) 926-3135

Kimberly Yee(R)

Paul Boyer(R)

Anthony Kern(R)

(602) 926-3024

(602) 926-4173

(602) 926-3102

Debbie Lesko(R)

Kevin Payne(R)

Tony Rivero(R)

(602) 926-5413

(602) 926-4854

(602) 926-3104

Judy Burges(R)

David Livingston(R)

Phil Lovas(R)

(602) 926-5861

(602) 926-4178

(602) 926-3297

John Kavanagh(R)

Jay Lawrence(R)

Michelle Ugenti-Rita(R)

(602) 926-5170

(602) 926-3095

(602) 926-4480

Katie Hobbs(D)

Lela Alston(D)

Ken Clark(D)

(602) 926-5325

(602) 926-5829

(602) 926-3108

(602) 926-5284

lcontreras@azleg.gov

mcardenas@azleg.gov

Avondale, Phoenix, Tolleson

despinoza@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 20

kyee@azleg.gov

pboyer@azleg.gov

Glendale, Phoenix

akern@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 21

dlesko@azleg.gov

kpayne@azleg.gov

El Mirage, Peoria,
Surprise, Youngtown

trivero@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 22

jburges@azleg.gov

dlivingston@azleg.gov

Glendale, Peoria, Surprise

plovas@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 23

jkavanagh@azleg.gov

jlawrence@azleg.gov

Fountain Hills, Paradise Valley,
Scottsdale

mugenti-rita@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 24

khobbs@azleg.gov

lalston@azleg.gov

kclark@azleg.gov

Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe

SENATOR

REPRESENTATIVES

CITIES/TOWNS

DISTRICT 25
Bob Worsley(R)

Russell Bowers(R)

Michelle Udall(R)

(602) 926-5760

(602) 926-3128

(602) 926-4856

Juan Mendez(D)

Isela Blanc(D)

Athena Salman(D)

(602) 926-4124

(602) 926-5187

(602) 926-4858

bworsley@azleg.gov

rbowers@azleg.gov

Mesa

mudall@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 26

jmendez@azleg.gov

iblanc@azleg.gov

Mesa, Phoenix, Tempe

asalman@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 27
Catherine Miranda(D) Reginald Bolding(D)
(602) 926-4893

cmiranda@azleg.gov

(602) 926-3132

rbolding@azleg.gov

Rebecca Rios(D)

Guadalupe, Phoenix, Tempe

(602) 926-3073
rrios@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 28
Kate Brophy McGee(R) Kelli Butler(D)

Maria Syms(R)

(602) 926-4486

(602) 926-5156

(602) 926-4860

Martin Quezada(D)

Richard Andrade(D)

(602) 926-5911

(602) 926-3130

Cesar Chavez(D)

kbrophymcgee@azleg.gov

kbutler@azleg.gov

Paradise Valley, Phoenix,
Scottsdale

msyms@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 29

mquezada@azleg.gov

El Mirage, Glendale, Phoenix

(602) 926-4862

randrade@azleg.gov

cchavez@azleg.gov

Robert Meza(D)

Ray Martinez(D)

(602) 926-3425

(602) 926-5158

Otoniel “Tony”
Navarrete(D)

DISTRICT 30

rmeza@azleg.gov

rmartinez@azleg.gov

(602) 926-4864

onavarrete@azleg.gov

Glendale, Phoenix

DISTRICT 29
If you wish to reach a legislator by mail at the Capitol, simply address the correspondence to:

Martin Quezada(D)

Richard Andrade(D)

Ceci Velasquez(D)

El Mirage, Glendale, Phoenix

(602) 926-5911
(602) 926-3130
The Honorable Senator's
Name
mquezada@azleg.gov
randrade@azleg.gov
State Senator
1700 West Washington Street - Senate
Phoenix,
DISTRICT
30 Arizona 85007

(602) 926-3144
The Honorable Representative's Name
cvelasquez@azleg.gov
State Representative
1700 West Washington Street - House
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Robert Meza(D)

Jonathan Larkin(D)

Debbie McCune Davis(D)

jlarkin@azleg.gov

ddavis@azleg.gov

(602) 926-3425
rmeza@azleg.gov

Glendale, Phoenix

(602) 926-5058
Toll-free
number: 1-800-352-8404
(602) 926-4485

f you wish to reach a legislator by mail at the Capitol, simply address the correspondence to:

The Honorable Senator's Name
State Senator
1700 West Washington Street - Senate
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

The Honorable Representative's Name
State Representative
1700 West Washington Street - House
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Toll-free number: 1-800-352-8404

FOR MORE INFORMATION: CALL 602-258-5786
VISIT: WWW.AZLEAGUE.ORG • TWITTER: @AZCITIES

Issue 1 - January 13, 2017

Legislative Overview

On Monday, January 9, the first regular session of Arizona's 53rd Legislature convened. Many mayors, council
members and municipal staff attended the Opening Day ceremonies. Governor Doug Ducey delivered the annual State
of the State Address. You can find his speech here.
Governor Ducey unveiled his budget today, and we have done a preliminary review of the documents.
The Governor's budget continues the practice of sweeping the Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF). The amount of
the sweep remains unchanged from last fiscal year, approximately $96 million shared among municipalities, counties
and the State Highway Fund. Unlike last year, when the cities and towns received $14.4 million in onetime monies,
there is no similar offset this year in the budget.
The statutory funding for the Department of Revenue provided by cities and counties was not addressed in the
Governor's budget. Therefore, we anticipate that this requirement will remain in place.
The Governor's budget also proposes to use state TPT revenues paid by the three state universities to fund bonding
for deferred maintenance as well as general operating expenditures. The proposal for general operating expenditures
includes the existing shared revenue portion of state TPT. The following is the explanation of this proposal included in
the Governor's budget documents:

The aforementioned $1 billion ongoing investment will be supported by redirecting transaction privilege tax (TPT)
revenues paid by the universities, which includes an estimated $30.3 million State component and $6.5 million Stateshared component.
The Executive recommends that the $30.3 million State component be used for capital investments, including R&D
infrastructure and deferred maintenance projects. This ongoing State component, in addition to a university match, will
enable universities to bond for approximately $1 billion over 30 years and make substantial investments in R&D
infrastructure and deferred maintenance. TPT growth related to the State component is capped at 2 % annually for
capital investments. Any TPT revenue growth above 2% annual growth will be provided to universities for general
operating expenditures.
In addition to the estimated to the $30.3 million State component, the approximate $6.5 million State-shared
component, and all related future TPT revenue growth, will be made available to the universities for general operating
expenditures, including resident student costs.
We have serious concerns about this proposal since it compounds the trend of shifting responsibility for funding state
services to local governments.

The Governor's budget included a small income tax reduction. It would index the personal exemption for individual
income taxes, reducing state revenues by approximately $3 million per year. If any additional tax reduction proposals
are made, we will keep you informed.
Here is a link to the Governor's proposal.

HB 2011

HB 2011 was heard Wednesday morning in the House Ways and Means Committee.
Current statute requires a city or town to annually levy a tax on all taxable property within its jurisdiction to pay the
annual principal and interest on any issued bonds. The annual levy may not exceed the net amount necessary to make
the annual payments of principal and interest, projected payments of principal and interest on new debt planned for
the ensuing year, a reasonable delinquency factor, including an amount necessary to correct prior year errors in the
levy and any expenses and fees necessary to comply with federal income tax laws. H2011 amends the statute to also
require that, after principal and interest have been paid and other requirements listed have been met for the current
tax year, that next year's tax levy must be net of any remaining cash from the prior year's levy.
The League expressed several concerns related to how the net of cash policy might create significant rate fluctuations
and possible issues with bond ratings.
The bill passed out of committee by a vote of 6-2.

Session Deadlines

On Monday, January 9, the first regular session of Arizona's 53rd Legislature convened. Many mayors, council
members and municipal staff attended the Opening Day ceremonies. Governor Doug Every session has deadlines
pertaining to bill submissions and hearings. These are established by rule and are subject to change. This year, the
schedule is as follows:
January 2017
Monday, the 9th - First day of session
Thursday, the 12th - House 7-bill Introduction Limit Begins (5 p.m.)
Monday, the 30th - Senate Bill Introduction Deadline (5 p.m.)
February 2017
Monday, the 6th - House Bill Introduction Deadline (5 p.m.)
Friday, the 17th - Last day to hear bills in the chamber of origin
March 2017
Friday, the 24th - Last day to hear bills in the opposing chamber
April 2017
Tuesday, the 18th - 100th Day of Session

Monday Legislative Update Calls

The League will continue to host a weekly teleconference to report on the status and impact of various legislative bills
in the 2017 session. The calls are scheduled for Monday mornings promptly at 10:00 a.m. However, because of the
Martin Luther King, Jr. holiday, next week's call will be held at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, January 17. Mayors, managers
and other city or town officials and staff who are interested in legislative activities are invited to participate. Call-in

numbers and a brief agenda will be sent out prior to the calls. If you would like to receive the Monday agendas, please
contact league@azleague.org and request to be added to the distribution list for the Monday teleconference.

Legislative Bulletin

The League will electronically distribute the Legislative Bulletin every Friday during the legislative session. The Bulletin
serves as a way for the League to communicate to elected officials, staff and other interested parties about activities
at the Legislature that are relevant to cities and towns. If you know of any municipal official or staff member that
would like to subscribe to the Bulletin please have them send their name and email to league@azleague.org and
request to be added to the Legislative Bulletin distribution list.
As in the last few years, the Bulletin will highlight the top half-dozen or so topics and bills. Other legislation that the
League is actively engaged on will still be monitored and updated; however, that information will be available on our
Legislative Bill Monitoring page on the League website. The Bulletin will link to the legislation that has been updated in
our Legislative Bill Monitoring Section. This format should make it more convenient for you to keep up to date on the
latest legislative activities, while still providing a resource for more detailed information.

Legislative Intern

The League is pleased to welcome Emily Webb as our APS Legislative Intern for the 2017 session. Emily's background
is in business and human resources at the Green Bay Packers, Inc. Currently, Emily is a Senior at Arizona State
University and will be receiving her bachelor's degree in Interdisciplinary Studies with a focus in Organizational
Leadership and Business in May of 2017. Emily will be assisting the League's legislative staff for the duration of the
Spring 2017 semester.

Your Voice

The 2017 edition of Your Voice at the Capitol, our listing of state senators and representatives, is available here.
Please use this document to access your delegation. Early contact with your legislators is strongly recommended in
order to establish a relationship with the elected officials representing your district. Maintaining good communications
with your legislators provides them with valuable insight as to how proposed legislation may affect their communities.
Additionally, you can contact our legislative division at (602) 258-5786 or email using the information below:
Patrice Kraus, Legislative Director: pkraus@azleague.org
Tom Savage, Legislative Associate: tsavage@azleague.org
Alex Vidal, Legislative Associate: avidal@azleague.org

Legislative Bill Monitoring

(All bills being actively monitored by the League can be found here.)
HB2011: bonds; levy; net of cash
Legislative Bulletin is published by the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
Forward your comments or suggestions to league@azleague.org.

Issue 2 - January 20, 2017

Legislative Overview

Today marks the 9th day of the 2017 legislative session. Committees are in full swing and we have already passed
some legislative deadlines. The 7-bill limit for House members became effective on January 12th; today is the last day
for Senate bill requests to Legislative Council; and Monday is the last day for House bill requests to Legislative Council.
There have been 513 bills introduced, down from last year's pace with 698, and 31 Memorials and Resolutions, also
down from last year's number of 62.

