NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES & TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Friday, February 9, 2018 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 9, 2018 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.

Call to Order; Pledge of Allegiance
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Review and Adoption of Minutes
Legislative Policy Discussion and Update
• Governor’s proposed budget
• Home-based businesses/Occupational licenses
• Construction Sales Tax/Spec builder
• Other major bills affecting cities and towns-Cable Licensing, Food Trucks, Digital Goods
SB1487 Developments
PSPRS Update
Presentation by Gilbert Davidson, Chief of Operations, Governor’s Office
Update on League Policy Committees
Report from Budget Subcommittee

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

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #1

Minutes

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

President Jay Tibshraeny

Attachments:

November 3, 2017 Executive Committee Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, November 3, 2017 at 10:00 a.m.
League of Arizona Cities and Towns
1820 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona

MEMBERS
President
Jay Tibshraeny, Mayor, Chandler

Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana
John Giles, Mayor, Mesa
Satish Hiremath, Mayor, Oro Valley
Cathy Carlat, Mayor, Peoria
Daniel Valenzuela, Councilmember, Phoenix*
Gail Barney, Mayor, Queen Creek
W.J. "Jim" Lane, Mayor, Scottsdale
Daryl Seymore, Mayor, Show Low
Rick Mueller, Mayor, Sierra Vista
Sharon Wolcott, Mayor, Surprise*
Mark Mitchell, Mayor, Tempe
Bob Rivera, Mayor, Thatcher
Jonathan Rothschild, Mayor, Tucson*
Douglas Nicholls, Mayor, Yuma+

Vice President
Mark Nexsen, Mayor, Lake Havasu City
Treasurer
Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa *
Doug Von Gausig, Mayor, Clarkdale
Lana Mook, Mayor, El Mirage
Coral Evans, Mayor, Flagstaff
Linda Kavanagh, Mayor, Fountain Hills
Jenn Daniels, Mayor, Gilbert
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale
Georgia Lord, Mayor, Goodyear
*Not in Attendance
+ Attended via phone

President Jay Tibshraeny called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. He invited the Executive
Committee to join him in the Pledge of Allegiance. President Tibshraeny proceeded to welcome
new Executive Committee members; Mayor Coral Evans of Flagstaff, Mayor Satish Hiremath of
Oro Valley and Mayor Gail Barney of Queen Creek.

1. REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF MINUTES
Mayor Mark Nexsen moved to approve the minutes of the August 23, 2017 Executive
Committee Meeting; Mayor Bob Rivera seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
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2. LEGISLATIVE POLICY DISCUSSION
President Tibshraeny asks Executive Director, Ken Strobeck, to introduce the Legislative Policy
Discussion. Mr. Strobeck invited League Pension Policy Analyst, Nick Ponder, to provide a
PSPRS update.
Mr. Ponder discussed the legislative pension ad-hoc committee that went to Globe, Yuma,
Flagstaff, Bisbee and Phoenix. He educated the committee on the history of the PSPRS system,
how it got to where it is today, and what the prospects are moving forward. The ad-hoc
committee made three relatively benign recommendations. The first recommendation was a new
audit of PSPRS, there was one audit done by the Auditor General in 2015, but this was done
before Tier 3 was implemented. The second item was additional reporting for the actuarial
report. He found that the information the legislator was requesting is already in the actuarial
report. If there is additional information that needs to be identified in that report, a mandate can
be created through legislation or simply ask PSPRS for the information. The third legislative
item was a request to re-form the ad-hoc committee in the 54th legislative session, which would
begin in 2019.
In addition, Mr. Ponder has been traveling around the state talking to councils including Globe,
Casa Grande and Yuma. He has also spoken to the Apache/Navajo mayors as well as Greater
Arizona Mayor’s Association (GAMA) and presented to GFOAz. Mr. Ponder is educating
people from a League perspective as an independent perspective as to how PSPRS got to where
it is today and what to do moving forward. The most common questions at council meetings are;
when are contribution rates going down? Do you think that Tier 3 is a fix? The state helped
create this problem, when are they going to give us money to help fix it, or stop taking the
money that should be put towards it? In regard to contribution rates, PSPRS backloads cost when
completing their valuations because salary growth is expected over time. The contribution rates
will increase before they go down in about 4-5 years. Cities and towns can request a change in
the way the actuary calculates annual contribution amounts, but this would mean you would start
paying more money now to put more money in the system to pay down the balance. Mr. Ponder
mentioned the Center for Retirement Research out of Boston College and their tool for
calculating payment and interest rates to allow individual cities and towns the ability to look
ahead and better budget moving forward.
In terms of Tier 3 being a fix, Mr. Ponder explained the way pensions work is that unfunded
liability is everything that has been created for people who exist now and existed before now. In
that regard, Tier 3 is certainly a fix in respect to cost prospectively, but the debt created for those
who are retired and those who are currently active needs to be paid down. He said Tier 3 is more
cost effective for cities and towns moving forward.
Mr. Ponder answered clarifying questions regarding contribution rates. From 2003 the assumed
rate of return went from 9% to 7.4%, which is the current rate, and each time the assumed rate
decreases contribution rates increase for the employer. In addition to that, when the 2011
legislation was passed for pension reform, PBI savings were built in the in the actuarial
valuations. When the lawsuits overturned much of SB1609 rates had to increase again because
cities and towns essentially had not been paying adequate contributions for four years. In the
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2016 changes from a PBI to a COLA resulted in a contribution rate increase to account for
anticipated future increases to PBI. He noted, the increase in contribution rates due to the COLA
were a one-time adjustment and should not happen again moving forward. There will be one
more increase in contribution rates next year since they have to account for people living longer.
After that is done, cities and towns should hopefully see a leveling out of contribution rates.
In response to a question from Mayor Mueller regarding the powers of the PSPRS board, Mr.
Ponder discussed how a provision clarifying the PSPRS board powers and abilities in regard to
adding benefits. Mr. Strobeck mentioned the 50/50 cost split and how this could also mediate
some of these issues since the cost is shared evenly.
Mr. Ponder discussed the issue of the Advisory Committee. He has been tasked with looking into
the local board consolidation, the final outstanding item from SB1428 in 2016. The Cortex study
proposed decreasing the amount of board from 233 to 45. The 45 was split up along county lines
as well as allowing the 17 independent lands to keep their local boards. Mr. Ponder
benchmarked plans across the country, separated plans between agent-multiple-employer plans
and cost-sharing plans, you can think of non risk-pool versus risk-pool. He found that in terms of
risk-pool plans, local boards were never in charge of making decisions that would affect the
pool. The main point was to not have local boards making decisions that affect the pool, and then
have other local boards questioning those decisions. The recommendation would be to have one
medical board to assess any disability cases. That proposal was approved in the September
meeting. There was to be a meeting in October to discuss whether or not PSPRS could handle all
administrative work or could local boards handle some of it, what could the employer handle on
their own, etc. At the October meeting, Police and Fire presented their own information which
led the committee to rescind their approval of the medical board and have now created a working
group to move forward.
Executive Director Ken Strobeck introduced John Kross, Town Manager, Queen Creek, to
present on the Construction Sales Tax Task Force update.
Mr. Kross began to discuss an overview of the important policy considerations and the research
the group did. A diverse group came together to represent the whole state of Arizona coupled
with a technical, advisory group in order to present a unified and comprehensive report. The
direction was to assemble a task force and analyze the implications of the various proposals that
have been made over the past few years that would impose tax only on materials, and to calculate
the implications of that. One of the first things done by the task force was to understand the
various issues and concerns of the stakeholders and participants in this transaction. These
concerns served as the foundation for the report: determining the tax liability and the
requirements on these construction projects based on which jobs fall under maintenance, repair,
replacement or alteration (MRRA), as a part of the 2013 legislation. For prime contractors, the
liability for tax is 65% on the gross proceeds and the standard deduction today is 35% for labor
based on the gross income of the construction project after all other deductions are taken. With
the MRRA jobs, those are taxed on the purchase price of materials only paid through the vendor,
or by the contractor based on the job site as chosen by the contractor. Critics often say that
Arizona’s tax system on construction is overly complex. In terms of tax compliance and
complexity, we feel we were able to debunk those criticisms based on our research of nine other
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states. One of the states that was researched, Utah, does have a tax on materials, but once
researched further, it was noted there are other taxes imposed in Utah that make up for this
difference. One of the issues the task force dealt with was responding to the 1999 Arthur
Andersen study which essentially says more compliance would make up for any revenue gaps.
This claim was debunked and data can be found in Appendix 12.
There are three proposals made by the task force for possible legislation if there should be
interest moving forward. Each proposal has been held to the standard of six core principles
established by the task force: ensure that tax revenues are remitted to the jurisdiction in which
the construction activity occurs; any proposal does not amount in a significant reduction in the
revenues for the state or local governments; maintains the integrity of other tax systems and
policies; provides fairness for all similarly situated taxpayers; is easy to determine tax obligation
and to comply with remittance; and prevents tax avoidance by relocating or restructuring
businesses.
The task force began their proposal analysis with the most recent legislator proposals presented
by Representative Cobb and by Senator Lesko. The analysis showed they did not come close to
meeting the principles previously stated.
With each task force proposal, we are recommending that the state shared revenue pool be
expanded to include Use Tax. It is classified the same as Retail and should be included in the
state shared revenue pool. Each proposal essentially eliminates the MRRA category with the
intent to try and simplify the system for the contractor and for compliance and remittance. It also
allows the handyman class to pay tax on the purchase price of materials to the retail vendor. As
for heavy highway construction, the task force decided to keep that as a completely separate
category and keep that taxed using the prime contracting method.
Mr. Kross reviewed the three task force proposals as listed in the final report; the dollar limited
approach, the percentage limited approach and the Arizona Contractor’s Excise Tax (ACET).
Mayor Mitchell asks if the task force has talked with contractors. President Tibshraeny asks
Legislative Director, Patrice Kraus, to answer the question. Ms. Kraus says that the task force
has worked with contractors throughout their research and believes they have come to the
realization that a materials only tax is not an option as the state cannot afford to lose a large
amount of money. The task force is currently working with contractors in the industry to figure
out a path forward.
Mayor Nexsen asked if the task force has shared their report with Representative Cobb. Ms.
Kraus said no, that the task force wanted to share the final report with the Executive Committee
before releasing it. She mentioned that they had provided Rep. Cobb with much of the research
data and also information she has requested relating to her desire for the state to move to a
materials-only tax. The task force had also shared their methodology with JLBC.
Ms. Kraus briefly touched on other legislative items that will likely be dealt with during the next
legislative session. First, the legislative department has worked on ecoATM which was defeated
last session. Legislative Associate Tom Savage has been leading a model ordinance process to

4

prepare for the upcoming legislative session. Second, the legislative department is working on a
fleet management issue driven by Representative Weninger. Last session, he looked at the state
vehicle fleet and had a bill that required them to decrease their numbers by 20% over two years.
He is now questioning city fleet numbers. We are working to collect the information he has
requested regarding these numbers. The League assumes cities have decreased their fleets to
appropriate levels after the great recession, but will continue to work on this issue. Another
potential issue facing the legislative department is in regard to short-term rentals. This bill has
passed and is now in effect, but may require some changes. The city of Sedona has asked if all
platforms can be required to remit taxes for the people using their platform. Ms. Kraus informed
the committee that Air BnB remits taxes on behalf of their hosts, while other platforms like
Home Away and VRBO do not. The League will be discussion standardizing this process to have
all platforms stand in the place of the taxpayer and pay these taxes on their behalf.
In closing, Ms. Kraus thanks the mayors and their cities for responding to numerous information
requests.
Mr. Strobeck calls everyone’s attention to the Municipal Policy Statement which summarizes the
League Resolutions and is used as a tool to get into various legislators’ offices to talk about
legislative issues.
Mayor Kavanagh briefly discussed some additional bills that will be coming up this legislative
session. There will be a bill in the works about sober living homes and having them register so
cities and towns are aware of them. She mentioned a bill in regard to the rental tax issue working
with the hotel and lodging association to get Air BnB and others on board. Mayor Kavanagh also
said there would be a bill that would include marijuana in the Smoke-Free Arizona legislation.
She also brought up the issue of the legitimacy of the process for service animals. The final issue
was in regard to sex offenders and their ability to move within a certain distance of their victims.