SB 1487 (2016 Session)

Last session, the Legislature enacted SB 1487, state law; local violations; penalties, which allows a single legislator to
file a complaint against a city or town and requires the Attorney General to investigate. If the Attorney General finds
that that the city or town is violating the law or may be violating the law, the municipality's shared revenue is
jeopardized.
In October 2016, Rep. Finchem filed a complaint against Tucson alleging a violation relating to the City's destruction of
firearms. The Attorney General investigated and issued a report that found that the City may be violating the law and
provided the City with time to repeal the ordinance. On December 6, 2016, the Tucson City Council voted unanimously
to defend the City and challenge the constitutionality of SB1487 and that same day the Attorney General filed a special
action petition in the Arizona Supreme Court seeking an order declaring that Tucson's ordinance violates state law and
to withhold the City's shared revenue if the ordinance is not repealed.
The City of Tucson filed a response to the petition arguing that the city charter supersedes the state law in this matter
and challenging the constitutionality of SB 1487. The League filed an amicus brief supporting the City on December 28,
2016. The Supreme Court has not yet decided whether to accept jurisdiction of the case but has scheduled oral
arguments on February 28, 2017. The Court has also ordered the City and the Attorney General to file supplemental
briefs by February 15 addressing the constitutionality of SB 1487 in addition to the underlying complaint involving the
issue between the Tucson City Charter and state's firearm laws.
Additionally, the City of Tucson filed a complaint against the State of Arizona in Pima County Superior Court on
December 12, 2016 seeking to declare SB1487 unconstitutional. The League has filed a motion to intervene in this
case. The parties agreed to stay the superior court proceedings until the Supreme Court determined whether it would
accept jurisdiction in the petition filed by the Attorney General.

HB 2017

HB 2017 was heard on Wednesday of this week in House Ways and Means Committee. This bill requires that the
maximum tax rate, instead of the anticipated tax rate, be used to estimate the tax impact of debt service for a bond
issue and the estimated total cost of a bond issue, and that this information is to be included in the bond publicity
pamphlet. It also requires a county or municipal bond election ballot to include a disclosure that a "yes" vote may

increase the primary tax rate to pay for the maintenance and operation of projects funded by the bond. The League
testified in committee that an identical bill had been offered last year by the same sponsor and that an agreement had
been reached to use both the maximum AND anticipated tax rates for the calculation of debt service and total cost of
the bonds. The sponsor agreed to honor the language from last year and the bill will be amended on the House floor.
The bill was passed by a 7-2 vote.

HB 2088

HB 2088, incorporation; urbanized areas, was heard Wednesday morning in the House Local and International Affairs
Committee.
Current statute requires any area attempting to incorporate to seek the permission of any existing, neighboring
municipality if any of the boundaries for the area seeking incorporation fall within 6 miles of their municipal boundary
(3 miles if the existing community has a population of less than 5,000). HB 2088 would allow an area with at least
15,000 people to incorporate without seeking the consent of those affected communities if the area that is
incorporating has a larger population than the community protesting the incorporation. Under HB 2088 an area
seeking incorporation could place their proposed borders right up to the border of every surrounding community and
those communities would have no recourse.
The League testified in opposition to the bill and also raised concerns about residents of existing communities that
have property or businesses in the "urbanized area" (within 6-miles) that would not get a say in whether their business
or property would be included in the new incorporation, as only voters that live in that area can vote on incorporation.
By including these properties and businesses the newly incorporated area can begin to tax and regulate them without
the owners having had a say in whether they wanted to be incorporated.
The bill passed out of committee by a 4-3 vote. A mirror bill was also recently introduced in the Senate that could be
used to "fast-track" the legislation.

Legislative Bill Monitoring

(All bills being actively monitored by the League can be found here.)
HB2011: bonds; levy; net of cash
HB2017: bonds; disclosure; notice
HB2088: incorporation; urbanized areas

Legislative Bulletin is published by the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
Forward your comments or suggestions to league@azleague.org.

Issue 3 - January 27, 2017

Legislative Overview

Today marks the 19th day of the legislative session. To date the House has introduced 366 bills, 3 memorials, 19
concurrent resolutions and 3 House resolutions, while the Senate has introduced 336 bills, 8 memorials, 19 concurrent
resolutions and 2 joint resolutions. Monday, January 30 is the deadline for introducing bills in the Senate. The House
deadline for opening bill folders is Thursday, February 9 and the deadline for introducing bills in the House is Friday,
February 10.

SB1084

SB1084 electronic records; retention; storage (Bob Worsley R-Mesa, LD 25) - This bill was heard on Tuesday in the
Senate Transportation Committee. This bill allows electronic documents to legally satisfy retention requirements set by
law, including agency policy. The bill also removes permissive authority for governmental agencies to not use or allow
the use of electronic records or electronic signatures. The League signed in support of the legislation and it passed out
of Committee by a vote of 7-0.

SB1115

SB1115 PSPRS; retirement benefit calculation (Debbie Lesko R-Peoria, LD 21) - This bill was heard on Wednesday in
the Senate Finance Committee. It allows a PSPRS member, hired on or after January 1, 2012 and before July 1, 2017,
to retire after 15 years of credited service, in addition to the current benefit of retiring after 25 years of service, if the
employee is at least 52.5 years of age. The bill limits the benefit of a member with fewer than 25 years of credited
service to the set of reduced graded multipliers. This change corrects an oversight in earlier legislation regarding this
group of employees. The League signed in support of the bill and it passed out of committee 7-0.

HB2086

HB2086 municipalities; identification cards; prohibition (Jay Lawrence R-Scottsdale, LD 23) - This bill was heard on
Tuesday in the House Federalism, Property Rights & Public Policy Committee. It prohibits the issuance of municipal
identification cards. A violation of this prohibition is to be investigated by the Attorney General and if the city or town
does not discontinue the practice within 30 days, the Attorney General must request the State Treasurer to withhold
state shared revenue. The League testified in opposition to the bill and it passed out of committee 6-2.

HB2116

HB2116 municipal zoning; rezoning protests (Bob Thorpe R-Flagstaff, LD 6) - This bill was heard on Tuesday in the
House Federalism, Property Rights & Public Policy Committee. This League resolution clarifies how the property owners
who are eligible to file a written protest against a proposed zoning amendment are calculated. The League testified in
support to the bill and it passed out of committee 6-0.

HB2121

HB2121 immigration; prohibited acts; civil action (Bob Thorpe R-Flagstaff, LD 6) - This bill was heard on Tuesday in
the House Federalism, Property Rights & Public Policy Committee. This bill states that cities and towns as well as state
agencies, counties and political subdivisions may not be prohibited from doing any of the following: 1) complying with
an immigration detainer; 2) providing a federal immigration official with access to an inmate for an interview; 3)
initiating an immigration status investigation; or 4) providing a federal immigration official with the incarceration status
or release date of an inmate who is in custody. This bill holds cities and towns liable for damages to any person who is
injured by the acts or omissions of an unlawful alien or to the personal representative of a person killed by an unlawful
alien. It also requires that every person who holds a public office or has official duties as a representative, agent or
employee of a city or town to report any violations of this law. The League testified in opposition to the bill and it
passed out of committee 6-2.

HB2139

HB2139 building code moratorium; repeal (Jill Norgaard R-Phoenix, LD 18) - This bill was heard on Monday in the
House Military, Veterans and Regulatory Affairs Committee. The bill repeals statute relating to a building code
moratorium for residential and commercial buildings. The League signed in support of the legislation and it passed out
of committee by a vote of 9-0.

HB2179

HB2179 municipalities; counties; intergovernmental agreements; requirements (Michelle Ugenti-Rita R-Scottsdale, LD
23) - This bill was heard in the House Local and International Affairs Committee on Wednesday. The bill limits all
intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) to a maximum term of eight years and requires a majority vote of the governing
body of a municipality or county to extend the IGA. In addition, on the effective date of this legislation, all existing
IGAs must be reviewed and reaffirmed by a majority vote of the governing body. The League testified in opposition to
the bill. It passed with a vote of 4-3.

HB2213

HB2213 GPLET reform; K-12 taxes (Vince Leach R-Tucson, LD 11) - This bill was heard on Wednesday in the House
Ways and Means Committee. This bill makes numerous amendments to the Government Property Lease Excise Tax
(GPLET) statute. It requires the government property lessor to calculate the GPLET for each prime lessee, establishes
a delinquency interest rate of 16% per year and eliminates the requirement that a county treasurer submit a report to
each government property lessor regarding returns and payments received by the lessor in the preceding calendar
year. The bill eliminates the GPLET tax abatement amount designated for school districts and stipulates that lease
rates for leases effective after January 1, 2017 are no longer "grandfathered" at the lower amounts provided in current
statute. The bill also significantly modifies the definition of a slum or blighted area. GPLET is one of the few economic
development tools available to cities and towns in Arizona. The League and several other business groups testified in
opposition to the bill. There was discussion about a stakeholder group to work on some of the provisions of the bill. It
passed out of committee 6-2.

HB2262

HB2262 municipal zoning; rezoning protest requirements (Jeff Weninger R-Chandler, LD 17) - This bill was heard on
Wednesday in the House Local and International Affairs Committee. It requires a zoning protest to be filed in the office
of the city or town clerk by 12:00 p.m. one business day before the governing body votes on the proposed change and
requires the property owners opposing the proposed amendment to sign the filed protest. The League is seeking an
amendment to allow a city or town to maintain a more stringent filing deadline by ordinance. The League signed in
support of the bill and it passed out of committee 7-0.

HB2287

HB2287 firearm discharge; mental state; applicability (Tony Rivero R-Peoria, LD 21) - This bill, referred to as
"Shannon's Law," was heard on Wednesday in the House Judiciary and Public Safety Committee. This bill changes the

culpable mental state from "criminal negligence" to "knowingly or recklessly" for the offense of unlawful discharge of a
firearm. The bill reduces the distance a person must be from an occupied structure while discharging a firearm from
one mile to 1/4 of a mile for purposes of the current exception to the statute. The League testified in opposition to the
bill and it passed out of committee 7-0.

Legislative Bill Monitoring

All bills being actively monitored by the League can be found here.
Legislative Bulletin is published by the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
Forward your comments or suggestions to league@azleague.org.
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Bad Bills
Posted Calendars and Committee Hearings
H2017:BONDS; DISCLOSURE; NOTICE
Calendar:1/26 House COW

Bill Summaries
H2017: BONDS; DISCLOSURE; NOTICE
First sponsor: Rep. Leach
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2017 Daily History
BONDS; DISCLOSURE;
BONDS; DISCLOSURE;
BONDS; DISCLOSURE;
BONDS; DISCLOSURE;

Date Action
NOTICE 1/23 stricken from House consent calendar by Leach.
NOTICE 1/23 from House rules okay. To House consent calendar.
NOTICE 1/18 from House ways-means do pass.
NOTICE 1/9 referred to House ways-means.

H2143: PUBLIC CONTRACTS; PROCUREMENT
First sponsor: Rep. Leach
Others: Rep. Bowers, Rep. Finchem, Rep. Lawrence, Rep. Livingston, Rep. Payne, Rep. Rivero, Rep.
Weninger
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2143 Daily History
Date Action
PUBLIC CONTRACTS; PROCUREMENT 1/23 referred to House fed-policy.

H2161: WORKERS' COMP; OCCUPATIONAL DISEASES; CANCER
First sponsor: Rep. Boyer
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2161 Daily History
Date Action
WORKERS' COMP; OCCUPATIONAL DISEASES; CANCER 1/23 referred to House hel.

H2178: MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS; DATES; COUNTY ADMINISTRATION
First sponsor: Rep. Ugenti-Rita
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2178 Daily History
Date Action
MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS; DATES; COUNTY ADMINISTRATION 1/17 referred to House gov.

H2180: WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PHYSICIANS' MEDICAL REPORTS
First sponsor: Rep. Finchem
Others: Sen. Borrelli, Rep. Clodfelter
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2180 Daily History
Date Action
WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PHYSICIANS' MEDICAL REPORTS 1/12 referred to House bank-ins.

H2181: WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PEACE OFFICERS; PHYSICIANS

First sponsor: Rep. Finchem
Others: Sen. Borrelli, Rep. Clodfelter
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2181 Daily History
Date Action
WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PEACE OFFICERS; PHYSICIANS 1/12 referred to House bank-ins.

H2182: WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PHYSICIAN DISQUALIFICATION
First sponsor: Rep. Finchem
Others: Sen. Borrelli, Rep. Clodfelter
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2182 Daily History
Date Action
WORKERS' COMPENSATION; PHYSICIAN DISQUALIFICATION 1/12 referred to House bank-ins.

H2213: GPLET REFORM; K-12 TAXES
First sponsor: Rep. Leach
Others: Rep. Barton, Rep. Kern, Rep. Livingston, Rep. Mitchell, Rep. Ugenti-Rita
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2213 Daily History
Date Action
GPLET REFORM; K-12 TAXES 1/25 from House ways-means do pass.
GPLET REFORM; K-12 TAXES 1/17 referred to House ways-means.

H2257: STATE LAW; LOCAL VIOLATIONS
First sponsor: Rep. Thorpe
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2257 Daily History
Date Action
STATE LAW; LOCAL VIOLATIONS 1/17 referred to House gov.

H2317: PARTISAN OFFICES; DISTRICTS; CITIES; SCHOOLS
First sponsor: Rep. Lawrence
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2317 Daily History
Date Action
PARTISAN OFFICES; DISTRICTS; CITIES; SCHOOLS 1/18 referred to House gov.

H2340: MUNICIPALITIES; PEACE OFFICER STAFFING REQUIREMENT
First sponsor: Rep. Lawrence
Others: Sen. Borrelli
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2340 Daily History
Date Action
MUNICIPALITIES; PEACE OFFICER STAFFING REQUIREMENT 1/26 referred to House local-intl.

H2365: WIRELESS FACILITIES; COLLACATION; RIGHTS-OF-WAY
First sponsor: Rep. Weninger
Others: Sen. Smith
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2365 Daily History
No actions posted for this bill within the requested time frame.

Date

Action

HCR2002: REPEAL 1998 PROPOSITION 105
First sponsor: Rep. Ugenti-Rita
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
HCR2002 Daily History
Date Action
REPEAL 1998 PROPOSITION 105 1/26 referred to House gov.

Good Bills
Posted Calendars and Committee Hearings
H2094:COMMUNITY PROTECTION INITIATIVE; REPORT; CONTINUATION
Hearing:House Energy, Environment & Natural Resources (Tuesday 01/31/17 at 2:00 PM,
House Rm. 3)
H2225:FORESTRY WASTE; PERMITS
Hearing:House Land, Agriculture & Rural Affairs (Thursday 01/26/17 at 9:00 AM, House Rm.
3)
S1056: MUNICIPAL CODES; PUBLICATION; ONLINE
Calendar:1/26 Senate Third Reading

Bill Summaries
H2094: COMMUNITY PROTECTION INITIATIVE; REPORT; CONTINUATION
First sponsor: Rep. Bowers
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2094 Daily History
Date Action
COMMUNITY PROTECTION INITIATIVE; REPORT; CONTINUATION 1/12 referred to House energy-env.

H2116: MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTESTS
First sponsor: Rep. Thorpe
Others: Rep. Barton
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2116 Daily History
Date Action
MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTESTS 1/25 from House fed-policy do pass.
MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTESTS 1/12 referred to House fed-policy.

H2177: MUNICIPALITIES; DEVELOPMENT; REIMBURSEMENT ZONES
First sponsor: Rep. Coleman
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2177 Daily History
Date Action
MUNICIPALITIES; DEVELOPMENT; REIMBURSEMENT ZONES 1/17 referred to House gov.

H2224: HOUSING TRUST FUND; UNCLAIMED PROPERTY
First sponsor: Rep. Alston
Others: Rep. Blanc, Rep. Salman
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2224 Daily History
Date Action
HOUSING TRUST FUND; UNCLAIMED PROPERTY 1/18 referred to House hel, appro.

H2225: FORESTRY WASTE; PERMITS
First sponsor: Rep. Finchem
Others: Rep. Barton
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:

H2225 Daily History
Date Action
FORESTRY WASTE; PERMITS 1/26 from House land-agri-rural do pass.
FORESTRY WASTE; PERMITS 1/17 referred to House land-agri-rural.

H2262: MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTEST REQUIREMENTS
First sponsor: Rep. Weninger
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
H2262 Daily History
Date Action
MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTEST REQUIREMENTS 1/25 from House local-intl do pass.
MUNICIPAL ZONING; REZONING PROTEST REQUIREMENTS 1/17 referred to House local-intl.

HCR2011: MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAXES
First sponsor: Rep. Campbell
Others: Sen. Otondo
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
HCR2011 Daily History
Date Action
MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAXES 1/23 referred to House ways-means, trans-inf.

S1025: PUBLIC ENTITIES; ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY; DEFENSES
First sponsor: Sen. Burges
Others: Sen. D. Farnsworth
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
S1025 Daily History
DateAction
PUBLIC ENTITIES; ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY; DEFENSES 1/9 referred to Senate jud.

S1056: MUNICIPAL CODES; PUBLICATION; ONLINE
First sponsor: Sen. Griffin
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
S1056 Daily History
MUNICIPAL CODES;
MUNICIPAL CODES;
MUNICIPAL CODES;
MUNICIPAL CODES;
MUNICIPAL CODES;

PUBLICATION;
PUBLICATION;
PUBLICATION;
PUBLICATION;
PUBLICATION;

Date Action
ONLINE 1/26 passed Senate 30-0; ready for House.
ONLINE 1/24 from Senate rules okay.
ONLINE 1/23 to Senate consent calendar.
ONLINE 1/19 from Senate gov do pass.
ONLINE 1/11 referred to Senate gov.

S1333: WORKERS' COMPENSATION; CLAIM SETTLEMENT
First sponsor: Sen. Fann
General Comments (all lists):
Single List Comments:
S1333 Daily History
Date Action
WORKERS' COMPENSATION; CLAIM SETTLEMENT 1/26 referred to Senate com-pub safety.

HB2317 partisan offices
Rep. Jay Lawrence (R-23)
Legislative Report
January 23, 2017
BECAUSE THE CURE TO DIVISION IS TO CELEBRATE IT
Lawrence wants all local elections to be partisan. H2317 (partisan
offices; districts; cities; schools) would require ballots to include
party designations for elections that are currently nonpartisan,
including city and town councils, school boards, special taxing
districts and water conservation districts. Most Arizona cities and
towns conduct elections without a party designation on the ballot, as
do other offices, such as school boards and water conservation
districts. But Lawrence said he thinks voters should have the most
information possible when casting a vote for these offices. “We are
divided in America. We are divided in the state. We are divided
between the way a conservative deals with a particular issue and the
way a liberal deals with a particular issue,” Lawrence said. He added
that, when people run for office, there’s a lot of “campaign speak,”
which can obscure party affiliation. Lawrence said he hasn’t spoken
with representatives from cities or towns about their thoughts on the
bill, though he has talked with folks (mostly Republicans) who ran for
some local offices and agreed with him. As a conservative, Lawrence
said he wants to see other conservatives get elected and believes they
can get into office if given the chance to present their ideas.
(Cities’ nonpartisan elections haven’t prevented candidates from
espousing their conservative or liberal views on the campaign trail.)
Cities and towns may not support any changes to their elections
because they prefer the status quo, Lawrence said. “This is a better
way for the people, as opposed to a better way for cities and towns, a
better way for incumbents. It’s a better way for the people who are
voting for particular offices to know for whom they’re voting,”
Lawrence said.

JAY, MEET KEN
Courts have upheld municipalities’ ability to conduct elections
however they choose and affirmed that this is a matter of local, not
statewide, concern. In 2010, Tucson sued the state after the
Legislature passed a bill that prohibited partisan local elections and
did away with the city’s hybrid election system. A federal appeals
court decided last year that Tucson’s system of primary elections by
ward, then running for office at-large in a general election, is legal
and doesn’t violate the US Constitution’s 14th Amendment. When asked
why the partisan election issue is a matter of statewide concern,
Lawrence said it’s because there are places that like to keep things
the way they are, instead of changing. “I don’t mind if they like
things the way they are, I just feel as though I want to add something
to their quiver, as it were. I want to add candidates in every locale
an additional arrow to run for office,” he said. Ken Strobeck,

executive director of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns, said the
local elections are strictly a matter of local concern. Phoenix Mayor
Greg Stanton agreed, saying, “Local elections should be run locally
without state interference.”

LIBERTARIAN POTHOLES JUST WANNA BE LEFT ALONE
Strobeck added that Lawrence’s bill doesn’t consider the way cities
and towns operate, though he also pointed out the legislation only
changes the ballot and not the manner of organizing councils. Cities
and towns in Arizona operate under a council-manager form of
governance, meaning council members don’t direct the day-to-day
operations but instead set broader policies and goals. “There’s
absolutely nothing prohibiting anyone running for any council office
from saying, ‘I am a proud Democrat’ or ‘I am a proud Republican’ or
‘I am a proud Green’ or whatever,” Strobeck said. But most people who
run for local offices, especially outside the Phoenix metro area,
decide not to affiliate themselves with any particular party, he said.
The primary business of local governments is delivering services like
water, garbage and public safety, which isn’t a partisan issue, he
said. “This is one of the features of cities and towns in Arizona.
It’s why we’re not like Chicago or Philadelphia or cities that are
very much in partisan business,” Strobeck said.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #3

SB1487 Developments

Summary:

The Supreme Court has set February 28th as the date for oral arguments
on Tucson’s challenge to the Attorney General’s finding that their
firearms ordinance violates state law and triggers the provisions of
SB1487.

Responsible Person:

Christina Estes-Werther, General Counsel

Attachments:

Tucson Lawsuit Timeline
Supreme Court Order
League Amicus brief excerpts
Article: My Turn: Mark Brnovich could've saved Tucson

Note: If necessary to discuss legal strategy with our attorney, the Executive Committee may
choose to convene in Executive Session.

SB1487/Tucson Lawsuit Timeline
On October 12, 2016, Rep. Mark Finchem filed a complaint pursuant to SB 1487 (A.R.S. § 41194.01) against City of Tucson alleging that the City was violating the state law prohibiting
firearm destruction. The Attorney General investigated and issued a report that found that the
City may be violating the law and provided the City with time to repeal the ordinance. On
December 6, 2016, the Tucson City Council voted unanimously to defend the City and challenge
the constitutionality of SB1487. The same day the Attorney General filed a Special Action
Petition in the Arizona Supreme Court seeking an order declaring that Tucson’s ordinance
violates state law and to withhold the City’s shared revenue if the ordinance is not repealed.
The City of Tucson filed a response to the Petition arguing that the city charter supersedes the
state law and challenging the constitutionality of SB 1487.
Summary of League Amicus Curiae in Opposition to the State’s Petition for Review
On December 28, 2016, the League filed an Amicus Brief in Opposition to the Attorney
General’s Petition for Review. The Attorney General filed the Petition against the City of
Tucson based on the finding that the City “may be” in violation of state law for destroying
firearms authorized by a Tucson ordinance.
Since the Arizona Supreme Court has not yet decided whether it will accept jurisdiction of the
case, the League’s Amicus argument focused on whether the Court should review the case. The
League requested that the Supreme Court reject jurisdiction and allow Tucson’s superior court
case 1 to proceed, which would allow the City and the League an opportunity to develop a factual
record and introduce additional constitutional claims relating to SB 1487.
The League’s Amicus Brief represented all 91 cities and towns and Phoenix and Yuma are also
named parties. The Brief argued the following:
1. The Court should decline jurisdiction because it is not mandatory despite the State’s
arguments. SB 1487 does not require the court to take jurisdiction but merely to treat the
State’s Petition expeditiously under A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B)(2). Additionally, the
Attorney General originally found that Tucson “may be” in violation of the law pursuant
to A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B)(2), yet the Attorney General filed the Petition with the Court
alleging that the Tucson ordinance “does violate” state law, which is subject to A.R.S. §
41-194.01(B)(1) and does not require the court’s involvement.
1