3. SB1487 DEVELOPMENTS
President Tibshraeny introduced League General Counsel Christina Estes-Werther to report on
the developments regarding SB1487.
Ms. Estes-Werther informed the committee of the complaints that have been filed since the last
meeting in August. The first, was mid-September by Senator Kavanagh who filed a complaint
alleging the Phoenix police operations order relating to immigration enforcement had violated
state law. He had seven specific allegations, though the Attorney General focused on two of the
issues; concerns regarding placement of the language Phoenix uses and concerns regarding
routine procedural matters when implementing immigration law. Essentially, the Attorney
General tracked the operations order with state law and felt there was no conflict. This is the first
no-violation that any city has received. Ms. Estes-Werther noted an issue with this particular
complaint; she said the operations order was not directly approved by the Phoenix city council.
There was a subcommittee that made a recommendation to the council that the operations order
had to be updated to reflect recent court decisions, so they were updating to simply comply with
law and that is what the council had approved. The language itself had never been approved by
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the council. SB1487 says violations have to be an official action by the governing body to
prompt an investigation. This shows that the Attorney General is taking a broad view of these
claims, which is concerning.
Ms. Estes-Werther continued to discuss the second complaint, filed against the City of Bisbee by
Senator Warren Petersen. This complaint alleged that Bisbee’s plastic bag ban is in violation of
state law. Ms. Estes-Werther said they had received the investigative report from the Attorney
General stating that Bisbee’s plastic bag ban does violate state law. This is the first “does
violate” ruling as compared to “may violate.” The City of Bisbee was given 30 days to comply to
resolve the complaint or lose their state shared revenue, and they have about two weeks left at
this point. Essentially, the Attorney General found that there is a conflict between the ordinance
and state law and he does not recognize their charter authority in this case. The concern here is
that the Attorney General’s report refers to the Tucson case, is only recognizing charter authority
in terms of local elections or real property. Since this issue did not fit into those two categories,
the Attorney General found that Bisbee did violate state law. Bisbee held a special council
meeting to go over the details of the report. We understand they are planning to re-write the
ordinance so that the plastic bag ban is voluntary. Ms. Estes-Werther mentioned Bisbee may
choose to conditionally repeal the law so that in the future, if it is found that this ruling violated
their charter authority, they would be able to put the ordinance back into place. It is also possible
they will file a challenge in the future after resolving this issue.
There were several clarifying questions regarding the issue of charter authority.
Ms. Estes-Werther noted that Bisbee tried to argue the plastic bag ban is a local issue because it
is in regard to littering and trash in their community but the Attorney General disregarded their
argument stating it was not in regard to elections or real property, therefore it was of state
interest.
Mayor Von Gausig asked if there was any recourse or challenge that could be made by Bisbee.
Ms. Estes-Werther said since they received a “does violate” there really is no recourse in the
SB1487 legislation. When there is a “may violate” the city or town has an opportunity to respond
if the Attorney General files the special action in the Supreme Court. In the “does violate”
provision, it is silent and says the Attorney General makes a decision and unless resolved in 30
days the state treasurer will be notified to withhold state shared revenue. Though we do have
regular court rules and proceedings, meaning Bisbee could file a declaratory action, they would
have to start in the Superior Court because there is no direct route to the Supreme Court like
there is in a “may violate” finding.
A question is asked about SB 1152 from the 2017 legislative session regarding consolidated
elections and how that is not contradictory to the Attorney General’s ruling. There were also
questions about the process of changing the legislation in upcoming sessions.
Mr. Strobeck mentioned the voluntary assessment sample statement provided in the materials
relating to the first SB 1487 litigation involving Tucson. The League retained outside counsel
and filed arguments in the case. The Executive Committee had authorized half of the cost to be
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paid for from League reserves and the other half will be billed on a per capita basis to all 91
cities and towns.

4. RECAP OF 2017 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
President Tibshraeny welcomed League Communication and Education Director Matt Lore to
report on the 2017 Annual Conference held in Oro Valley.
Mr. Lore thanked Mayor Hiremath of Oro Valley for hosting the Annual Conference. Mr. Lore
referenced the financial report and noted the net revenue of the 2017 conference was $212,768.
The conference attendees totaled 1,131 and represented 82 out of the 91 cities and towns.
Mr. Lore pointed out the survey results provided in the committee materials and noted next
year’s conference will be held in Phoenix at the Phoenician Resort August 24-28. In 2019, the
conference will be in Tucson at the Star Pass resort August 20-24.
The planning meeting for the 2018 conference will be held in March. He said anyone who is
interested will be welcome to participate.
There were several comments and questions regarding the capacity of the hotels and if they can
accommodate all our registered delegates.

5. LEAGUE ANNUAL SURVEY RESULTS
President Tibshraeny again welcomed League Communication and Education Director Matt Lore
to discuss the League annual survey results.
Mr. Lore discussed the annual survey and informed the committee that the survey is sent to all
mayors, council members, managers, clerks, attorneys and other staff including intergovs and
public information officers. In addition, the survey is also sent to city and town members of
league affiliate groups including the Arizona City/County Manger Association (ACMA), the city
attorneys association (ACAA), the municipal clerks association (AMCA) and the Government
Finance Officers Association of Arizona (GFOAz).
Mr. Lore explained that the survey is rather short and is divided into three parts. The League
looks at the demographics of respondents and what services members find the most valuable
from the League and how we can improve our services to cities and towns.

6. 2016-2017 AUDIT REPORT
President Jay Tibshraeny invited League Executive Director Ken Strobeck to present the 20162017 audit report.
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Mr. Strobeck referenced the completed audit of the League as well as the Property Corporation
provided in the committee materials. He noted this was completed by Clifton Larson Allen.
There were no findings or recommended changes. Financial statement disclosures were found to
be neutral, consistent and clear. The auditors did not encounter difficulties with management or
completing the audit. Mr. Strobeck also noted that general fund revenue exceeded budgeted
amounts and expenditures were under budget for the fiscal year.
Mayor Mark Nexsen moved to approve the 2016-2017 audit report; Mayor Mark Mitchell
seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

7. CITIES AND TOWNS WEEK 2017
President Tibshraeny invited League Communication and Education Director Matt Lore to
present on the 2017 Cities and Towns Week.
Mr. Lore began by applauding the efforts of League Communication and Education Associate
Samantha Womer on the social media accounts led by the League which includes the League
website, monthly newsletters, AZ Cities @ Work, the League magazine and social media
accounts (Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook). He reminded the committee why the AZ Cities @
Work campaign began, as an effort to show citizens what cities and towns do. This is updated
through the AZ Cities @ Work website, blog and social media accounts. Mr. Lore proceeded to
present on the variety of platforms the League uses to communicate with citizens. He also
encouraged the committee to utilize these tools and tag the League in posts.
Mr. Lore presented information about the 2017 Cities and Towns Week which took place
October 15-21. Committee materials included numerous examples of how cities and towns got
involved through social media, proclamations, press releases, etc. To increase participation in
Cities and Towns Week, the League provides a toolkit containing several tools including sample
press releases, hashtags and images to promote. He noted that Gilbert and El Mirage used new
platforms like the NextDoor App and Snapchat/Instagram stories. He also informed the
committee that the 2018 Cities and Towns Week will take place October 21-27, 2018.

8. LEAGUE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
President Tibshraeny asked League Executive Director Ken Strobeck to present the League
Director’s Report.
Mr. Strobeck informed the committee the League had hosted the Western League Directors,
which included seven municipal league directors from the western states, in Phoenix for a day
and a half long workshop. He also noted a 3-day conference in Scottsdale for the National
League of Cities Risk Insurance Program. Mr. Strobeck also mentioned the Arizona reception at
the NLC conference in Charlotte, NC, November 15-18, that will be held on Friday night.
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Lastly, Mr. Strobeck mentioned the League had filed an amicus brief which concerned the City
of Mesa and the State of Arizona in regard to liability issues during emergency situations.
Mayor Rivera inquired about the renovation of the League building. Mr. Strobeck responded that
the committee had decided a total renovation was too costly, but they may make system upgrades
for the HVAC and electrical systems. Mayor Rivera also inquired about setting aside money and
creating a reserve. Mr. Strobeck said this could be discussed during the upcoming budget
meetings.
Seeing no further business, President Tibshraeny adjourned the meeting at 11:58 a.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #2

Legislative Policy Discussion and Update

Summary:

The 2018 legislative session is well underway with League staff actively
engaged on a number of important 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/Spec Builder
• Home-based businesses/Occupational Licenses
• Cable Licensing
• Food Trucks
• Taxation of Digital Goods

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck & League Staff

Attachments:

Excerpts from Governor Ducey’s Proposed 2018-19 Budget
Your Voice at the Capitol and Legislative Bulletins to date
Good Bill/Bad Bill List
Home Based Business Legislation
ARTICLE: Lawmakers look to ease rules on home-based startups
ARTICLE: Developer tax breaks again face scrutiny, changes at
Arizona Legislature
ARTICLE: Robb: Business tax breaks, even on tax-free ASU land,
aren’t victimless

State of Arizona
Executive Budget
SUMMARY
FISCAL YEAR 2019

Douglas A. Ducey
GOVERNOR

JANUARY 2018

Provisions for Individuals with Disabilities
Individuals who have a disability and require reasonable
accommo-dation in order to use this document are encouraged to
contact the Governor’s Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting
at 602-542-

The Budget Summary
The FY 2019 Executive Budget puts Arizona’s spirit of service to work  investing in education,
protecting the most vulnerable, providing a “Second Chance,” and expanding access to our natural
treasures, all while balancing the budget.

A

rizona’s future is without limits. Over the past three years,
the Executive has worked with the Legislature to invest in
our people, with special attention to K-12 teachers, child

safety workers, law enforcement officers, and firefighters. In the
coming fiscal year, we will expand our focus to include men and
women who have served a debt to society, and give them a
meaningful second chance at success in life.
The Executive has reined in State Government, reducing
wasteful regulations and letting Arizonans keep more of the
money they have earned. The State has embraced the 21st
century sharing economy and disruptive technologies that
challenge the status quo, push the boundaries of innovation, and
allow new job creators to thrive.
These efforts are key factors in the growth of Arizona’s
economy. A combination of prudent belt-tightening initiatives
and steadily growing revenues are allowing State Government to
balance its budget in FY 2018 and provide a model for
responsible decision-making and restraint that will sustain the
State’s fiscal health in the years ahead.
The Executive sees steady improvement in Arizona’s outlook,

Education
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 2019 Executive Budget accelerates the upward trend
in funding for education that started with Proposition 123 1 and
continued

with

other

achievement-oriented

strategic

investments in teacher pay, Results-Based Funding, early literacy,
and construction and repair of public schools. With a focus on
ending Recession-era funding cuts, over the next five years the
Executive Budget provides $1.4 billion above the baseline budget
for public K-12 schools and the State’s three public universities.
K-12 EDUCATION
The FY 2019 Executive Budget dramatically accelerates the
State’s K-12 investment and:
x establishes a path to full restoration of Recession-era
reductions made to education;
x permanently increases teacher salaries;

as the state remains a leader across the nation in key economic

x boosts funding for building renewal, and;

attributes. The stage has been carefully set for continued

x includes targeted investments that close the achievement

expansion throughout the next three years. The FY 2019
Executive

Budget

seeks

to

continue

Arizona’s

positive

momentum, providing substantial support for key priorities of
the Executive, with K-12 education at the top, while maintaining
a structural balance in the State’s General Fund.

End Recession-Era Funding Cuts. The Executive Budget
restores suspended Additional Assistance to district and charter
schools and fully funds large Joint Technical Education Districts
(JTEDs).
$100 Million in New Per-Pupil Funding. The Executive Budget

FY 2018 Budget Forecast
The Executive forecasts a current fiscal year structural surplus
of $6 million and an ending cash balance of $43 million.

restores a significant portion of the Basic State Aid formula
known as District Additional Assistance (DAA) and Charter
Additional Assistance (CAA). Those formulas have been partially
suspended since the Great Recession, limiting the ability of

FY 2019 Executive Budget

schools to update such essential items as textbooks, curricula,

The FY 2019 Executive Budget prioritizes investments in K-12
and addresses important operational needs. General Fund
spending will grow by 3.2% while maintaining a structural surplus
of $5 million and an ending cash balance of $67 million.

gap and advance a 21st century curriculum.

learning technologies, and school buses. The immediate impact
to public schools is $100 million in new, permanent, and flexible
funding in FY 2019, or approximately $90 per pupil above
enrollment growth and inflation.

Passed by Arizona voters in May 2016, Proposition 123 increases education funding by $3.5 billion over 10 years by allocating money from the General Fund and increasing annual
distributions from the State Land Trust.
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Full Restoration of $371 Million in DAA and CAA by FY 2023.

investment in university research and development. New

Beyond the first-year investment of $100 million, the Executive

research infrastructure will encourage innovation and expand

Budget phases in a full restoration of funding to the DAA and

economic opportunities for students by attracting high-quality

CAA formulas by FY 2023 to ultimately grow annual funding for

faculty members, who in turn will provide applied learning

schools by $371 million per year.

opportunities for students preparing for their future careers.

Fully Fund Large JTEDs. Also a remnant of the Recession, large

The Executive Budget implements the first year of a landmark

JTEDs with a student count above 2,000 have received only 95.5%

$1 billion capital funding plan for new research and development

of their funding formula. The Executive Budget fully funds the

infrastructure, including deferred maintenance projects.

formula for large JTEDs, allowing career and technical schools to
enhance their course offerings and industry-certified programs.
Permanently Increase Teacher Salaries. The Executive
Budget provides an additional $34 million to continue the teacher

In addition, the Executive Budget includes $8 million in onetime General Fund resources to provide more budget flexibility
to the universities in addressing high-priority needs and costs
associated with Arizona resident students.

salary increase that began in FY 2018 and ensures that the full

Further, the Executive Budget restarts the National Guard

$68 million in teacher salaries becomes permanent by moving

Tuition Reimbursement program, which has been inactive since

that funding into the base level, which is adjusted for inflation

FY 2010, to help Arizona National Guard members pursue a

each year going forward.

postsecondary degree or certificate.

School Construction and Repairs. As the number of Arizona
students grows, more learning space is needed. The Executive
Budget fully funds the construction or major expansion of five
new schools to serve 4,725 more students. Additionally, the
Executive Budget provides the largest infusion of building
renewal funding since FY 2007, with $51.8 million available in FY
2019 for school districts to maintain their facilities. The Executive
Budget also adds $10 million for building renewal in FY 2018.
Targeted Investments. The Executive Budget targets
resources to expand education support for children with
disabilities and integrate computer science in all grade levels.
Early Intervention for Children with Disabilities. The Arizona
State Schools for the Deaf and Blind (ASDB) provides home visits
by early-childhood teachers to infants and toddlers who are deaf,
hard of hearing, blind, or visually impaired. The Executive Budget
expands the program by funding additional teaching positions,
which will result in more home visits and educational support,
especially to children living in rural areas.
Governor’s Partnership for K-12 Computer Science. Building
from (a) technology investments included in the FY 2018 budget
for the development of computer science teacher and student
curricula and (b) State matching funds for enhanced broadband
access at schools, the Executive Budget creates a Computer
Science Pilot Program that offers rigorous training and
infrastructure to public schools that do not currently offer
computer science instruction.
For new K-12 initiatives, the Executive Budget adds a total of
$200 million above the $116 million in baseline adjustments for
enrollment growth and inflation, after accounting for technical
changes of $(102 million) at the School Facilities Board, there
would be a net increase of $214 million in new K-12 investments
(including the FY 2018 supplemental).

Arizona’s vulnerable adults and the elderly.
CHILD SAFETY
The Department of Child Safety (DCS) has made significant
progress in investigating child welfare reports, improving the
quality of preventive in-home services, and reducing the number
of children in out-of-home placements.
The number of inactive cases and open reports requiring
investigation has reached an all-time low since DCS’s inception.
Four months before the July 2017 deadline, DCS met the
Legislative benchmark of 1,000 inactive cases and 8,000 open
reports, and the Department remains ahead of schedule in
meeting caseload targets set for July 2018.
These positive developments are possible because of
committed and compassionate DCS caseworkers who have
access to improved child placement practices, stronger
relationships with foster care agencies and faith-based networks,
and unwavering State support of the kinship stipend and foster
adoption programs.
Continued success depends on redeveloping DCS’s child
welfare data system, which is also funded in the Executive Budget.
VULNERABLE ADULTS
The Executive Budget includes funding to protect vulnerable
adults from neglect and abuse.
As the Adult Protective Services caseload at the Department
of Economic Security (DES) continues to grow, the Executive
Budget expands the program by adding more staff to fully fund

With regard to Arizona’s public universities, developing a
higher

The Executive Budget continues critical investments that
support more safe and loving homes for children and protect

caseload growth demands.

HIGHER EDUCATION
world-class

Health and Welfare

education

system

requires

ongoing

The Executive Budget also expands home and communitybased services for the elderly, helping our seniors safely remain
independent and in their own homes as long as possible.

4

FY 2019 Executive Budget
Return to Table of Contents

IMPROVING FOOD SECURITY

OPIOID ENFORCEMENT

While Arizona’s food bank organizations provide assistance

The Executive’s 2017 declaration of a statewide emergency to

to the hungry, their capacity is limited by a lack of refrigeration

address the growing threat of opioid abuse provides strong

space or transportation. The Executive Budget provides one-time

evidence of State Government’s commitment to fighting that

funding to increase the food bank network’s capacity to accept,

public epidemic.

distribute, store, and serve more farm-fresh produce and to

The State has already enhanced surveillance of opioid use in

expand access to healthy foods for low-income families,

Arizona to more quickly identify bad prescription practices. The

particularly in rural areas.

Executive Budget builds on those efforts by establishing a new
Arizona Pharmaceutical Diversion and Drug Theft Task Force

Good Government

within DPS to coordinate with federal, State, and local law

Consistent with the Executive’s commitment to running State
Government “at the speed of business,” the Executive Budget
provides funding for a number of good-government initiatives
and solutions to important operating needs, including:

enforcement agencies to prevent and disrupt opioid abuse,
trafficking, and inappropriate prescriber behavior.
STATE TROOPER )25&((1+$1&(0(17
The Executive sees the need for an increased night-time State

x a one-time deposit to strengthen the cash position of the
Health Insurance Trust Fund (HITF);

Trooper presence to patrol State highways and protect Arizona
residents and visitors from wrong-way drivers, drug trafficking,

x continued investment in transforming legacy information
technology (IT) systems and enhancing cybersecurity; and
x prioritizing life and safety improvements to capital assets
in the State’s building system.

and other threats to public safety.

Natural Resources
Arizona’s 35 State parks continue to play an increasingly

The Executive Budget also includes state matching funds to
leverage federal dollars to build a new National Guard Readiness
Center in Tucson that will consolidate Guard assets in southern
Arizona and improve training and mobilization readiness.
Finally, the Executive Budget expands funding for preventive

significant role in tourism and the economic health of rural
Arizona. The Executive Budget strategically reinvests park
revenues into the parks system to expand the facilities at Oracle
State Park and Buckskin Mountain State Park and meet the
ongoing need to maintain existing assets. These investments are

road surface maintenance to the highest level in state history.

critical to economic development in rural Arizona.

Public Safety

Major General Fund Budget Issues,
FY 2018 and FY 2019

The Executive’s public safety priorities include continuing to
lower the recidivism rate among individuals who have paid their

K-12: Baseline Enrollment Growth and Inflation .... $115.5 million

debt to society and are leaving our State prisons; fighting opioid

K-12: Additional Assistance and Other Initiatives....... 121 million

abuse; and hiring more Department of Public Safety (DPS) officers

School Facilities Board: Building Renewal Grants 2 .....45.2 million

to make Arizona communities safer.

K-12: Teacher Salary Increase............................................... 34 million

A REAL SECOND CHANCE

University Capital Bonding .................................................... 27 million

Reducing the rate of recidivism (i.e., decreasing the relapse of

University Capital and Operational Funding ..................... 8 million

former inmates into criminal behavior) lowers incarceration costs

DPS: Border Strike Force Enhancement ........................... 2.9 million

to the State, enhances public safety, and provides a real “Second
Chance” for individuals who have paid their debt to society to
become engaged and productive citizens.
The Executive Budget continues support for Second Chance
initiatives for inmates while they are in the prison system and
after they are released, in the form of:
x additional funding to hire more substance abuse

DPS: Wrong-Way Driving Patrol......................................... 1.4 million
DES: Improving Food Security................................................ 1 million
DEMA: National Guard Tuition Reimbursement .............. 1 million

PROJECTED ENDING BALANCES
FY 2019 .................................................................................... $ 67 million
FY 2020 ........................................................................................ 92 million

counselors and educational staff; and
x expanding staffing and infrastructure for employment

FY 2021 ..................................................................................... 200 million

centers at multiple Department of Corrections facilities.

2

This line includes $10 million of supplemental funding in FY 2018 for building renewal projects.
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PROJECTED STRUCTURAL BALANCES
FY 2019 .......................................................................................$ 5 million
FY 2020 ........................................................................................ 29 million
FY 2021 ..................................................................................... 107 million

Sources and Uses of Funds
The General Fund’s Sources and Uses of Funds statement that
follows summarizes the Executive Budget in tabular form. The
statement presents the following:
x The FY 2017 Preliminary Actual column reflects currently
known revenues and expenditures for FY 2017, from the
State’s Accounting and Financial Information System.
x FY 2018 Enacted reflects the enacted appropriations.
x The FY 2018 Net Changes column shows Executive’s
changes to the enacted appropriations.
x The FY 2018 Executive Budget column shows the Executive’s
revenue projections and expenditures.
x The FY 2019 Net Changes column shows Executive’s
changes to the enacted appropriations.
x The FY 2019 Executive Budget column shows the Executive’s
revenue projections and expenditures.
x The FY 2020 and FY 2021 Net Changes column reflect the
changes in those years compared to the prior year for the
Executive’s revenue and expenditure projections.
x The FY 2020 and FY 2021 Executive Budget column reflect
the Executive’s revenue projections and expenditures.