The City of Tucson filed a complaint against the State of Arizona in Pima County Superior Court on
December 12, 2016 seeking to declare SB1487 unconstitutional. The League has filed a motion to intervene in
this case. The parties agreed to stay the superior court proceedings until the Supreme Court determined whether
it would accept jurisdiction in the petition filed by the Attorney General.
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2. The Brief asks the Court to decline discretionary jurisdiction because the matter is being
litigated in Pima County Superior Court and the Petition raises an issue that is inherently
case-specific and fact-bound – whether firearm destruction is a municipal affair or one of
statewide concern. The National Rifle Association’s Amicus Brief In Support of the
State’s Petition purports to rely on various studies and evidence that have not been
explored and with no opportunity to be challenged. Also, unlike other cases where the
Court exercises original special action jurisdiction, there is no immediate need for a
resolution since Tucson has suspended gun destruction until the legal issues over its
challenged ordinance are resolved.
3. If the Court reaches the merits of this issue, the Ordinance is within Tucson’s home rule
authority because the power of charter cities to regulate their local affairs is
constitutionally equal to the Legislature’s own powers, derived from Article 13, § 2 of the
Arizona Constitution. As a charter city, Tucson’s use and disposition of its own property
is a uniquely local matter and the Attorney General’s declarations that firearms are
personal property and subject to statewide concern are unsupported. The City’s
disposition of its property is an exercise of proprietary power, not police power, and is
not subject to legislative meddling regardless of whether it generates revenue. Further,
the Attorney General’s Second Amendment arguments are unpersuasive since the Tucson
Ordinance does not implicate the individual right to possess and carry weapons.
In conclusion, the League’s Amicus Brief reiterates that the Supreme Court should decline
jurisdiction so the lower court may fully brief these issues, but if it accepts jurisdiction, it should
deny the relief requested in the Petition and hold that Tucson’s ordinance is a proper exercise of
its home rule authority to dispose of its property as its elected representatives see fit.
Current Status of Litigation
On January 10, 2017, the Supreme Court ordered the Attorney General and the City of Tucson to
file supplemental briefs addressing whether “the Court, either in the context of this special
action, or on review of the action filed by the City of Tucson in the superior court, address the
constitutionality of A.R.S. § 41-194.01 before addressing the merits of the State’s petition.”
Amicus briefs were not allowed. The City submitted its brief on January 13, 2017 and restated
its request that the matter be reviewed in Pima County Superior Court with an expedited appeal
to the Supreme Court or in the alternative, for the constitutional claims to be addressed prior to
hearing the State’s Petition.
On January 18, 2017, the Supreme Court issued an order for oral arguments to be held on
February 28, 2017 at the ASU Sandra Day O’Connor College of Law. The parties each have 20
minutes to present their arguments. Supplemental briefs are due by all parties on February 15th
addressing six specific questions:
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1. Is the Court’s jurisdiction under A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B) mandatory or discretionary and,
if the latter, should the Court accept jurisdiction?
2. Do either A.R.S. §§ 41-194.01(A) or (B)(2) violate Arizona’s Constitution?
3. Are the bond provisions of A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B)(2) mandatory or discretionary?
4. Are the provisions of A.R.S. § 41-194.01 severable?
5. Under Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona Constitution, does Tucson City Code § 2-142
supersede inconsistent provisions in A.R.S. § 12-945(B) and § 13-3108(F)?
6. If Tucson City Code § 2-142 does not supersede and therefore violates conflicting
provisions of state law, would appropriate relief include an order instructing the State
Treasurer to withhold and distribute certain state-shared monies from the City if the City
does not resolve the violation within a specified time?
The League plans to file another amicus brief, which is being written by outside counsel at
Perkins Coie, with assistance from the League General Counsel, and the city attorneys from
Phoenix and Yuma.
The Supreme Court has not decided whether to accept jurisdiction of the case and following the
next round of briefing and the oral argument, the Court may take any of the following actions:
•

•

•

Accept jurisdiction and decide on the constitutional claims prior to reviewing the State’s
Petition against Tucson. This may result in none, part, or all of the law being declared
unconstitutional depending on whether the Court finds that the law is severable.
Accept jurisdiction and decide on the State’s Petition against Tucson without addressing
the constitutional claims, which may have the effect of only deciding the case based on
charter authority and not addressing SB 1487; or
Decline jurisdiction and allow the case to be developed in the superior court (with or
without an order for an expedited appeal to the Supreme Court). While this delays a final
resolution, allowing the case to be heard in the lower court will provide Tucson and the
League with the opportunity to fully develop all the constitutional claims for review to
the appellate courts.
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SUPREME COURT OF ARIZONA
STATE OF ARIZONA, ex rel. MARK
BRNOVICH, Attorney General,

)
)
)
Petitioner, )
)
v.
)
)
CITY OF TUCSON, Arizona,
)
)
Respondent, )
)
JEFF DeWIT, in his official
)
capacity as State Treasurer,
)
)
Nominal Respondent. )
)
__________________________________)

Arizona Supreme Court
No. CV-16-0301-SA

FILED 01/18/2017

O R D E R
On the Court’s own motion,
IT IS ORDERED oral argument in this matter will be held at
10:45 a.m. on February 28, 2017, at the ASU Sandra Day O’Connor
College of Law.

The parties may submit supplemental briefs, not

to exceed 30 pages, by February 15, 2017, addressing these
issues:
(1)

Is the Court’s jurisdiction under A.R.S. § 41-

194.01(B) mandatory or discretionary and, if the latter, should
the Court accept jurisdiction?
(2)

Do either A.R.S. §§ 41-194.01(A) or (B)(2) violate

Arizona’s Constitution?
(3)

Are the bond provisions of A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B)(2)

mandatory or discretionary?
(4)

Are the provisions of A.R.S. § 41-194.01 severable?

Arizona Supreme Court No. CV-16-0301-SA
Page 2 of 3
(5)

Under Article XIII, section 2, of the Arizona

Constitution, does Tucson City Code § 2-142 supersede
inconsistent provisions in A.R.S. § 12-945(B) and § 13-3108(F)?
(6)

If Tucson City Code § 2-142 does not supersede and

therefore violates conflicting provisions of state law, would
appropriate relief include an order instructing the State
Treasurer to withhold and redistribute certain state-shared
monies from the City if the City does not resolve the violation
within a specified time?
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Court is deferring until after
oral argument its decision whether to accept jurisdiction of the
special action.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED this order is without prejudice to
the City of Tucson continuing to litigate its action filed in
the Superior Court challenging the constitutionality of A.R.S.
§ 41-194.01 pending this Court’s disposition of this matter.

DATED this 18th day of January, 2017.

_____/s/___________
SCOTT BALES
Chief Justice
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IDENTITY AND INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE
The League of Arizona Cities and Towns (“League”) is a voluntary
association, comprised of the 91 incorporated municipalities of Arizona.

It

represents the interests of Arizona cities and towns by acting as their collective
voice in the legislature, agencies, and courts. The cities of Phoenix and Yuma are
municipal corporations and charter cities under Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona
Constitution. Carol McMillan is a taxpayer resident of Tucson, the Respondent in
the State’s Petition.
Amici have a strong interest in this matter to ensure that legal questions over
a charter city’s authority are decided on an appropriate judicial record and in full
recognition of the authority granted by Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona Constitution.
Moreover, Amici have moved to intervene as parties to ongoing Superior Court
litigation in Pima County challenging the constitutionality of the statute, A.R.S. §
41-194.01, under which the Petition purports to be brought.1
All parties have consented to the filing of this brief. No persons or entities
other than Amici have provided financial resources for the brief’s preparation.
INTRODUCTION
This Court should not take jurisdiction over the Attorney General’s Petition.
Whether Tucson’s gun-destruction ordinance is within its constitutional authority
as a charter city is an issue that deserves a fully developed record and airing in the
Superior Court.

Contrary to the Attorney General, this Court does not have

1

See Superior Court Compl., City of Tucson v. State et al., Case
No. C20165733 (Pima Super. Ct.).
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mandatory jurisdiction over his Petition, nor has he shown that this is the kind of
exceptional case that warrants side-stepping the Superior Court and appellate
review process.
If, however, the Court accepts jurisdiction, it should deny the Petition on the
merits. Under Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona Constitution “the sale or disposition
of property by charter cities [such as Tucson] is a matter of solely local concern in
which the legislature may not interfere.” McMann v. City of Tucson, 202 Ariz. 468,
472, ¶ 10, 47 P.3d 672, 676 (App. 2002). Indeed, any time a power of a charter
city “is exercised by the city in its proprietary capacity, it is a power incidental to
home rule.” Luhrs v. City of Phoenix, 52 Ariz. 438, 442-43, 83 P.2d 283, 285
(1938). In other words, whether the property at issue is real or personal, guns or
butter, if it is owned by a charter city, its use or disposition is a matter in which the
Legislature is constitutionally proscribed from interfering.
ARGUMENT
I.

THIS MATTER IS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR CONSIDERATION IN
THE SUPREME COURT IN THE FIRST INSTANCE.
A.

This Court Does Not Have Mandatory Jurisdiction

According to the Petition (at 10), this Court has “mandatory jurisdiction”
under A.R.S. § 41-194.01(B)(2) (“Section 194.01(B)(2)”). That is wrong for two
reasons.
First, even when Section 194.01(B)(2) applies, it does not require this Court
to accept jurisdiction. That Section provides that when the Attorney General
concludes that a municipal ordinance (or other measure) “[m]ay” violate state law,
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he “shall file a special action in the supreme court to resolve the issue, and the
supreme court shall give the action precedence over all other cases.” That Section
merely requires this Court to treat the Attorney General’s petition expeditiously (as
it has done by setting an accelerated briefing schedule on the Petition). But this
Section does not purport to deprive the Court of its discretion to decline
jurisdiction, or remand the matter for consideration by a lower court.
As this Court explained in Fleischman v. Protect Our City, ‘“[i]t has long
been a general rule of law that a grant of jurisdiction to one court does not, in the
absence of an express provision to that effect, imply that the jurisdiction is to be
exclusively vested in that court.”’ 214 Ariz. 406, 408, ¶ 11, 153 P.3d 1035, 1037
(2007) (citation omitted). Unless the Legislature has “made clear” that this Court
must accept jurisdiction to the exclusion of other courts, such intent will not be
inferred. Id. Section 194.01(B)(2) has no such clear statement, let alone does it
have the express language used in the few other statutes that do provide for
exclusive jurisdiction in this Court. See id. at 408, ¶ 12, 153 P.3d at 1037 (citing,
as examples of the “very few instances in which this Court has been granted
exclusive jurisdiction,” a statute that provided for “original and exclusive
jurisdiction” in this Court and a statute providing that a decision “shall be
appealable only to the supreme court”).
Second, even if this Court did have mandatory jurisdiction over petitions
filed under Section 194.01(B)(2), that Section is inapplicable here. As noted,
Section 194.01(B)(2) provides for jurisdiction in this Court only when the Attorney
General concludes that a municipal measure “[m]ay violate” state law (emphasis
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added). In other words, it applies when the Attorney General is uncertain about the
issue. But the statute has an entirely separate provision—which does not involve
this or any Court at all—when the Attorney General is sure about the issue—that is,
when he concludes that a municipal measure does violate state law. See A.R.S. §
41-194.01(B)(1). When that “does violate” provision is invoked, it directs the
Attorney General and Treasurer to take certain action respecting a municipality’s
entitlement to state revenue sharing money, without any judicial say-so. Id.
Here, the jurisdictional provision in Section 194.01(B)(2)—the “may violate”
provision—is inapplicable because the Attorney General says he is certain about
the issue. His Petition repeatedly contends that Tucson’s ordinance does violate
State law. See, e.g., Pet. at 1 (alleging Tucson “is violating Arizona law by
requiring the destruction of legal firearms”). To allow the Attorney General to
invoke Section 194.01(B)(2)’s “may violate” jurisdictional provision when he
concludes that an ordinance “does violate” state law would render Section
194.01(B)(1) superfluous.2
B.

This Court Should Decline its Discretionary Jurisdiction.