6
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FY 2009

Total GF Revenues

FY 2012

FY 2015
Total GF Spending

FY 2018

FY 2021

HISTORICAL REVENUES TO SPENDING

9,815,090,900

$

Ending Balance

(4,000)

(3,500)

(3,000)

(2,500)

(2,000)

(1,500)

(1,000)

(500)

0

500

$

$

$

(16,205,600)

9,374,747,600
$

5,579,700

9,653,379,300

9,658,959,000

FY 2018

9,358,542,000

Forecast

FY 2017

42,644,300

FY 2009

FY 2012

6

FY 2018

(36) (16)

FY 2015

(336)

(411)
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(3,401)

(3,000)

(364)

(2,203)

(409)

5

FY 2021

29 107

GENERAL FUND STRUCTURAL BALANCE

Structural Balance

Ongoing Spending

Ongoing Revenues2

$

$ 9,828,744,400

Prelim Actual

GENERAL FUND STRUCTURAL BALANCE

150,871,000

$ 9,636,047,600

7,226,400

$

Net New Initiatives

9,636,047,600

61,558,700

(11,500,000)

9,670,459,000

150,871,000

$ 9,871,388,700

$

6,427,100

$

Total Spending

Millions

Billions

Year-over-year growth compares total spending, including supplemental appropriations, to the prior year.

-

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

12.0

144,361,600

-

9,358,542,000

284,015,000

$ 9,786,918,600

$

FY 2018

FY 2017

Baseline Changes

Enacted Spending

Total Revenues

One-time Revenues

Revenue Changes

Adj. Base Revenues

Beginning Balance

Executive Budget

Prelim Actual

GENERAL FUND CASH FLOW

67,150,200

42,644,300

3.0%
$

3.2% $

4.5%

10,087,237,300

28,675,700

FY 2021

0

40,000,000

10,904,316,700

92,325,900

68,922,600

283,478,000

10,484,688,000

3.9%
$

4.1% $

$

FY
2018

One-time Revenues

FY
2019

107,228,200

10,837,088,500

10,944,316,700

Ongoing Spending

FY
2020

YOY

3.4%

1

YOY
% growth

One-time Spending

FY
2021

3.4%

4.1%

FY 2021 % growth

Forecast

199,554,000

3.4% $ 10,837,088,600

$

$ 11,036,642,600

$

Executive Budget

COMPARISON OF REVENUES TO SPENDING

Ongoing Revenues

9,000

9,500

10,000

10,500

11,000

11,500

$

10,509,863,700

4.5% $

10,092,061,500
4,824,200

FY 2020
10,481,188,000

Forecast
FY 2019

92,325,900

Forecast

$

3.2% $ 10,484,688,000

2.0% $ 10,143,658,800
67,150,200

31,470,400

158,513,900

$

309,558,800

10,143,658,800

$ 10,577,013,900

$ 10,210,809,000

$

0

76,103,200

9,815,090,900

47,500,000

55,000,000

$

10,462,363,700

10,037,061,500

$

FY 2020

FY 2019
$

Executive Budget

Executive Budget

170,054,000

Executive Budget In-A-Flash

Millions

FY 2019 Executive Budget
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The Executive Budget allows for
General Fund spending to grow by
3.2% in FY 2019, which is less than
the 3.7% forecasted inflation (2.0%)
plus population growth (1.7%).

3

10%
7%

8%

10%
9%
9%

$

4.5

5.0

Other

FY 2019 Executive Budget ($10.1B)

DES & DCS

$

170,054,000 B

5,237,300

0

(1,200,000)

339,200

(101,660,900)

8,837,600

29,984,000

11,999,100

30,000,000

71,013,500

115,504,200

$

$

158,513,900 C

2,490,400

(1,250,000)

(831,900)

413,000

40,467,800

0

16,212,700

8,000,100

(2,810,400)

(54,077,800)

149,900,000

FY 2019

New Initiatives

4,492,362,600

481,961,600

86,419,400

107,582,300

111,470,900

231,093,500

388,628,400

632,307,000

724,818,900

1,094,814,400

1,792,199,800

2.0

1.9

1.1

Corrections

0.9

FY 2009 Enacted Budget ($9.9B)

K-12 Education AHCCCS & DHS

4.1

4.5

0.7

1.0

DES & DCS

0.8

Other
FY 2019 Executive Budget ($10.1B)

Universities

1.1

0.9 0.9

$ 10,143,658,800

$

Executive Budget
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3.2%

0.9%

-1.4%

-1.9%

0.7%

-23.6%

2.3%

7.9%

2.8%

2.5%

1.0%

6.3%

YOY
FY 20193 % growth

New FY 2019 Spending: $

The amounts in the FY 2019 Executive Budget column are not equal to the sum of the FY 2018 and other FY 2019 columns because of supplementals included in FY 2018 that are considered one-time spending and not necessarily carried into FY 2019. For

FY 2009 Enacted Budget ($9.9B)

Universities

0.0

Corrections

0%

K-12 Education AHCCCS & DHS

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

5%

10%

15%

477,887,400

87,669,400

109,614,200

110,718,700

302,286,600

379,790,800

586,110,300

704,819,700

1,067,624,800

$

FY 2019

Baseline Adjustments

13,653,500
328,567,900

New FY 2018 Spending: $

GENERAL FUND SPENDING DISTRIBUTION, FY 2009 to FY 2019 (billions)

2.5

20%

4,226,958,400
1,775,264,100

$ 9,828,744,400 A

25%

11%

$ 9,636,047,600

Total

3.0

11%

587,174,300

Other

30%

19%

121,195,700

Public Safety

3.5

21%

113,017,700

Judiciary

35%

44%

228,094,400

School Facilities Board

4.0

42%

379,179,400

Child Safety

$

FY 2018

Executive Budget

40%

45%

50%

538,272,200

Economic Security

86,553,600

698,472,400

Universities

Health Services

1,046,689,500

Corrections

4,086,457,000
1,750,941,400

$

AHCCCS

Education

FY 2017

Prelim Actual

GENERAL FUND SPENDING

Includes enhanced revenue from additional Department of Revenue auditors, collectors, and fraud prevention in FY 2019 to FY 2021.

GENERAL FUND SPENDING DISTRIBUTION, FY 2009 to FY 2019

2
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

$12M FY 2019 Baseline FY 2019 Baseline
$27M
Infrastructure Bonds
($0M)
Research Infrastructure Refinance
($15M)
Remove One-Time FY 2018 Appropriations
$8M FY 2019 Initiative
$8M
Additional Investment

UNIVERSITIES

($101.7M) FY 2019 Baseline
($49M)
Prior Year New School Construction
($35.5M)
New School Facilities Debt Service
($17.2M)
Back out FY18 Building Renewal Grants
$40.5M FY 2019 Initiative
$0.2M
Additional Staff
$5.1M
New School Construction
$35.2M
Building Renewal Grants

SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD

Return to Table of Contents

$30M FY 2019 Baseline
$30M
Inmate Health Care SLI Funding Adjustment
($2.8M) FY 2019 Initiative
($2.8M)
Private Prison Capacity Cap

CORRECTIONS

($1.2M) FY 2019 Baseline
($1.2M)
Back Out FY 2018 One-Time Funding
($0.8M) FY 2019 Initiative
$2.9M
Border Strike Force Enhancement
$1.4M
Wrong Way Driving Patrol
($5.2M)
Reallocation of Resources

$71M FY 2019 Baseline
$71M
Enrollment Growth and Fund Offsets
($54.1M) FY 2019 Initiative
($0.2M)
AIHP Base Modification
($1M)
Out of Contract BHS Inpatient Facilities
($2.5M)
End Prior Quarter Coverage
($15.2M)
Transfer DD CRS funding to DES
($35.2M)
Reallocate Prop 204 Protection and MSA to BHS

AHCCCS

PUBLIC SAFETY

$30M FY 2019 Baseline
$33.2M
DDD Caseload & Capitation Growth
$8.8M
DDD Structural Shortfalls
($12M)
Technical Adjustments
$16.2M FY 2019 Initiative
$15.2M
Integration of CRS Costs for DD into DES DDD
$1M
Improving Healthy Eating Options

ECONOMIC SECURITY

$8.8M FY 2019 Baseline
$8.8M
Adoption Services

CHILD SAFETY

$116M FY 2019 Baseline
$113.4M
Inflation Adjustment
$81.8M
Enrollment Growth
$15.6M
Higher Average Cost Per Pupil
($0.4M)
Remove One-Time FY 2018 Appropriations
($41.4M)
Increased Permanent Fund Distributions
($53.5M)
Property Taxes from New Construction
$149.9M FY 2019 Initiative
$100M
Increase Additional Assistance
$34M
Additional Teacher Salary Increase
$5.3M
Information Technology Project
$4M
Early Literacy Funding
$2.5M
Computer Science Pilot Program
$2M
Fully Fund Large JTEDs
$1.1M
Arizona Academic Standards Requirements
$1M
Mandated Statewide Assessments

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

K-12 AND HIGHER EDUCATION

80% of new Executive Initiative spending is going to K-12 Education
x $200M above the Education baseline, including $100M in new,
permanent, and flexible per-pupil funding as part of a 5-year,
$371M restoration of Recession-era cuts

KEY HIGHLIGHTS

HEALTH AND WELFARE

$329M Total New Spending

$170M FY 2019 Net Baseline
$448M
Baseline Increases
($278M)
Baseline Decreases
$159M FY 2019 Net New Initiative
$237M
Initiative Increases
($79M)
Initiative Decreases

OVERALL SPENDING

$5.6M FY 2019 Baseline
$3.5M
Secretary of State
$1.2M
Land Department
$1.1M
Community Colleges
$0.3M
Judiciary
($0.6M)
All Other, Net Baseline
$1.7M FY 2019 Initiative
$10M
Health Insurance Trust Fund, Agency Premiums
$2.1M
Restorative Population Funding
$1M
National Guard Tuition Reimbursement
$5.2M
All Other Initiative Increases
($16.6M)
All Other Savings and Offsets

OTHER CHANGES

The ($101M) in Baseline Adjustments for School Facilities Board reflect the removal of one-time funding in FY 2018 and retired debt service on construction of new schools that occurred in the 2000s.

GENERAL FUND SPENDING BREAKDOWN

4

example, the Executive Budget includes $4.1M in FY 2018 for the Department of Forestry and Fire Management; this amount is not continued in FY 2019.
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9,828,744

96,898
5,700
0
6,001
8,000
1,650
0
7,300
5,000
84,115
10,000
22,499
0
0
0
0
0
0
(2,700)
(10,000)
100,000
16
(140,683)

FY 19

328,568

12,157
(1,878)
1,878
0
(8,000)
(1,650)
686
(7,300)
9,460
(3)
0
0
0
31,465
(24,984)
9,994
(2,963)
(230)
0
10,000
0
0
(4,318)

316,411

Net Changes

Return to Table of Contents

9,658,959
9,653,379
5,580

13,654

(2,700)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
(2,700)
0
0
0
0

9,731,846

(680,770)
9,670,459
50,059
(11,500)
0
0
0
8,173
53,386
0
0
0
9,720,518
9,871,389

10,351,229

150,871

Ongoing Revenues
9,358,542
9,673,467
Ongoing Expenditures
9,374,748
9,653,379
STRUCTURAL BALANCE
(16,206)
20,087
Note: FY 2018 to FY 2021 Net Changes columns include baseline and initiative issues.