Given that Section 194.01(B)(2) does not require this Court to accept
jurisdiction, the Attorney General must show that this is one of those “extremely
unusual circumstances” that make it appropriate for this Court, in its discretion, to
2

The withholding of revenue sharing money, called for by a “does violate”
conclusion under Section 194.01(B)(1), would be unconstitutional, as alleged in
the pending Superior Court action described in note 1, above. Perhaps that is why
the Attorney General has avoided action under that Section. But that does not
justify his attempt to ride the jurisdictional path of Section 194.01(B)(2).
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“entertain the special action directly.” See Kelley v. Ariz. Dep’t of Corrections,
154 Ariz. 476, 476, 744 P.2d 3, 4 (1987). This the Attorney General cannot show.
First, the issue raised in the Petition—the legality of Tucson’s gundestruction ordinance—is currently being litigated in the Superior Court.3 That
litigation should be allowed to run its course before this Court passes on the issue.
Under this Court’s precedent, the legality of Tucson’s ordinance turns on
whether its subject matter should be characterized as a municipal affair or one of
statewide concern. See, e.g., City of Tucson v. State, 229 Ariz. 172, 176, ¶ 20, 273
P.3d 624, 628 (2012). That issue is inherently case-specific and fact-bound. See,
e.g., id.; City & County of Denver v. State, 788 P.2d 764, 767-68 (Colo. 1990)
(emphasizing that determining the municipal vs. statewide issue requires “an ad
hoc” determination “taking into consideration the facts of each case,” and deciding
the issue only after considering the evidence presented to the trial court about the
nature and extent of the purported state interest). Here, for example, the Attorney
General argues (at 20) that the ordinance involves a matter of statewide interest
because increasing the supply of firearms supposedly enhances public safety. The
NRA’s Amicus Brief purports to rely on various studies and evidence to make the
same point. Whether they are correct or not turns on facts and evidence that the
plaintiffs in the Superior Court litigation should be permitted to test. In all events,
a judicial decision on these issues would be enhanced by allowing the development

3

See Superior Court Compl., City of Tucson v. State et al., Case
No. C20165733 (Pima Super. Ct.).
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of a complete record, and permitting the Superior Court and Court of Appeals to
consider the issues in the usual course.
Second, unlike other cases in which this Court has exercised original special
action jurisdiction, no pressing circumstance requires this Court to get involved
now. See, e.g., Dobson v. State ex rel., Comm’n on Appellate Court Appointments,
233 Ariz. 119, 121, ¶ 8, 309 P.3d 1289, 1291 (2013) (accepting special action
jurisdiction where case required “an immediate and final resolution”); Kelley, 154
Ariz. at 477, 744 P.2d at 4 (accepting special action jurisdiction where petitioner
instead would have remained incarcerated during Court of Appeals’ review). In
arguing otherwise, the Attorney General (at 11) cites the need to ensure “prompt
compliance with state law.” But Tucson already is complying with the law. Once
the Petition was filed, Tucson’s City Council formally agreed to suspend gun
destruction until the legal issues over its challenged ordinance are resolved. See
Resp. to Pet. at 2 (citing Mayor & Council Action Report). Nor need the State
worry about municipal gun destruction outside of Tucson while the Superior Court
action is pending. Tucson is the only Arizona municipality that has passed a
similar gun-destruction ordinance.

In short, there is no need to sidestep the

traditional judicial process for sake of expediency.
II.

THE ORDINANCE IS WITHIN TUCSON’S HOME RULE
AUTHORITY.
Should this Court reach the merits, the question it faces is whether the

Legislature may force Tucson to sell guns it owns on the commercial market,
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rather than dispose of them according to the will of Tucson’s elected
representatives.
A.

The Power of Charter Cities to Regulate Their Local Affairs is
Constitutionally Equal to the Legislature’s Own Powers.

“[A] home rule city deriving its powers from [Article 13, § 2 of] the
Constitution is independent of the state Legislature as to all subjects of strictly
local municipal concern.” City of Tucson, 229 Ariz. at 174, ¶ 10, 273 P.3d at 626.
Indeed, the very purpose of the Constitution’s home rule charter provision “was to
render the cities adopting such charter provisions as nearly independent of state
legislation as was possible.” Id. at 173, ¶ 9, 273 P.3d at 625 (citation omitted).
The Attorney General’s Petition ignores this bedrock principle of Arizona
government.
B.

As a Charter City, Tucson’s Use and Disposition of its Own
Property is a Uniquely Local Matter.

This Court has made clear that in “matters of solely local concern, a charter
city’s ordinance supersedes a conflicting state statute.”

City of Tucson v.

Consumers For Retail Choice Sponsored by Wal-Mart, 197 Ariz. 600, 602, ¶ 13, 5
P.3d 934, 936-37 (2000) (quotation marks and citations omitted). So where, as
here, an enactment of a charter city within the scope of that charter involves a
matter of “solely local concern,” state statutes to the contrary are superseded. See,
e.g., City of Tucson v. Tucson Sunshine Climate Club, 64 Ariz. 1, 8-9, 164 P.2d
598, 602 (1945).
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This Court has previously recognized that “the line of demarcation” between
matters of “local concern” and other matters “is very difficult of discernment,
because the activity may be neither predominantly local nor state-wide but may
partake of both.” Luhrs, 52 Ariz. at 442-43, 83 P.2d at 285. But, as particularly
relevant here, this Court has specifically provided that if a power “is exercised by
the city in its proprietary capacity, it is a power incidental to home rule.” Id.
(citation omitted); see also Vilas v. City of Manila, 220 U.S. 345, 356 (1911)
(noting “dual character of municipal corporations” in exercise of “governmental”
powers on one hand, and “powers which are of a private or business character,”
like the power of property ownership, on the other).
Other courts and authorities have affirmed the unremarkable conclusion that
a charter city, acting as any property owner might to use, enjoy, spend, or destroy
its property, acts as a matter of local concern, rather than as an actor subject to the
will of the state legislature. For example our Court of Appeals held that a charter
city acts on a matter of “municipal concern” when it “exercise[s] its proprietary
powers,” to engage in the sale of goods at its recreation complex. Shaffer v. Allt,
25 Ariz. App. 565, 569-70, 545 P.2d 76, 80-81 (App. 1976). Similarly, the leading
commentary on municipal corporations unambiguously teaches that “[i]n cities
having a home rule charter, the legislature has no power to regulate the use of
municipal money.” 2 Eugene McQuillin, The Laws of Mun. Corps. § 138 (3d ed.
1996).

McQuillan further explains that proprietary or “private powers of a

municipal corporation are synonymous with the terms home rule and local selfgovernment.” 1 Eugene McQuillin, The Laws of Mun. Corps. § 13 (3d ed. 1996).
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Here, Tucson’s charter expressly empowers the City to, among other things,
“purchase, receive, have, take, hold, lease, use, and enjoy property of every kind
and description . . . and control and dispose of same for the common benefit.”
Tucson City Charter Ch. IV § 1(4).4 Under that charter, our courts have repeatedly
confirmed that Tucson may control and dispose of its property as it sees fit.
McMann, 202 Ariz. at 472, ¶ 10, 47 P.3d at 676; see also City of Tucson v. Ariz.
Alpha of Sigma Alpha Epsilon, 67 Ariz. 330, 336, 195 P.2d 562, 566 (1948).
Those holdings recognize that “the sale or disposition of property by charter cities
is a matter of solely local concern in which the legislature may not interfere.”
McMann, 202 Ariz. at 472, ¶ 10, 47 P.3d at 676. (quotation omitted).5
The Attorney General’s Petition (at 23-24) attempts to explain away this
authority by drawing a never-before-recognized distinction between real property,
the disposition of which the Attorney General concedes is of local concern, and
personal property, including firearms, which the Attorney General claims is
“readily transferable statewide” and thus of statewide concern. But neither the law
nor logic support such a distinction. None of the several Arizona cases discussed
here and by the Attorney General distinguish between real and personal property,
nor should they. Furthermore, the impact of a piece of real property, for example a
4

Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona Constitution specifically requires that “all
courts shall take judicial notice” of a properly adopted city charter.
5

Those holdings are also consistent with Article 13, § 5, which recognizes
that municipal corporations within the state have the same right to engage in any
business or enterprise as a person or corporation within the municipality. Ariz.
Const. art. 13, § 5. Implicit in that right to do business is the right not to do
business, e.g., the right not to engage in the business of selling forfeited guns.
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stadium, or an airport, or a convention center (as in McMann), is often felt
statewide, even though the real property doesn’t move.
The Petition also tries (at 24) to side-step McMann because it supposedly
only concerned a City’s constitutional right to engage in business activities,
whereas, says the Attorney General now, the destruction of firearms under the
Ordinance is “non-commercial.” But nothing in McMann or the law of municipal
corporations makes this distinction. Rather, what matters is whether a charter city
is acting in exercise of its proprietary powers, which “are synonymous with the
terms home rule and local self-government.” 1 Eugene McQuillin, The Laws of
Mun. Corps. § 13 (3d ed. 1996). And because a city’s disposition of its property is
a classic exercise of proprietary power, it is immune from legislative intermeddling
without regard to whether it generates revenue.
The Attorney General nevertheless contends (at 16-22) that because guns
implicate Second Amendment and public safety concerns, the Ordinance must also
be a matter of statewide, not local, concern. The Ordinance, however, has nothing
to do with the Second Amendment. It in no way implicates the “individual right to
possess and carry weapons in case of confrontation.” 6 District of Columbia v.
Heller, 554 U.S. 570, 591 (2008) (holding that Second Amendment conferred an
“individual right” to keep and bear arms but holding nothing about what a city or
any other owner can do with their arms). Likewise, whether or not the property in

6

Said differently, what the City of Tucson does with its guns has no more to
do with the Second Amendment than what the City of Tucson does with its books
does with the First Amendment.
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question (a firearm or anything else) might in some instances trigger statewide
interests, a charter city has plenary authority over its own property. The City’s
property, of whatever kind, is its own, to dispose of as it sees fit, as the authorities
discussed above confirm.
The Petition also cites several cases for the proposition that the exercise of
police powers is a matter of statewide concern. Even if that were true, or even if
that principle may guide other cases, such as City of Scottsdale v. State, 237 Ariz.
467, 352 P.3d 936 (App. 2015) (involving ordinance that regulated speech), it does
not apply here. Here, Tucson is not exercising its police powers to regulate the
conduct of any person; it is merely disposing of its own property in the exercise of
its proprietary authority.
Finally, even if the State had some interest in Tucson’s disposition of its
own property, that wouldn’t end the analysis. The Court would then conduct a
“balancing test evaluating the issues and determining which is paramount.” City of
Tucson v. State, 191 Ariz. 436, 439, 957 P.2d 341, 344 (App. 1997) (citing 2
Eugene McQuillin, The Laws of Mun. Corps. §4.85 (3d ed. 1996)); see also, e.g.,
Cal. Fed. Savs. & Loan Ass’n v. City of Los Angeles, 54 Cal.3d 1, 18, 812 P.2d 916,
926 (1991) (where issue is of mixed local and statewide concern reviewing court
must evaluate whether or not “the state has a more substantial interest in the
subject than the charter city”); U.S. Elevator Corp. v. City of Tulsa, 1980 OK 69,
610 P.2d 791, 793 (Okla. 1980) (interpreting the Oklahoma Constitution’s “Home
Rule” provision and noting that because “[n]early every function of a local
government may be said to affect ‘the people generally,’” courts apply a balancing
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test);7 Madison Teachers, Inc. v. Walker, 358 Wis.2d 1, 77-78, 851 N.W.2d 337,
374-75 (2014) (collecting cases and holding that “in confronting the ‘heavy burden
of developing the lines’ between matters of statewide and local concern” reviewing
court is “to consider whether the conflict between the charter ordinance and the
statute at issue more greatly concerns the people of the entire state or the people in
the municipality”).
Here, the State and Amicus National Rifle Association assume that Tucson’s
ordinance has a material impact on public safety because it supposedly makes it
harder for citizens to buy handguns. But neither the State nor the NRA cite any
evidence to support this assumption. In fact, even the NRA’s brief (at 25)
concedes that Tucson’s ordinance works only “marginally” and “at the margins” to
reduce the availability of guns. On the other side of the scales is Tucson’s right—a
right guaranteed by Article 13, § 2 of the Arizona Constitution and by its own
charter—to decide what to do with its own property. The balance clearly favors
Tucson.8
7

Arizona’s constitutional “Home Rule” provision, Article 13, § 2, is
modeled after Oklahoma’s, which is found at Article 18, § 3(a) of the Oklahoma
Constitution. See The Records of the Arizona Constitutional Convention of 1910,
513 (John S. Goff ed., 1990). The framers of the Arizona Constitution referred to
the Oklahoma Constitution 51 times in drafting our state’s constitution. See Paul
F. Eckstein et al., What Didn’t Make it Into the Arizona Constitution, 44 Ariz. St.
L.J. 513, 520 (2012).
8

Nor is the Legislature to be given any deference in this balancing analysis.
See City of Tucson, 229 Ariz. at 178, ¶ 34, 273 P.3d at 630 (rejecting Attorney
General’s call to defer to Legislature in determining whether something is of
statewide vs. local concern because “although [the Supreme Court] respect[s]
findings by the legislature, whether state law prevails over conflicting charger
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CONCLUSION
The Court should decline jurisdiction so that the lower courts may give a full
airing to these issues. But if the Court accepts jurisdiction, it should deny the relief
requested in the Petition and hold that Tucson’s ordinance is a proper exercise of
its home rule authority to dispose of its property as its elected representatives see
fit.
December 28, 2016

Respectfully submitted,
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Mark Brnovich could've saved Tucson (but he refused)

My Turn: Mark Brnovich could've saved Tucson (but he
refused)
Steve Kozachik, AZ I See It

8:23 p.m. MST January 2, 2017

City Councilman: SB 1487 penalizes cities like ours without giving
them a day in court. And Arizona's attorney general let this blatant
misuse of power stand.
The most basic function for which the state attorney
general is responsible is to protect the sanctity of
the Constitution. Hold onto that thought.
During their last session, the state Legislature
adopted an expansive bill – SB 1487 – the intent of
which was to vitiate home rule and usurp the
(Photo: Emmanuel Lozano/The
Republic)

charter authority of cities throughout Arizona. It
contains unconstitutional and illegal means to
achieve those ends.

And yet, in an egregious display of failing to carry out his most fundamental
responsibility to the citizens of Arizona, the attorney general let 1487 stand when it
was in front of him for review.

On the hook for $57 million to make our case
The City of Tucson, a charter city, has had an ordinance in place for over a decade
that governs the disposal of property that comes into its possession. (That law
requires the destruction of guns seized by police.)
Senate Bill 1487 allows any legislator to request that the attorney general review local
ordinances. If he finds the city is or "may be" in violation of state statute, the bill calls
for the confiscation and redistribution of that jurisdiction's state shared revenues. It
requires a filing fee, which for the City of Tucson would amount to $57 million simply
to make our case before a judge.
AG asks state Supreme Court to weigh in on Tucson destroying guns
Roberts: Brnovich to Tucson: Protect guns (or else!)
Since highschool civics class, we’ve known and respected the concepts of due
process and separation of powers. Firstyear lawschool students learn about Bills of
Attainder, and file away that arcane information given that until SB 1487, nobody
enacts requirements for them any longer. Settled law makes it clear the state
Supreme Court does not issue "advisory opinions. "
And the courts have long recognized city charters, adopted by the vote of the people,
are our local constitutions. Legislatures may not preempt charters on issues of local
concern, such as the disposal of property. SB 1487 violates every one of those legal
principles.

SB 1487 threatens the rights of every citizen
SB 1487 allows the Legislature to usurp executive branch authority by compelling the
attorney general to file a special action with the Arizona Supreme Court on finding a
jurisdiction "may" be in violation of the law. It allows the executive branch to usurp
http://www.azcentral.com/story/opinion/oped/2017/01/02/brnovichtucsonsb1487kozachik/95874338/
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judicial authority by forcing the imposition of a significant financial sanction without
any court finding of a violation.
SB 1487 allows the treasurer, an executive branch officer, to redistribute stateshared
revenues without any amendment to the legislation by which those revenues were
authorized. It imposes penalties on the residents of a jurisdiction without any "day in
court."
Robb: Tucson's gun battle is more complicated than you think
Diaz: Tucson's gun fight isn't about guns
The attorney general is compelled by SB 1487 to request an advisory opinion of the
Supreme Court when, as he has done in this case, he finds the city "may be" in
violation of the law. And in the case before the court right now, the charter authority
of the City of Tucson is being violated by the mere allegation of a single member of
the state Legislature.
SB 1487 is a threat to the rights of every resident of this state. In failing to strike it
down, the attorney general has undermined the Constitution, ignored the rule of law
and has done a disservice to the people of this state.
By his failure to confront the clear constitutional and legal flaws in SB 1487, the
attorney general has failed to carry out the most basic of functions for which he is
responsible. That is, to protect the sanctity of the Constitution and, with that, the
rights of the people of Arizona.
Steve Kozachik is a member of the Tucson City Council. Share your thoughts
at Ward6@tucsonaz.gov.
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #4

TPT Implementation Update

Summary:

Following successful testing in October by the self-collecting cities, the
Department of Revenue began centralized TPT administration on behalf
of all cities and towns in the state effective with the January 2017
reporting period. The League continues to work with the agency on the
implementation and refinement of systems and processes related to this
transition. The conversion of certain taxpayer accounts has proven more
challenging than expected, so the process of merging the complete
taxpayer databases of the self-collecting cities and the State continues.
The 2017 Tax License Renewal process is entering the second phase
consisting of contacting those taxpayers who failed to respond by the
due date. The DOR has asked for assistance from the cities in working
through the follow-up process for this first full renewal. Cities should be
completing the processing of the December 2016 tax returns, the final
return under the old system. Going forward, cities will remain
responsible for tax license inspection and tax audit activity, along with
collection efforts related to taxes and fees owed for periods through
December 2016. The DOR will be handling all collection efforts for
periods from January 2017 and thereafter.

Responsible Person:

Tom Belshe, Deputy Director

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #5

Report from Budget Subcommittee

Summary:

Presentation from League Budget Subcommittee of preliminary FY
2017-18 League Budget and Adoption of FY18 Dues

Responsible Person:

Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Budget Subcommittee Chairman; Ken Strobeck

Attachments:

Preliminary FY 2017-18 League and Property Corporation Budgets
Recommended FY 2017-18 League Dues

Action Requested:

Information/Discussion of budgets; Approval of FY 2018 Dues
Schedule

2017-2018 League Budget
PRELIMINARY DRAFT
Budget
REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts
Annual Conference
Dues
Interest
Miscellaneous
Property Corporation - Mgmt Fee
Risk Pool
Seminars and Meetings

Expected

Over /

FY 2017
132,950
395,000
1,938,076
4,000

FY 2017
136,950
442,969
1,938,076
10,645

(Under)
4,000
47,969
0
6,645

30,000

44,500

14,500

10,000

--145,000
30,000

--147,314
42,753

--2,314
12,753

--147,000
30,000

Parnership Programs

US Communities Purchasing Program
Valley Schools Health Pool
TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

Benefits

% of
%
Total
Notes
FY 2018
Change Budget
136,950
3.0%
4.8%
395,000
0.0%
13.9%
5.6%
72.0% As proposed by Budget Subcom
2,046,956
4,000
0.0%
0.1%

PROPOSED

-66.7%

0.4%

1.4%
0.0%

5.2%
1.1%

Partnership programs moved to
new line item.

American Legal (~$6000),
APS Internship ($9400),
P-Card Program (~$10,000),
Utility Service Partners ($7500),
US Communities (~$15,000,
Valley Schools ($25,000)

72,900

12,000
25,000
$2,712,026

18,052
25,000
$2,806,259

6,052
0
$94,233

$2,842,806

-100.0%
-100.0%
4.8%

230,000

256,386

26,386

230,000

0.0%

0.0% Combined into new Partnership
0.0% Programs line item.

8.0%
Includes full staff with benefits plus
additional employee. Effective
10/2017, estimate 15% increase to
19.4%
UHC premiums. Effective 5/2017 estimate 5% increase to dental
premiums.

523,000

454,836

(68,164)

558,000

6.7%

Capital Outlay
Contingency

20,000
10,000

19,787
0

(213)
(10,000)

20,000
10,000

0.0%
0.0%

Equipment Rental & Maintenance

20,000

11,827

(8,173)

15,000

-25.0%

Executive Committee
Insurance
Postage & Shipping

10,000
7,600
6,000

6,029
7,600
5,891

(3,971)
0
(109)

10,000
8,000
6,000

0.0%
5.3%
0.0%

0.3%
0.3%
0.2%

PR & Communications

65,000

33,000

(32,000)

46,000

-29.2%

1.6%

Includes Marson Media ($36,000) &
Ideas Collide ($10,000)

Printing

10,000

8,705

(1,295)

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

Includes directory, MPS, calendar &
legis poster

171,000

273,104

102,104

165,000

-3.5%

44,000

43,998

(2)

45,000

107,000

122,368

15,368

Professional Services
Accounting
Contract Lobbying & Consulting
Legal

Rent
Salaries
Seminars and Meetings
Subscriptions and Dues
Supplies / Office Expenses
Telecommunications
Travel
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures
Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

0.7%
0.3%
0.5% Terminated Pitney Bowes contract

5.7%
1.6% Includes audit & accountants
3.5% Includes Ballard Spahr ($72,000)

100,000

20,000

106,738

86,738

20,000

105,000

105,000

0

105,000

0.0%

0.7%
3.7%

1,350,000

1,269,771

(80,229)

1,490,000

10.4%

51.8%

48,000
62,000
38,000
30,000
25,000
$2,730,600
($18,574)
$1,980,177
$1,961,603

47,126
60,748
37,997
28,192
21,399
$2,647,398
$158,861
$1,980,177
$2,139,038

(874)
(1,252)
(3)
(1,808)
(3,601)
($83,202)
$177,435

48,000
62,000
38,000
30,000
25,000
$2,876,000
($33,194)
$2,139,038
$2,105,844

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
5.3%

1.7%
2.2%
1.3%
1.0%
0.9%

Includes full staff plus additional
employee; 3% salary increases

2017-2018 League Budget Narrative
PRELIMINARY DRAFT
REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts

Budget
FY 2017

Expected
FY 2017

132,950

136,950

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2018

4,000

136,950

%
Change

% of Total
Budget

3.0%

4.8%

The Arizona City/County Management Association ($68,750) , the Government Finance Officers Association of Arizona ($63,000) and the
Arizona Municipal Clerks Association ($5,200) contract with the League for staff services. The three associations currently pay $132,950 for
services including graphic design, website management, conference planning and membership management.

Annual Conference

395,000

442,969

47,969

395,000

0.0%

13.9%

Revenues from the Annual Conference are optimistically projected to total $395,000, 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 $165,000 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

1,938,076

1,938,076

0

2,046,956

5.6%

72.0%

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.

Interest

4,000

10,645

6,645

4,000

0.0%

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

30,000

44,500

14,500

10,000

-66.7%

0.4%

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. This item also
includes the Utility Service Partners agreement and funding for the APS Intern.

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

145,000

147,314

2,314

147,000

1.4%

5.2%

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

30,000

42,753

12,753

30,000

0.0%

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.

Partnership Programs

New

---

---

72,900

Any revenue realized from League partnership programs is included in this line item. Current programs included in this item are: American
Legal, APS Internship, P-Card Program, Utility Service Partners, US Communities and Valley Schools.

US Communities Purchasing Program

12,000

18,052

6,052

-100.0%

0.0%

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. This item is now included in Partnership Programs.

Valley Schools Health Pool

25,000

25,000

0

-100.0%

0.0%

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. This item is now included in
Partnership Programs.