9,815,091

99,598
5,700
0
6,001
8,000
1,650
0
7,300
5,000
84,115
10,000
22,499
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
(10,000)
100,000
16
(140,683)

16,354

FY 18
Executive Budget

42,644

150,871

9,636,048

209,582
18,000
0
14,001
0
0
0
7,300
7,582
84,117
10,000
20,449
86,500
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
116,287
0
(154,653)

9,715,493

FY 18
Net Changes

37,525

ENDING BALANCE

TOTAL USES OF FUNDS

Other Expenses/(Revenues)
Capital Outlay
Rent Increase
County Base Distribution
DJC Local Cost-Sharing Offset
Pinal/Yavapai/Mohave Distribution
IT Pro-Rata
ADE - Student Longitudinal DS & ELAS
CHILDS Replacement: Guardian
Sale/ Lease-Back Lease-Purchase Payment
Rio Nuevo Payment
Civic Center Payment
Transportation Funding
Retirement Rate Adjustments
FY 2018 HITF Support
FY 2019 Agency Premium Support
Revert Special Election Monies
Transportation Reversion
Backlog Privatization Reversion
Efficiency Savings
Administrative Adjustments
Unallocated Adjustment
Revertments

Operating Budget Appropriations
9,426,465

(680,770)
9,673,467
8,173
0
0
0
0
8,173
0
0
0
0
9,681,639
9,852,616

(663,582)
9,358,542
144,362
0
78,900
35,000
30,000
462
0
0
0
0
9,502,904
9,786,919

USES OF FUNDS

10,354,237

10,022,124

170,977

Urban Revenue Sharing
Adjusted Base Revenues
Transfers & Newly Enacted Changes
Post Budget Tax Law Changes
HITF Transfer
DHS BHS Transfer Savings
Prescription Drug Rebate Transfer
Previously Enacted Fund Transfers
New Fund Transfers
Tax Reductions
Increae Fraud Prevention
DOR Auditors and Collectors
Subtotal Revenues
TOTAL SOURCES OF FUNDS

284,015

FY 18
Enacted

Base Revenues

Ongoing Revenues

Beginning Balance

SOURCES OF FUNDS

FY 17
Prelim Actual

$ in thousands

General Fund Sources and Uses

FY 19

10,092,061
10,087,237
4,824

67,150

10,143,659

111,755
3,822
1,878
6,001
0
0
686
0
14,460
84,112
10,000
22,499
0
31,465
(24,984)
9,994
(2,963)
(230)
0
0
100,000
16
(145,000)

10,031,904

(674,804)
10,037,061
131,103
0
0
0
0
0
76,103
0
30,000
25,000
10,168,165
10,210,809

10,711,866

42,644

Executive Budget

FY 20

341,029

(14,579)
(3,822)
0
0
0
0
0
0
(9,460)
7
0
497
0
5,000
0
(9,994)
2,963
230
0
0
0
0
0

355,609

Net Changes

FY 20

10,509,864
10,481,188
28,676

92,326

10,484,688

97,176
0
1,878
6,001
0
0
686
0
5,000
84,119
10,000
22,996
0
36,465
(24,984)
0
0
0
0
0
100,000
16
(145,000)

10,387,512

(697,050)
10,462,364
47,500
0
0
0
0
0
0
(7,500)
30,000
25,000
10,509,864
10,577,014

11,159,414

67,150

Executive Budget

FY 21

352,401

5,504
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
504
0
5,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

346,897

Net Changes

FY 21

10,944,317
10,837,089
107,228

199,554

10,837,089

102,680
0
1,878
6,001
0
0
686
0
5,000
84,119
10,000
23,500
0
41,465
(24,984)
0
0
0
0
0
100,000
16
(145,000)

10,734,409

(721,044)
10,904,317
40,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
(15,000)
30,000
25,000
10,944,317
11,036,643

11,625,361

92,326

Executive Budget

YOUR MUNICIPAL VOICE
AT THE CAPITOL
This document is to help you, as a municipal official, better understand the legislative process 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 2018
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. 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 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, it
is essentially “dead,” although there are methods
available to resurrect it. If a bill passes, it proceeds to
the Rules Committee.
3) Rules Committee - Every bill must go through the
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. Following the
review by the Rules Committee, the bill moves to
discussion among the party caucuses.
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 used.
6) Third Read – All changes adopted in COW are
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 a 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,
and that amendment is approved by the sponsoring
chamber, the bill will advance to the governor’s office.
However, if the sponsoring chamber does not approve
of the amendment adopted, it will be assigned to
a conference committee. This committee is made up
of members from both chambers designated by the
speaker of the House and president of the Senate
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.
Once a bill is in the governor’s office, he or she can
sign it into law, veto the bill or allow the legislation to

Veto Bill

Enact Without
Signature

become enacted without his or her 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 weekly Legislative Bulletin and by
contacting the League at 602-258-5786 with any
questions you have. Additionally, the League has a
legislative bill monitoring page available on our website
that provides more detailed information about the bills
League staff is actively tracking. You may also sign up
to register your opinion on legislation at the legislature’s
website using the Request to Speak system. Contact
the League for assistance in accessing this feature.

A Look at the Executive and Legislative
Branches for 2018
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.

DISTRICT 29
Richard
Andrade(D)
Ceci Velasquez(D)
YOUR VOICE
AT
THE CAPITOL
(602) 926-5911
(602) 926-3130
(602) 926-3144
mquezada@azleg.gov
2018 STATErandrade@azleg.gov
LEGISLATORScvelasquez@azleg.gov
Martin Quezada(D)

El Mirage, Glendale, Phoenix

At the beginning of each legislative session the League compiles up-to-date contact information for each of

DISTRICT
30
Arizona’s
30 state senators and 60 state representatives in order to facilitate lobbying efforts for cities and
towns. The information includes the following:

Robert Meza(D)
Jonathan Larkin(D)
Debbie McCune Davis(D) Glendale, Phoenix
• the name of each Senator and Representative including the district and the cities and towns
(602) 926-3425
(602) 926-5058
(602) 926-4485
they represent
rmeza@azleg.gov
jlarkin@azleg.gov
ddavis@azleg.gov
• the Capitol address and toll-free number (listed below)
• legislators’ office phone numbers and email addresses

The Legislature’s website is a resource for viewing legislative information and may be accessed at
www.azleg.gov.
the links
on the
web page
you address
may viewthe
briefcorrespondence
biographies of legislators
f you wish
to reach aUsing
legislator
by provided
mail at the
Capitol,
simply
to:
and the list of committees they serve on, access complete texts and the status of legislation and amendments, and log in to the Request to Speak system. Summaries of each bill may also be found on this site
once the bill
has beenName
assigned for a committee hearing. The Honorable Representative's Name
The Honorable
Senator's

State Senator
State Representative
The
League
offices
are
always
available
for
your
use
during
the legislative
session. TheStreet
League
facilities
1700 West Washington Street - Senate
1700
West Washington
- House
provide
a convenient
particularly
for municipal
officials outside the
Phoenix,
Arizona
85007 place for meeting with legislators, Phoenix,
Arizona
85007
Phoenix metropolitan area.

We hope the list will be helpful to you in contacting your legislators on all issues of major municipal
concern. Please feel free to contact the League staff should you have any questions regarding legislation
or contacting your legislators.

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

If 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

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) Geraldine Peten(D)

(602) 926-3002

(602) 926-3098

(602) 926-4842

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

cfernandez@azleg.gov

gpeten@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
Sine Kerr(R)

Darin Mitchell(R)

Don Shooter(R)

(602) 926-5955

(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

skerr@azleg.gov

dmitchell@azleg.gov

dshooter@azleg.gov

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

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, 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

Rick Gray(R)

Kevin Payne(R)

Tony Rivero(R)

(602) 926-5413

(602) 926-4854

(602) 926-3104

Judy Burges(R)

David Livingston(R)

Ben Toma (R)

(602) 926-5861

(602) 926-4178

(602) 926-3298

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

rgray@azleg.gov

kpayne@azleg.gov

El Mirage, Peoria,
Surprise, Youngtown

trivero@azleg.gov

DISTRICT 22

jburges@azleg.gov

dlivingston@azleg.gov

Glendale, Peoria, Surprise

btoma@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

kenclark@azleg.gov

Phoenix, Scottsdale

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)

Tony Navarrete(D)

(602) 926-3425

(602) 926-5158

(602) 926-4864

DISTRICT 30

rmeza@azleg.gov

rmartinez@azleg.gov

onavarrete@azleg.gov

Glendale, Phoenix

Issue 1 – January 12th

Legislative Overview
Governor Ducey unveiled his budget today, and we have done a preliminary review of
the documents for the impact to cities and towns.
The Governor’s budget continues the practice of sweeping the Highway User Revenue
Fund (HURF). The amount of the sweep, $99.4 million, represents a slight change from
the prior year and is shared among municipalities, counties and the State Highway
Fund. However, as with last year’s budget, a portion of this sweep is offset by a $30
million transfer from the Highway Extension and Expansion Loan Program (HELP).
The Governor’s budget includes two new proposals that begin to address concerns that
have been expressed regarding Department of Revenue (DOR) audits and collections.
These should result in some increases in revenues for cities and towns. The first
program expands fraud prevention efforts by engaging a private data analytics
company to identify the underpayment and non-payment of Transaction Privilege Tax
(TPT). This expands on the success of a program from last year to increase collections
of income taxes.
An additional $2 million is appropriated to DOR to fund 25 TPT auditors and collectors
which is expected to recover $25 million to the General Fund
Here is a link to the Governor's proposal.

HB 2032 partisan offices; cities; towns
This bill is sponsored by Represent Jay Lawrence (R- Scottsdale, LD 23). It requires
cities and towns to print the party designation for all candidates for the offices of mayor
and city council on the ballot. It also repeals the statute allowing cities and towns to
determine election winners based on the primary results. It would require every city
and town to hold both a primary and general election regardless of the number of
candidates running or the outcome.

The Arizona Supreme Court has upheld municipal authority to govern their elections.
Municipal issues are nonpartisan. However, if a city or town currently wanted to include
party affiliation, they can already do so. This is a mandate that is completely
unnecessary and likely unconstitutional.
The bill will be heard in the House Local and International Affairs Committee on
Tuesday, January 16 at 9:00 a.m. Please call your representatives and express your
opposition to this legislation.

Session Deadlines
Every session has deadlines pertaining to bill submissions and hearings. This year, the schedule
is as follows:
January 2018
Monday, the 8th - First day of session
Thursday, the 11th - House 7-bill Introduction Limit Begins (5 p.m.)
Monday, the 29th - Senate Bill Introduction Deadline (5 p.m.)
February 2018
Monday, the 2nd - House Bill Introduction Deadline (5 p.m.)
Friday, the 16th - Last day to hear bills in the chamber of origin
March 2018
Friday, the 23rd - Last day to hear bills in the opposing chamber
April 2018
Friday, the 7th – Last Day for Conference Committees
Tuesday, the 17th - 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 2018 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 9:00 a.m. on Tuesday, January 16.
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.
The Bulletin will highlight the bills or topics of interest. 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 John Herrick as our 2018 APS Legislative Intern.
While he currently is pursuing a major in Political Science at Arizona State University,
Herrick’s work history is largely in the field of journalism. His last internship was with
The Miami Herald in the business-news section. Prior to that, he held other internships
in various business-news outlets and worked as the opinion editor of his college
newspaper. John will be assisting the League’s legislative staff for the duration of the
spring semester. You can reach him by email at: jherrick@azleague.org.

Your Voice
The 2018 edition of Your Voice at the Capitol, our listing of state senators and representatives,
is available here. Please use this document to access contact information for 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

Issue 2 – January 19, 2018

Legislative Overview
Today marks the 12th day of the legislative session.
This upcoming week will be the first full week of standing committees, complete with
hefty agendas throughout the week. As bills appear in standing committees, the staff at
the League is prepared to appear in support of bills that promote the interests of our
cities and towns, as well as oppose bills that threaten those interests.
To date, the legislature has posted 727 bills with no bills passed so far - but the
legislative session is still young. As the session picks up momentum, with bills beginning
to quickly work their way through the process, the staff at the League is prepared to
keep up with the pace.

HB2032 – partisan offices; cities; towns
This bill would have required ballots for local elections to include the party designation
of all candidates. Additionally, it would have required all cities and towns to hold both a
primary and general election even if candidates are running in uncontested races or
receive in excess of 50 percent of the vote. This would have added unnecessary costs
to our elections.
For the most part, municipal issues are nonpartisan. Injecting partisanship into
governing at the local level would only increase the rancor that is, unfortunately, too
much a part of our political system.
We are pleased this bill failed in the House Local and International Affairs committee
this week. We particularly want to thank Representatives Drew John (R-Safford) and
Todd Clodfelter (R-Tucson) for voting no. In explaining their votes, both of them
defended local control of municipal elections. It takes a considerable amount of courage
to vote against a member of your own caucus, particularly in committee. We hope you
will reach out to thank them for their help in bringing this very bad bill to an early end.
We also want to thank all of you for your efforts in defeating this bill.

Patagonia Truck Ordinance – Good News!
This week the Attorney General completed the review of an SB 1487 complaint filed by
Rep. Vince Leach (R-Tucson) regarding Patagonia’s heavy truck ordinance and
determined that it does not violate state law. Rep. Leach filed the complaint requesting
the AG to review the ordinance to determine if the town has authority to place limits on
the total number of trips made by heavy-duty trucks on town streets.
The ordinance adopted by the town council limits heavy-duty trucks with more than two
non-steering axles to 100 trips per week and 20 trips per week between 10 p.m. and 6
a.m. and allows the town to issue permits for trucks exceeding the size, weight or trip
restrictions. The ordinance was drafted to address a situation in the town regarding the
use of a residential street by a nearby mining operation as a route for large mining
trucks from the state highway to the mine site. The street is not built to withstand the
frequent travel of large vehicles and traverses areas with a high amount of pedestrian
traffic, which prompted the council to seek a solution.
The AG’s response to the complaint made it abundantly clear that Patagonia’s ordinance
was well within their authority and cited existing statutes that permit cities and towns to
regulate and control the streets within their jurisdiction, including restricting the travel
of heavy-duty vehicles. This decision is a huge win for the residents of Patagonia and
for local decision-making.

SB1487 Changes
We have now had experience dealing with eight SB 1487 (state law: local violations;
penalties) claims, including one that led to a decision from the Arizona Supreme Court.
Of course, our preference would be to repeal this terrible law. However, since that is
unlikely to be successful, we are going to attempt to make some changes that we
believe will make this law more equitable.
First, we would like to amend the statute to require a legislator making a claim against
a city or town to be from the district that includes the municipality. Only one of the
eight claims made to date have been by a legislator who represented the city that was
accused of violating state law.
Second, we believe cities and towns should have the same access to the Supreme Court
when a decision has been made by the Attorney General that the municipality is in
violation of state law that the Attorney General currently has when he makes a “may
violate” determination. The way the law stands today, no jurisdiction has the ability to
go before the Court without first forgoing their shared revenue. Since no community
can afford to do this, it has been impossible to explore whether an issue is of local
concern versus statewide concern.

Senator Kate Brophy-McGee (R-Phoenix) has agreed to sponsor the bill. Senator
Brophy-McGee was one of the few Republicans who voted against this bill. She was a
League Champion last year and a consistent defender of local government. We greatly
appreciate her support.
This is going to be a very difficult bill to get through the legislative process. Legislators
and lobbyists see it as a tool to limit our local control. We will all need to work very
hard to get these changes made.
This bill has not been assigned a number yet but it is likely to come out early next
week. Please watch for it to come out and start having conversations with your
legislators about the importance of these changes. We will provide more details and
talking points soon.

Home-Based Businesses
While most of our communities have successfully tailored ordinances that balance the
needs of home-based businesses with the rights of neighbors and neighborhoods, some
legislators feel that our local ordinances have been too restrictive. With this view in
mind, Sen. David Farnsworth (R-Mesa) approached the League during the interim about
working with him on the issue and, in good faith, the League spent time and resources
researching the issue and drafting language that would help home-based businesses
but adequately address our zoning and nuisance concerns.
At the start of session Sen. Farnsworth introduced SB 1002 home-based businesses;
regulations; municipalities, which does not include the League’s input, but which has
been the starting point for our negotiations. The bill was scheduled for a hearing in
Senate Commerce and Public Safety on Monday, January 22 but has been held to allow
for more time to work on a compromise amendment.
Meanwhile, Rep. Jeff Weninger (R-Chandler, Gilbert) has introduced HB 2333 homebased businesses; local regulation, with the backing of the Goldwater Institute and Free
Enterprise Club, and without any input from the League or local government. Now, Sen.
Farnsworth has followed suit and introduced SB 1175 home-based businesses; local
regulation, which is a mirror bill to HB 2333.
We are hopeful that Sen. Farnsworth will ultimately work cooperatively with us on SB
1002 to reach an agreement. However we also want to ensure that every legislator
knows this is an issue of serious concern to cities and towns. We ask that you please
contact your legislators to register your concerns over home-based businesses so that it
is well understood that any legislation dealing with an issue as impactful as this must
include input from local governments.

Speculative Builders
HB 2387, municipal TPT; speculative builders, sponsored by Rep. Rivero (R-Peoria)
creates a new preemption that applies to Model City Tax Code Section 416, Contracting:
speculative builders.
Cities and towns currently impose tax on 65% of the selling price of new construction,
to be paid by the seller, also known as the Marketing Arm. In commercial projects it is
common for these sales to occur after the building has been leased by at least 80%,
with those leases usually running for terms of 5 to 10 years.
The bill provides that any amount the developer attributes to an in-place lease, other
intangible, or personal property as stated on the recorded affidavit of value must be
subtracted from the selling price, not to exceed the taxable cost of construction amount
reported to the State (i.e., the taxable measure used by the Contracting Arm).
It is retroactive through the statute of limitations. Refund claims are limited to $10,000
total per city. All existing assessments that exceed the tax liability under this method
are deemed remitted and forgiven. All related liens must be released.
The League will be opposing this bill, stating that many cities have been allowing this
reduction in selling price for several years; cities and towns are actively in the process
of adding this specific exemption to the MCTC to create clarity and uniformity among all
cities and towns; and we look forward to working with the industry and experts on
property valuation to develop an equitable method to recognize the leases in question.

Issue #3 – January 26, 2018

Legislative Overview
Today marks the 19th day of the legislative session. In response to Governor Ducey’s
call to action regarding the opioid epidemic, the legislature broke into a special session
this week with the ultimate goal of passing legislation to combat the crisis. Late
Thursday night, the legislature achieved this goal with the successful passage of
expansive, bipartisan reform. The vote was unanimous - 30-0 in the state Senate and
58-0 in the Arizona House of Representatives
This upcoming Monday, January 29th will be the final day for Senate bills to be
introduced without special permission. The deadline for House bills to be introduced will
be the following Monday, February 5th.
To date, the legislature has posted 908 bills, with no bills passed.

Call to Action
Next week two bills that restrict our authority to regulate home-based businesses will
be heard. SB1002 home-based businesses; regulations; municipalities, sponsored by
Senator David Farnsworth (R-Mesa), will be heard in the Senate Government committee
on Monday afternoon. HB 2333 home-based business; local regulation, sponsored by
Representative Jeff Weninger (R-Chandler), will be heard the following day in the House
Commerce committee. This bill, along with an identical Senate bill, SB1175, was drafted
by the Free Enterprise Club.
We want to foster entrepreneurship and innovation in our communities. We also
understand home-based businesses are a reality and cities and towns are currently
managing these with their existing ordinances. If a business is operating in a home, it is
not likely that the municipality gets involved unless there are complaints made by the
neighbors who live adjacent to or near these businesses. However, the Free Enterprise
Club has taken a few anecdotes and convinced some legislators that the state needs to
preempt cities’ and towns’ authority to regulate what is happening in their communities.

Senator Farnsworth has a long history of working on the issue of home-based
businesses and successfully negotiated a bill last year with the counties. He reached
out to us this year and has expressed an interest in working through a similar
negotiation on a bill that would establish some statutory guidelines for home-based
businesses to operate in cities. We have been working with him and he plans to offer
an amendment in committee that addresses some of our concerns. At this time, we will
continue to oppose the bill because all of our issues have not been resolved but we also
want to continue to work to see if we can find agreement.
There has been no negotiation with the sponsor of HB2333 or the Free Enterprise Club
and we will oppose the bill in committee because none of our concerns have been
addressed.
We need you to call your legislators and express your concerns about these bills. It is
also important that you have any of your neighborhood organizations weigh in with
their concerns. We are hopeful that any home-based business bill that makes it out of
the legislature will continue to give us the authority to protect the property rights of
people who want to run businesses but also the property rights of the people who want
the quiet enjoyment of their residential neighborhoods.

Statute of Repose – Dedicated Property
The League testified in opposition to HB 2116 limitations of actions; dedicated property
sponsored by Rep. Anthony Kern (R-Glendale). The bill passed the House Judiciary and
Public Safety Committee on Wednesday. It will limit a developer’s liability on a project
that received a permit from a city or town to eight years from the date of substantial
completion. If anyone that worked on the project that later suffers a long-latency injury
that was discovered after the eight-year statute of repose (such as a mesothelioma
case) and files a lawsuit against the city or town, the developer would no longer
required to indemnify the municipality. As a result, this will subject cities and towns to
liabilities they did not cause or have any control over.
If cities and towns cannot be indemnified against these claims and are forced to pay
damages, this could be financially disastrous, especially for smaller communities.
This issue has been brought to the legislature by the Home Builders Association of
Central Arizona (HBACA) and is related to an Arizona Supreme Court Case from last
year (City of Phoenix v. Glenayre Electronics). The court held that the existing statute of
repose for projects based in contract does not apply to developers whose relationship
with the city is as a permittee. HBACA proposed this bill to specifically limit their liability
to eight years for projects permitted by a municipality.
We need to get the word out about the negative impacts this bill will have and the
potential for smaller communities to go bankrupt if they are ever forced to defend

themselves in court and pay millions of dollars in damages for injury- or illness-related
claims as a result of the conduct of a developer.