TOTAL REVENUES

$2,712,026

$2,806,259

$94,233

$2,842,806

4.8%

EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

230,000

256,386

26,386

230,000

0.0%

8.0%

The amount budgeted for Conference expenses is $230,000. 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

523,000

454,836

(68,164)

558,000

6.7%

19.4%

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 - $155,000; Group Health - $188,000; Group Dental - $13,000; Life Insurance - $6,000; FICA - $106,000;
Worker's Compensation - $3,000; Other Miscellaneous - $29,000; Education/Professional Development - $10,000.

Capital Outlay

20,000

19,787

(213)

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%

0.3%

15,000

-25.0%

0.5%

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

Equipment Rental & Maintenance

20,000

11,827

(8,173)

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

10,000

6,029

(3,971)

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

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.

Insurance

7,600

7,600

0

8,000

5.3%

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

6,000

5,891

(109)

6,000

0.0%

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

65,000

33,000

(32,000)

46,000

-29.2%

1.6%

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

8,705

(1,295)

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

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

171,000

273,104

102,104

165,000

-3.5%

5.7%
1.6%
3.5%
0.7%

Accounting
44,000
43,998
(2)
45,000
Contract Lobbying & Consulting
107,000
122,368
15,368
100,000
Legal
20,000
106,738
86,738
20,000
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. (Note for FY17: a portion of the Legislative Director's salary is under contract and therefore comes
out of the Professional Services budget item.)

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

1,350,000

1,269,771

(80,229)

1,490,000

10.4%

51.8%

Staff salaries make up the largest expenditure line item of the League budget. 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

48,000

47,126

(874)

48,000

0.0%

1.7%

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

62,000

60,748

(1,252)

62,000

0.0%

2.2%

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

38,000

37,997

(3)

38,000

0.0%

1.3%

This line item pays for general office supplies such as paper and toner for the printers, pens, pads, notebooks as well as mailing supplies. It
also includes other miscellaneous office expenses such as bankcard fees for processing credit card payments,

Telecommunications

30,000

28,192

(1,808)

30,000

0.0%

1.0%

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

25,000

21,399

(3,601)

25,000

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

$2,730,600
($18,574)

$2,647,398
$158,861

($83,202)
$177,435

$2,876,000
($33,194)

Beginning Fund Balance

$1,980,177

$1,980,177

$2,139,038

Ending Fund Balance

$1,961,603

$2,139,038

$2,105,844

5.3%

2017-2018 Property Corporation Budget
PRELIMINARY DRAFT

REVENUES

Rental Income
Interest

Miscellaneous

TOTAL REVENUES

Budget
FY 2017

119,400
50

2,000

Expected
FY 2017
119,400

37

1,450

Over /
(Under)

0

(13)

(550)

121,450

120,887

(563)

Accounting and Auditing
Capital Outlay

7,000
24,000

7,120
17,158

120
(6,842)

Insurance
Maintenance Services/Agreements

5,200
34,000

5,363
35,000

163
1,000

EXPENDITURES
Contingency

Management Services
Operating Expenses

0

0

6,250

0

0

5,920

0

(330)

Repairs and Maintenance

12,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

121,450

116,389

(5,061)

$0

$4,498

$4,498

Beginning Fund Balance

$90,306

$90,306

Ending Fund Balance

$90,306

$94,804

Utilities

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

33,000

11,868

0

33,960

(132)
960

PROPOSED
FY 2018

119,400 LACT: $105,000; Press: $14,400
50

1,500 AGC's 1/2 share of dumpster cost

120,950

7,200 $4620 accountants; $2500 audit
21,000 Installed scooter lift ~$18,000
0

5,500
35,000
0

6,250

12,000 Resealed parking lot ~$6,000
34,000

120,950
$0

$94,804
$4,498

$94,804

PROPERTY CORPORATION FISCAL YEAR 2018
REVENUES
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)
$105,000
Rural Transportation Liaison (Room 104)
2,400
The Arizona Republic (Room 106)
6,000
Associated Press (2 desks @ $100 ea/mo)
2,400
Arizona News Radio (2 desks @ $100 ea/mo)
2,400
Capitol Media Services (1 desk @ $100 ea/mo)
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 $1,500.
TOTAL REVENUES

$120,950

EXPENDITURES
ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING: A total of $7,200 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
$24,000 is budgeted for this year.
INSURANCE: This item includes building, flood and liability insurance. The total amount budgeted is $5,500.
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 $32,000.
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 $6,250.
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 $34,000.
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$120,950

PROPOSED FY 17-18 DUES
Adjusted populations to the 2015 Census estimates; $250 increase to the base; .03 increase to per capita; 4% increase to CAPS.
Provides $108,880 increase to budget.

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
PATAGONIA
PAYSON
PEORIA
PHOENIX
PIMA
PINETOP-LAKESIDE
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT VALLEY

2015 Census
Population
Estimates
38,074
80,684
4,888
5,208
62,582
39,445
11,155
3,610
51,460
5,341
260,828
11,137
4,240
3,685
4,832
12,297
11,818
3,988
16,592
799
4,869
33,935
17,059
70,320
31,110
23,899
1,322
2,025
247,542
240,126
7,396
79,003
6,177
650
5,019
1,755
456
2,038
28,912
53,553
5,533
1,487
41,315
48,602
471,825
1,783
20,252
43,565
7,490
13,922
3,046
890
15,345
171,237
1,563,025
2,524
4,345
41,899
42,197

$4,160
BASE
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

PER CAPITA
$19,418
$40,342
$2,542
$2,708
$31,291
$20,117
$5,801
$1,877
$25,730
$2,777

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$5,791
$2,205
$1,916
$2,513
$6,394
$6,145
$2,074
$8,628
$415
$2,532
$17,307
$8,871
$35,160
$15,866
$12,427
$687
$1,053

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$3,846
$39,502
$3,212
$338
$2,610
$913
$237
$1,060
$14,745
$26,777
$2,877
$773
$21,071
$24,787

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$927
$10,531
$22,218
$3,895
$7,239
$1,584
$463
$7,979
$83,906

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$1,312
$2,259
$21,368
$21,520

TOTAL DUES Dues Paid in
FY 17-18
FY 16-17
$23,578
$22,360
$44,502
$40,986
$6,702
$6,360
$6,868
$6,506
$35,451
$32,661
$24,277
$23,152
$9,961
$9,285
$6,037
$5,637
$29,890
$28,230
$6,937
$6,570
$97,000
$93,295
$9,951
$9,249
$6,365
$5,939
$6,076
$6,120
$6,673
$6,279
$10,554
$9,882
$10,305
$9,561
$6,234
$5,832
$12,788
$12,218
$4,575
$4,303
$6,692
$6,327
$21,467
$19,913
$13,031
$12,626
$39,320
$37,112
$20,026
$16,587
$16,587
$15,350
$4,847
$4,566
$5,213
$4,879
$97,000
$93,295
$97,000
$93,295
$8,006
$7,595
$43,662
$40,465
$7,372
$6,916
$4,498
$4,234
$6,770
$6,406
$5,073
$4,789
$4,397
$4,128
$5,220
$4,901
$18,905
$17,802
$30,937
$29,094
$7,037
$6,859
$4,933
$4,635
$25,231
$23,904
$28,947
$27,130
$112,400
$108,095
$5,087
$4,806
$14,691
$14,646
$26,378
$24,790
$8,055
$7,667
$11,399
$10,610
$5,744
$5,472
$4,623
$4,382
$12,139
$11,591
$88,066
$80,982
$145,300
$139,770
$5,472
$5,161
$6,419
$6,051
$25,528
$23,585
$25,680
$23,789

Difference
$1,218
$3,516
$342
$363
$2,790
$1,125
$675
$400
$1,660
$367
$3,705
$703
$426
-$44
$394
$673
$745
$401
$569
$273
$365
$1,554
$405
$2,208
$3,439
$1,238
$281
$334
$3,705
$3,705
$411
$3,197
$456
$264
$364
$284
$269
$318
$1,103
$1,842
$178
$298
$1,326
$1,818
$4,305
$281
$45
$1,589
$387
$790
$272
$241
$549
$7,085
$5,530
$312
$368
$1,944
$1,891

% increase
5.45%
8.58%
5.38%
5.57%
8.54%
4.86%
7.27%
7.09%
5.88%
5.59%
3.97%
7.60%
7.17%
-0.71%
6.27%
6.81%
7.79%
6.88%
4.66%
6.33%
5.77%
7.80%
3.21%
5.95%
20.74%
8.06%
6.16%
6.85%
3.97%
3.97%
5.41%
7.90%
6.59%
6.23%
5.68%
5.92%
6.52%
6.50%
6.20%
6.33%
2.59%
6.43%
5.55%
6.70%
3.98%
5.86%
0.31%
6.41%
5.05%
7.44%
4.98%
5.50%
4.73%
8.75%
3.96%
6.04%
6.08%
8.24%
7.95%

CITY/TOWN
QUARTZSITE
QUEEN CREEK
SAFFORD
SAHUARITA
SAN LUIS
SCOTTSDALE
SEDONA
SHOW LOW
SIERRA VISTA
SNOWFLAKE
SOMERTON
SOUTH TUCSON
SPRINGERVILLE
ST. JOHNS
STAR VALLEY
SUPERIOR
SURPRISE
TAYLOR
TEMPE
THATCHER
TOLLESON
TOMBSTONE
TUCSON
TUSAYAN*
WELLTON
WICKENBURG
WILLCOX
WILLIAMS
WINKELMAN
WINSLOW
YOUNGTOWN
YUMA

PER CAPITA RATES
0 - 25,000
25,001 - 50,000
50,001 - 100,000
100,001 - 200,000

DUES CAP FORMULA
Populations over 1.5 million
Populations over 1 million
Populations 400,000 - 999,999
Populations 200,000 - 399,999

2015 Census
Population
Estimates
3,626
34,614
9,683
25,707
31,520
236,839
10,388
10,860
43,355
5,666
15,048
5,715
1,954
3,483
2,277
2,943
128,422
4,151
175,826
4,992
7,008
1,312
531,641
567
2,936
6,806
3,552
3,122
346
9,600
6,613
94,139
5,414,822
FY09, FY10,
FY11
.455
.445
.435
.425
FY09, FY10,
FY11
$138,000
$115,000
$99,000
$85,000

$4,160
BASE
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

PER CAPITA
$1,886
$17,653
$5,035
$13,111
$16,075

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$5,402
$5,647
$22,111
$2,946
$7,825
$2,972
$1,016
$1,811
$1,184
$1,530
$62,927
$2,159
$86,155
$2,596
$3,644
$682

$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160
$4,160

$295
$1,527
$3,539
$1,847
$1,623
$180
$4,992
$3,439
$47,070

FY12, FY13,
FY14, FY15
.48
.47
.46
.45

FY12
$142,000
$119,000
$102,000
$88,000

TOTAL DUES Dues Paid in
FY 17-18
FY 16-17
$6,046
$5,771
$21,813
$20,214
$9,195
$8,643
$17,271
$17,176
$20,235
$20,230
$97,000
$93,295
$9,562
$8,930
$9,807
$9,330
$26,271
$25,118
$7,106
$6,724
$11,985
$11,632
$7,132
$6,709
$5,176
$4,879
$5,971
$5,622
$5,344
$5,049
$5,690
$5,345
$67,087
$61,696
$6,319
$5,972
$90,315
$83,040
$6,756
$6,421
$7,804
$7,260
$4,842
$4,563
$112,400
$108,095
$4,455
$4,199
$5,687
$5,429
$7,699
$7,174
$6,007
$5,692
$5,783
$5,471
$4,340
$4,083
$9,152
$8,663
$7,599
$7,079
$51,230
$49,947
$1,938,076
$2,046,956

FY16, FY17
.49
.48
.47
.46

FY18
.52
.51
.50
.49

FY13, FY14,
FY15
$142,250
$119,250
$102,250
$88,250

FY16
$137,500
$124,020
$106,340
$91,780

FY17
$139,770
$126,065
$108,095
$93,295

Difference
$275
$1,599
$552
$95
$5
$3,705
$632
$477
$1,153
$383
$353
$423
$297
$349
$295
$345
$5,391
$347
$7,275
$335
$544
$279
$4,305
$256
$257
$525
$315
$313
$257
$489
$520
$1,283
$108,880

% increase
4.76%
7.91%
6.39%
0.55%
0.02%
3.97%
7.08%
5.12%
4.59%
5.69%
3.04%
6.30%
6.08%
6.21%
5.84%
6.46%
8.74%
5.80%
8.76%
5.21%
7.49%
6.12%
3.98%
6.10%
4.74%
7.32%
5.54%
5.72%
6.29%
5.64%
7.34%
2.57%
5.62%

FY18
$145,300
$131,100
$112,400
$97,000

3.96%
3.99%
3.98%
3.97%

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #6

Consideration of Executive Committee Appointments

Summary:

There are currently three vacancies on the Executive Committee.
According to the League Constitution, the Executive Committee has the
discretion to make appointments to fill some or all vacancies, delay
appointment until a later meeting or wait for action by the Nominating
Committee at the next League Conference.
At the last Nominating Committee meeting in August, the committee
anticipated two vacancies and made a recommendation for filling those
positions with two people who had been interviewed by the committee.
Those nominees are Mayor Harry Oberg of Prescott and Mayor Georgia
Lord of Goodyear.