Fire Flow Requirements
Last year Sen. Sylvia Allen (R-Snowflake) introduced SB 1329 fire flow requirements;
rural applicability, which would have allowed for a waiver of the fire flow requirements
in single-family home developments in rural areas. That bill successfully passed the full
Senate and made it through House committee before it was finally held in Rules after
Sen. Allen agreed to have stakeholder meetings over the interim to discuss the issue
further.
Unfortunately Sen. Allen has moved ahead, without local government input, and
introduced SB 1153 fire flow requirements; rural applicability which would exempt new
single-family home developments from the fire flow requirements and even includes an
intent clause stating it is the jurisdiction’s responsibility to provide the infrastructure
necessary for adequate water flow to those homes, not the developer.
Not only does this bill put our firefighters in danger by requiring fire protection services
in areas without sufficient water for fire suppression but also makes clear the sponsor’s
intent to shift the financial burden for providing infrastructure which developers have
always been responsible for to taxpayers that have no personal or public interest in
developments. The League as well as the Arizona Fire District Association and the
Arizona Fire Marshalls Association are opposed to the bill and will be testifying in Senate
Natural Resources Energy and Water on Monday at 2pm.

Fair Justice for All
The Fair Justice for All Task Force was established by the AZ Supreme Court to make
recommendations for criminal justice reforms for minor offenses to increase compliance
and promote equal justice for individuals struggling economically. The Task Force
included many local officials including municipal judges from Phoenix, Tucson, Gilbert
and Payson, as well as city prosecutors and police.
Last year a package of bills that came from the Task Force’s recommendations were
introduced but were held in House Judiciary and Public Safety without explanation. This
year, the chair of that committee has agreed to hear these bills and has even sponsored
some of them.
The recommendations are practices that Phoenix and many other cities have already
instituted and provide additional options for municipal judges to handle cases involving
those who are economically disadvantaged. The Task Force found that these reforms
would ultimately increase the payment of fines, reduce unnecessary court/police actions

that waste taxpayer money and negatively impact the public, but still fairly punish those
who break the law or disobey the courts.
HB 2169 driving violations; restricted licenses; penalties is one of this year’s Fair Justice
bills that aims to reform the suspended and restricted driver license statutes as well as
the fines and penalties associated with those violations. The League is considering
supporting HB 2169 to highlight our members’ commitment to justice in our courts. If
you have any comments or concerns regarding the bill please contact Alex Vidal
at avidal@azleague.org.
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Home Based Business Legislation

•

There are three pieces of legislation related to home based businesses (SB1002 home-based
business; regulations; municipalities; SB1175 home-based businesses; local regulation; HB2333
home-based businesses; local regulation). Each of these would limit municipal authority over
businesses within residential areas.

•

One of the major protections that cities provide is the balance between home-based businesses
and the rights of adjacent property owners. We do this through zoning and through our
ordinances.

•

We understand people are going to be entrepreneurial and some will want to start their
businesses at home. However, cities need to maintain the quiet enjoyment of neighborhoods.
People move into residential areas with the expectation that their homes will be relatively free
from traffic congestion, parking problems, noise, signs, extra lighting, dust and other activities
generated by businesses.

•

Some businesses are not suited for neighborhoods. Cities are trying to find the balance and
should not be preempted by the legislature, particularly when the complaints come to local
elected officials and they are the ones responsible for mediating the issues between neighbors.

•

While we have been willing to discuss some statutory guidelines for home-based businesses, all
of these bills take away too much authority from local governments. The Free Enterprise Club
and Goldwater Institute have not attempted to negotiate these bills, they simply dropped them
without any outreach to us. Senator Farnsworth has reached out on his bill (SB1002) and we
continue to be hopeful that we can find a compromise that preserves the nature of residential
areas but allows the growth of new businesses.

1/5/2018

Developer tax breaks again face scrutiny, changes at Arizona Legislature - Phoenix Business Journal

MENU





FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF KSTROBECK@AZLEAGUE.ORG

From the Phoenix Business Journal:
https://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/news/2018/01/05/developer-tax-breaksagain-face-scrutiny-changes.html

Developer tax breaks again face scrutiny, changes
at Arizona Legislature
 SUBSCRIBER CONTENT:
Jan 5, 2018, 6:46am MST

The Arizona Legislature is again looking at
property tax breaks cities give to developers
and businesses. That includes changing the
rules that govern them and restricting them.
Conservatives at the Legislature have been
scrutinizing and targeting tax breaks called
Government Property Lease Excise Taxes
(GPLET). Those involve cities — such as Phoenix,
Tempe and Mesa — leasing land they own to
developers and businesses. That allows them to
avoid paying traditional property taxes. They
instead pay a lower excise tax.
That creates islands of property tax breaks on
properties while other privately held land pays
traditional property tax rates.
State lawmakers have changed GPLET rules
before and are looking at more changes this
legislative session.

MIKE SUNNUCKS

GPLET tax break for developers are under the gun
again.

Those revolve around how much land and where cities can offer GPLET tax breaks.
https://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/news/2018/01/05/developer-tax-breaks-again-face-scrutiny-changes.html?s=print
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They were originally designed to help bring jobs and investment to downtown areas
as well as parts of cities with poverty and blight.
Now, conservative lawmakers and advocates are talking to real estate groups and
cities about changing those rules to tighten up definitions of central business
districts and ‘slum and blight’ areas open for GPLET use.
Sean McCarthy, a senior research analyst for the Arizona Tax Research Assocation,
said the discussion centers around how a GPLET tax abatement relates to actually
improving blighted areas, the size of downtown areas that qualify for developer tax
breaks and how long areas can be designated as blighted.
"We made the point last year the current slum and blight definitions have no
meaning because they are so widely defined that any area could be included,” said
McCarthy. “It seems many agree and so there is consensus to work on those
definitions but what is included is very much up for debate.”
ATRA is a tax watchdog group that often looks skeptically on specialized tax breaks.
But the meat of the debate is over cities how cities define their central business
districts and how large they can be and used to offer the property tax breaks.
“State law currently allows a CBD to be 5 percent of the city's land or 640 acres,
whichever is larger,” McCarthy said. “However 5 percent of their land can be a
massive area, as evidenced by Tempe, Mesa and Tucson’s CBDs.”
The talks come after State Rep. Vince Leach, a Pinal County Republican, has
questioned two Tempe GPLET deals and whether they violate state laws governing
such deals.
Arizona Attorney General Mark Brnovich is investigating the deals and their legality.
The city of Tempe insists the deals are legal under state tax laws.
Leach — who is part of the negotiations related to GPLET changes and led last
year’s adjustments to how long the tax breaks can be given — declined comment.
Leach said through a legislative spokesman he’s not ready to talk about a new
GPLET bill until the language and changes have been finalized,
https://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/news/2018/01/05/developer-tax-breaks-again-face-scrutiny-changes.html?s=print
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Representatives of cities and the real estate industry also are part of the GPLET
talks.
“Discussions are occurring again this year and have included proposals to reduce
the size of Central Business Districts or modifying the definition of slum and blight,”
said Ken Strobeck, executive director of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns.
Strobeck and cities contend GPLETs have helped bring economic development and
jobs and some projects might not have happened without the tax benefits.
They also point out that Arizona is the only state in the U.S. without tax increment
financing (TIF). That has been used extensively in other states — with successes
and failures — to help foster and finance development and redevelopment efforts.
A number of major developments in downtown Tempe and Phoenix as well as other
parts of the region have benefited from GPLET tax breaks.
GPLET breaks have included long-term breaks and tax abatements. Those are set at
eight years in the latest changes to state tax laws.
The CityScape, Renaissance Square and Collier Center developments as well as
residential projects in downtown Phoenix have benefited from GPLETs as have
Tempe Marketplace, Hayden Ferry Lakeside and other projects in Tempe.
“Government Property Lease Excise Tax (GPLET) is an important economic
development tool that cities and developers use in partnership to spur quality
development,” Strobeck said. “While other states have a broad array of these types
of tools, this is essentially the only one available in Arizona, and both cities and their
private sector partners want to preserve it as we compete with other states for jobs
and commercial investments.”
But skeptics and critics of the tax breaks worry about cities giving beneficial
treatment to some developers — with political money and connections — and
letting them pay less taxes than other property owners and businesses.
Strobeck said previous legislative changes to GPLET rules have been complicated.
“Each time, this has required complicated grandfathering provisions that protect
the rights of the property owners and developers who have projects that were
https://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/news/2018/01/05/developer-tax-breaks-again-face-scrutiny-changes.html?s=print
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committed under an existing set of rules,” Strobeck said.
But the conservative bent of the Republican-controlled Arizona Legislature creates
an appetite for curtailing or changing tax break rules.
That prompts cities and real estate groups to come to the table each time.
Cheryl Lombard, executive director of the Valley Partnership, said her commercial
real estate group is part of the discussions.
“Valley Partnership believes a viable and sensible GPLET statute is of benefit to
cities throughout Arizona, therefore we believe tightening the definition of ‘slum
and blight’ is needed to this end,” Lombard said.
But Lombard said real estate groups also know some conservatives would like to kill
GPLETs all together.
“However, we know there are those who disagree with GPLET and want to either do
away with it in it’s entirety or significantly gut it,” Lombard said. “We will oppose
such efforts and will fight to ensure Arizona maintains a needed economic
development tool.”
Mike Sunnucks
Senior Reporter
Phoenix Business Journal
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Robb: Business tax breaks, even on tax-free ASU land, aren’t
victimless
Robert Robb, opinion columnist Published 6:12 a.m. MT Jan. 5, 2018 | Updated 4:15 p.m. MT Jan. 5, 2018
Robert Robb: Even if the property were previously tax-exempt, business tax breaks rob other governments of
the benefits of growth.
The State Farm complex overlooking Tempe Town Lake pays no property
tax. That’s because Arizona State University, or more precisely the Arizona
Board of Regents, is the nominal owner.
Defending this arrangement in a recent column for the Arizona Republic, ASU
President Michael Crow wrote: “(S)tate universities are not depriving K-12
schools of property tax revenue. The land parcels in question have never
produced property tax revenue for those schools; no action by universities is
taking away any property tax that had been received by schools.”
(Photo: Michael Chow/The Republic)

Within the four corners of that statement, it is entirely accurate. The property
was previously owned by the university, which is exempt from property taxation. It was producing no property
taxes previously, so schools, and other property tax beneficiaries, didn’t lose anything they had been receiving.
But what lies beyond the four corners of the statement renders it largely meaningless.
That's not what the Constitution intended
University property is exempt from taxation under the Arizona Constitution. Commercial property, such as the
State Farm complex, is supposed to pay property taxes under the state Constitution, on the same terms as any
other office facility.
One section of the Constitution prescribes that property taxes be uniform for comparable uses. Another forbids
state and local governments, including subdivisions of the state such as the universities, from providing
subsidies to private businesses. Another denies tax exemptions if a property has been conveyed to evade
taxation.
Simply put, the Arizona Constitution was intended to prohibit state and local governments from in effect
transferring their tax exempt status to private businesses. Which is precisely what ASU did for State Farm.
The universities, however, are far from the biggest offenders. That would be the cities, particularly Phoenix.
Phoenix is now pleading poverty after making its central business district largely a tax-free zone.
And in the case of cities, they are often pretending to take ownership of property that was previously privately
owned, thus depriving other governments of revenue they were previously receiving.

Tax-free building has consequences
But even when the property was previously publicly owned, there are consequences to allowing commercial
development to occur on it tax free.
Perhaps these tax giveaways induce real estate development that would not have occurred anyway. But not
very much.