Responsible Person:

President Jay Tibshraeny, Nominating Committee member Mayor Cathy
Carlat

Attachments:

Letter of interest - Mayor Oberg, Prescott
Letter of interest - Mayor Lord, Goodyear

Action Requested:

Approval

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #7

Public Opinion Survey Update

Summary:

Following the November Executive Committee meeting and
appointment of a Subcommittee to advise on a public opinion survey for
the League, the Subcommittee met on December 20th and provided
guidance to Highground, Inc., who will be conducting the survey. It was
recommended that the survey test the public’s reaction to certain
messages, both positive and negative, measure the public approval for
cities and towns, determine the public’s priorities for legislative action
and their support for local control. There was also discussion about how
to make the results available to the media as well as cities and towns for
distribution to their residents.
Highground subsequently produced the attached draft survey document
for consideration by the full Executive Committee.

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck

Attachment:

Summary

League of Arizona Cities and Towns
2017 Public Opinion Survey Topics

• Baseline information about priorities facing the state, right
direction/wrong track, favorability of various levels of elected
officials
• Questions about state and local budgets; priorities; trustworthiness
of various levels of government regarding spending of taxpayer
funds
• More detailed questions about HURF, education funding, state
budget proposals regarding university bonding, SB1487, city
authority

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2017

Agenda Item #8

Resolution of Appreciation

Summary:

A Resolution of Appreciation for former Mayor Jerry Nabours of
Flagstaff is enclosed for action by the Executive Committee.

Responsible Person:

President Jay Tibshraeny

Attachment:

Resolution of Appreciation

RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR
Jerry Nabours
A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE APPRECIATION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE LEAGUE
OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS TO JERRY NABOURS FOR HIS DEDICATED SERVICE TO LOCAL
GOVERNMENT IN ARIZONA.
WHEREAS, JERRY NABOURS has served the citizens of the City of Flagstaff as Mayor
since 2012; and
WHEREAS, JERRY NABOURS has provided outstanding service to the League as a member
of the Executive Committee from 2014-2016; and
WHEREAS, JERRY NABOURS served on the League Resolutions Committee, League
Policy Committees and other special League committees; and
WHEREAS, JERRY NABOURS was an active participant in League meetings and
Conferences as a speaker, a presiding officer, and developed the Friday morning “speed dating”
idea session; and
WHEREAS, JERRY NABOURS was actively engaged with legislators about League issues
of importance to cities and towns; and
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the grateful appreciation of the League of
Arizona Cities and Towns be extended to JERRY NABOURS for his service to municipal
government in Arizona and to the League.

Additional Informational Materials
Not Part of the Agenda

League Budget Report
Property Corporation Budget Report
ARTICLE: Our View: Don’t shut down municipal laboratories of democracy (12/14/16)

League of Arizona Cities & Towns
FY 2015-2016 Budget vs. Actual
July through December 2016
Jul - Dec 16
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 & Consulti...

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

0.00
57,062.45
442,968.57
1,798,311.00
0.00
6,960.35
36,828.49
23,378.00
6,460.48
6,052.35

25,000.00
131,450.00
375,000.00
1,897,376.00
6,000.00
22,000.00
141,000.00
30,000.00
2,500.00
12,000.00

-25,000.00
-74,387.55
67,968.57
-99,065.00
-6,000.00
-15,039.65
-104,171.51
-6,622.00
3,960.48
-5,947.65

0.0%
43.4%
118.1%
94.8%
0.0%
31.6%
26.1%
77.9%
258.4%
50.4%

2,378,021.69

2,642,326.00

-264,304.31

90.0%

256,385.56
215,732.94
1,893.38
0.00
4,085.95
1,528.97
0.00
3,816.50
882.26
15,000.00
903.99

220,000.00
596,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00
25,000.00
12,000.00
3,000.00
7,600.00
6,000.00
70,000.00
10,000.00

36,385.56
-380,267.06
-18,106.62
-10,000.00
-20,914.05
-10,471.03
-3,000.00
-3,783.50
-5,117.74
-55,000.00
-9,096.01

116.5%
36.2%
9.5%
0.0%
16.3%
12.7%
0.0%
50.2%
14.7%
21.4%
9.0%

24,826.06
55,831.50
81,443.83

42,000.00
40,000.00
80,000.00

-17,173.94
15,831.50
1,443.83

59.1%
139.6%
101.8%

Total 5065 · Professional Services

162,101.39

162,000.00

101.39

100.1%

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

52,500.00
601,371.35
11,425.87
47,848.39
16,410.89
9,735.63
8,360.04

105,000.00
1,361,500.00
50,000.00
58,000.00
38,000.00
32,000.00
26,000.00

-52,500.00
-760,128.65
-38,574.13
-10,151.61
-21,589.11
-22,264.37
-17,639.96

50.0%
44.2%
22.9%
82.5%
43.2%
30.4%
32.2%

1,409,983.11

2,812,100.00

-1,402,116.89

50.1%

968,038.58

-169,774.00

1,137,812.58

-570.2%

968,038.58

-169,774.00

1,137,812.58

-570.2%

Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

Property Corporation

FY 2015-2016 Budget vs. Actual
July through December 2016
Jul - Dec 16
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 · Rental Income
4005 · Miscellaneous
4010 · Interest

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

64,812.00
0.00
18.71

119,400.00
3,100.00
50.00

-54,588.00
-3,100.00
-31.29

54.3%
0.0%
37.4%

Total Income

64,830.71

122,550.00

-57,719.29

52.9%

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

16,574.43
16,760.27
9,867.97
2,720.19
4,425.00
2,681.50
17,158.80

33,000.00
36,000.00
12,000.00
4,800.00
6,700.00
5,050.00
25,000.00

-16,425.57
-19,239.73
-2,132.03
-2,079.81
-2,275.00
-2,368.50
-7,841.20

50.2%
46.6%
82.2%
56.7%
66.0%
53.1%
68.6%

Total Expense

70,188.16

122,550.00

-52,361.84

57.3%

-5,357.45

0.00

-5,357.45

100.0%

-5,357.45

0.00

-5,357.45

100.0%

Net Ordinary Income
Net Income
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Taylor Mahoney
A woman addresses the Flagsta៛� City Council during a weekly meeting in 2015.

It used to be that they called the states the laboratories of democracy after Congress gridlocked along hyperpartisan lines.
But now that many state legislatures have elevated partisan ideology above practicality as the litmus test for public health and safety, it’s up to
the cities to take on the challenge of crafting a៛�ordable policies that serve the common good.
In Arizona, there are 19 cities that under the state constitution have adopted charters that give them a measure of home rule on issues deemed
of local concern. The Arizona Legislature, notorious for pushing back against federal claims of sovereignty over immigration, clean air and public
lands, has done the same to the charter cities on everything from guns to plastic bags and minimum wages. A law or program is only local, it
seems, if the Republican majority and the governor agree with it.

CONFISCATORY COURT FEE
The latest wrinkle is a law passed by Republicans that requires cities to post a bond worth half of their annual state-shared revenues if the
Attorney General thinks a municipal ordinance con�icts with state law and sues them. Aside from the unconstitutional nature of requiring what
amounts to a con�scatory court access fee, there’s no reason other than punitive to link what a city is owed by the state for the taxes its
residents have already paid to, say, whether the city decides to require a nickel deposit on every plastic bag at a supermarket.
So Arizona charter cities, including Flagsta៛�, owe the city of Tucson a big return favor for taking on the Legislature over the revenue-withholding
statute, which Attorney General Mark Brnovich has invoked over Tucson’s 2005 gun disposal law. That ordinance directs city sta៛� to melt down
�rearms con�scated from convicted criminals – more than 4,800 guns have been disposed of since the beginning of 2013. Tucson says the
measure protects police and citizens by taking �rearms – mainly handguns and semiautomatic weapons – o៛� the streets.
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Republicans in the Legislature, marching to the campaign contributions of the Second Amendment hardliners at the NRA and the gun




manufacturing lobby, contend just the opposite: More guns make society – and thus the state – safer because they can be used to �ght crime,
notwithstanding plenty of evidence to the contrary. Guns don’t kill people, says the NRA, but apparently they protect people on sheer numbers
alone.

THUMBING ITS NOSE
Using that rationale, the Legislature contends that guns are a statewide issue, thus prohibiting cities from enacting ordinances dealing with
acquisition, licensing, registration or use of �rearms. The city of Tucson has thumbed its nose at this law for years, but now that the AG has �led
a challenge to the disposal program, the whole legal framework behind guns as a statewide issue, the revenue withholding penalty and the
con�scatory court access bond could wind up before the Arizona Supreme Court. Just posting the bond could tie up $57 million that the city of
Tucson has already committed to municipal services.
Given the way Gov. Doug Ducey has recently stacked the court by adding two Republican members to hike the membership to seven, things
might not go Tucson’s way. But the last time we checked, legislative and overreach and �scal retaliation against cities aren’t bedrock GOP
principles. In fact, we’d argue that frustrating municipal home rule is the antithesis of a governing philosophy that seeks to put power into the
hands of people as close to the grassroots as possible. If the world were fair, it would be the Legislature that would have to post a bond anytime
it challenged an existing city law, then pay triple court costs when it lost.
But as we’ve seen in the last national election, consistency or even logic in party platforms and presidential candidates is no requirement for
electoral success. The question will be how long it will take before a majority of voters catch on that the ideologues and special interests that run
Congress and most statehouses are also calling the shots at the White House. But this time the Republicans won’t have any excuses when a guy
on the no-�y list or a history of domestic violence commits mayhem with a gun he bought legally.

GRASSROOTS INNOVATION
The Republican mantra that the less government oversight there is over guns, schools, banking, workplaces and our air, water and forests the
better o៛� we’ll all be is belied by choices voters make at the level of government where citizens actually have to make things work: cities and
towns. If cities like Los Angeles, Houston and Pittsburgh, for example, no longer have the lung-choking smog still common in Beijing and
Mumbai, it’s because political and business leaders there said enough was enough and took action. And the fact that cleaner vehicle fuels and
more smokestack controls worked in U.S. cities paved the way for regional and nationwide action on clean air and water laws. If it had been left
to the congressional and statehouse lobbyists for the motor vehicle and carbon fuel industries, we’d still be gagging on our own discharges.
So for Republicans to credibly contend that they stand for small government, they need to stand aside when cities are ready to innovate with the
grassroots consent of their citizens. State lawmakers don’t have to run land�lls, keep potholes �lled, make sure no student is left behind or bury
police o៝�cers killed by people with no business having access to a gun. The wheels that are greased by the anti-tax, deregulatory dark money
now �owing in the wake of Citizens United don’t yet have much traction in nonpartisan cities like Flagsta៛�. State lawmakers who want to shut
down the laboratories of democracy need to look in the mirror and answer the question: Do I really think the gun lobby and the other special
interests at the State House have shown they know how to run Arizona’s cities any better?
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