For the most part, real estate is a demand-driven sector. Business growth generates the demand for more office
or factory space. Population growth generates the demand for more housing.
In most cases, that additional commercial or residential space would get built somewhere. Property tax
exemptions may change where that growth occurs, but doesn’t affect its quantity much.
Allowing it to occur without paying property taxes robs other governmental units of the benefits of that growth.
And that includes the schools.
The Arizona Tax Research Association estimates that the State Farm complex, if not lent ASU’s exempt status,
would be paying $12 million a year in property taxes.
With respect to school finance, the primary effect of exempting commercial property from taxation is to increase
state aid to education, which is calculated as a function of a per pupil allotment minus what a local property tax
raises. ATRA estimates the cost to the state of State Farm’s tax exempt status at $3.5 million a year.
All commercial property should pay
Additionally, a school district’s bonding capacity, as well as the tax rate required for overrides, are also affected
by the exemption of commercial property. And it deprives other governments – counties, community colleges,
flood control districts, the CAP, and various special districts – of the benefits of commercial property growth.
Governments lending their cloak of tax immunity to private businesses isn’t a victimless exercise. It may not
always deprive other governments of revenue they were previously receiving. But it does rob them of the
benefits they should receive from commercial property growth.
Simply put, all commercial property should be subject to property taxation on the same terms as comparable
property and governments shouldn’t be able to lend their tax immunity to private businesses.
Just as the state Constitution says.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #3

SB1487 Developments

Summary:

There have been eight investigations against cities and towns initiated by
legislators under the authorization of SB1487. Only one of those has
been filed by a legislator who represents the city that is the target of the
complaint.
As discussed at the last Executive Committee meeting, the League has
drafted a bill to change some provisions of the statute to make it
somewhat fairer to municipalities. Sen. Kate Brophy McGee (RPhoenix) is the bill sponsor.
League staff will summarize the components of that proposed bill. Also
attending the meeting will be Paul Eckstein from the law firm of Perkins
Coie, who represented the League before the Arizona Supreme Court in
January of 2017 in the Tucson firearms case.

Responsible Person:

Christina Estes-Werther, General Counsel

Attachments:

Capitol Times Articles:
• GOP Lawmaker to Tempe: Do as I say or tell it to the AG
• Brnovich determines Phoenix police open records policy is legal
• Leach sics AG on Tempe over allegation of illegal tax breaks
Article: Patagonia truck rules stand up to AG scrutiny
Bill draft of proposed changes to SB1487

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

December 8, 2017

5

ARIZONA CAPITOL TIMES · AzCapitolTimes.com

GOP lawmaker to Tempe: Do as I say or tell it to the AG

BY PAUUNA PINEDA
ppineda@azcapitoltimes.com

a GPLET (Government Property Lease Excise T ax)
concern with city officials. Though she declined to say
whether the city felt it was being strong-armed by the
lawmaker, she said that the city was "happy to consider
input and provide information about its use of GPLETs,
as it has in the past."
In the letter, Leach argued that the Government Prop-

cial incentive for the city and the lessee to pretend this
incentive began 47 years ago, such an interpretation is a
peculiar and likely illegal stretch of the law," he wrote.
. Leach also said the agreements were also not vetted
by the Department of Revenue, a stipulation included in
HB2213, a 2017 law he sponsored aimed at closing loop
holes related to GPLET agreements.

A Tucson Republican is threatening to sic the
Attorney General's Office on Tempe if the city doesn't
update two lease agreements with developers he alleges
received illegal tax breaks.
In a November 30 letter sent to Tempe Mayor Mark
Mitchell; Rep. Vince Leach claimed that the property
tax incentives offered to the developers of the Graduate
Hotel and the new Bank of the West branch in Tempe
are prohibited by state statute.
He threatened to file a complaint with the Attorney
General's Office under SB1487 - a 2016 law that allows
legislators to ask the attorney general to investigate
- Ken Strobeck, executive director of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns
whether local governments are violating state laws - if
Tempe fails to amend its lease agreements with the two
"GPLET projects like this shortchange our school
developers and address his concerns. The state can with erty Lease Excise Tax agreements, granted to the two
hold a city's share of state-shared revenue, which funds developers used rates that were eliminated in 2010 by districts while subverting the marketplace - they're a bad
vital local government services, if the attorney general state statute. Cities are exempt from using the new tax deal for everyone except the city and developers:' Leach
finds the complaint to be valid.
incentive rates for projects that were grandfathered in said in a statement.
House GOP spokesman Matt Specht said Leach under the old law, but Leach argued that the grandfather
The city, however, said such projects can benefit
chose to bring up his concerns to the city first "for a clause didn't apply to either project because neither had school districts and the community.
more collaborative effort" rather than file a complaint.
"Our school districts continue to collect a level
been approved by the Tempe City Council before 2010.
Ken Strobeck, director of the League of Arizona
GPLET tax incentives allow municipal governments amount of property taxes during the term of a GPLET,
Cities and Towns, said though he commended Leach's to lease publicly-owned properties to developers at a and after the property goes back on the tax rolls, they
good will at seeking a collaborative effort, he felt legisla lower tax rate.
stand to take in even more dollars because the improved
tors were taking advantage of the law.
Leach also argued that the city backdated its agree property pays more in taxes than if it had remained
"It is unfortunate that the threat of SB1487 com ment with Graduate Tempe Owner, LLC to 1970, the vacant, underused or polluted;' Ripley said.
Leach said the city could correct the three issues by
plaints are becoming the standard response when leg year the hotel. was built, rather than when it became gov
re-signing the lease agreements with both developers
islators have questions about municipal practices:' ernment property earlier this year.
he said. "We believe it is much better to respond to
Under the previous law, GPLET rates decreased over using the "post-2010" GPLET rates.
questions and work out solutions positively without the duration of the lease until year 50 when the rate
"T his solves all three illegal actions taken by the
resorting to the confrontational, punitive threats con became .zero. Because the city is claiming that the hotel council and will not further necessitate an Attorney
tained in SB1487."
project was grandfathered in under the old rates, Leach General SB1487 investigation," he wrote.
Leach asked the city to respond to his claims by
Tempe spokeswoman Nikki Ripley said it was the said, the developer would receive a large tax break.
first time Leach or another lawmaker had brought up
"Despite there being a significant and obvious finan- December 21. 8

, , It is unfortunate that the threat of S81487 complaints are becoming
the standard response when legislators have questions about
municipal practices/'

Brnovich determines Phoenix police open records policy is legal
BY PAUUNA PINEDA
ppineda@atcapitoltimes.com
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T he Attorney General's Office on
'AZ
December 4 found that a Phoenix Police
Department policy that provides guide
lines for the release of information fol
lowing critical incidents does not violate
�
officers' privacy rights.
�
In response to a complaint filed last
i'.
z
month under SB1487 by Rep. Jay Law
2
rence, R-Scottsdale, Oramel Skinner,
·�
chief of the Attorney General's Govern
:,
ment Accountability and Special Litiga
�
tion unit, wrote that the Police Depart
iiJ
ment's "Critical Incident Transparency
;'.
Protocol;' which outlines when informa
2
tion regarding officer-involved shootings
and excessive force incidents is publicly
released, does not violate state statute.
ment's policy violates state statute that of officers involved in critical incidents
SB1487, a 2016 law, allows legislators states records concerning an internal to be publicly released within three to
to ask the attorney general to investigate affairs investigation are exempt from seven days, that records be released to the
whether local governments are flouting public records requests if the investigation involved officer, community leaders and
state laws. If the attorney general finds is ongoing or if the officer has appealed the union representatives within seven to 14
the complaint to be valid, the state can disciplinary action.
days, and to the involved person's family
withhold a city's share of state-shared rev
However, Skinner wrote that the scope and media within 14 to 30 days.
enue, which funds vital local government of the law Lawrence cited in his complaint
Ken Crane, president of the Phoenix
services.
is "very limited," adding that it only con Law Enforcement Association, said the
In the complaint, filed November 8 at cerns information available in an officer's unions especially take issue with the
the request of the Arizona Police Associ personnel file.
release of footage captured on police body
ation, Lawrence said the Police DepartThe Phoenix policy calls for the names cameras, which he said are often lim-

s

CD

I

�

ited and don' t help tell the whole story.
Releasing the footage before the investi
gation is complete, he added, could "taint
public opinion:'
"From what I'm getting from the
(attorney general's) decision, it deals
more with personnel files, things put in
personnel files, and therefore they didn't
think the body cam videos were affected
or fell in that realm:' Crane said. "I think
the only recourse we would have would be
to seek a legislative fix down the road:'
He said his organization will look at
tweaking the language of the peace officers
bill of rights to prevent body cam footage
from being released before the conclusion
of an investigation.
Lawrence said though he was dis
appointed with the attorney general's
opinion, he would also continue pushing
to address the privacy concerns brought
up by APA and PLEA. He added that he
plans to discuss the possibility of pro
posing legislation that will address the
issue with the two groups.
"I am an absolute devotee of our police
forces, our firefighters. I don't think that
they deserve some of the types of intru
sion that (Police Chief Jeri Williams) has
suggested," with the policy, Lawrence said.

Leach sics AG on Tempe over allegation of illegal tax breaks
By: Paulina Pineda January 5, 2018, 4:20 am

A Tucson Republican has followed through on a threat to ask the Attorney General’s Office to investigate
whether Tempe broke the law in signing two lease agreements with developers he alleges received illegal
tax breaks.
Rep. Vince Leach filed his complaint with the attorney general on January 2 despite a
scheduled January 11 meeting to discuss his concerns with Tempe staff.
Leach put the city on notice in a November 30 letter that he intended to file the
complaint and asked for a response to his claims by December 21, and a House GOP
spokesman said Leach chose to bring his concerns to the city first “for a more
collaborative effort” in finding a solution.

Rep. Vince Leach
(R-Tucson)

In a January 2 written statement, Tempe said Leach’s complaint was misguided based
on a misunderstanding of Government Property Lease Excise Taxes, or GPLETs, a
tax incentive that allows municipal governments to lease publicly-owned properties to
developers at a lower tax rate.

The statement, sent by city spokeswoman Nikki Ripley, said Leach filed the complaint “before getting the
facts.”
“It is unfortunate that a member of the Arizona Legislature has decided to use misunderstandings about
GPLET and misinformation about Tempe’s use of state statutes to employ a tactic to threaten the city
revenue distribution that keeps cities and towns afloat and able to provide critical services to residents
such as police and fire protection,” the statement said.
House GOP Spokesman Matt Specht said Leach “had an obligation” to file the complaint with the AG’s
Office after the city failed to take “corrective action” in response to the November 30 letter.
The complaint, filed under SB1487, a 2016 law that allows legislators to ask the attorney general to
investigate whether local governments are flouting state laws, calls into question the city’s use of
GPLETs.
SB1487 allows the state to withhold a city’s portion of state-shared revenue, which funds vital local
government services, if the AG finds the complaint to be valid. The Attorney General’s Office has 30 days
to investigate the complaint and if it determines the city’s ordinances violate state law, the office will work
with the city to ensure the leases come into compliance.
In his complaint, Leach argued that the GPLET agreements offered to the developers of the Graduate
Hotel and the new Bank of the West branch in Tempe used rates that were eliminated in 2010 by state
statute. Cities are exempt from using the new tax incentive rates for projects that were grandfathered in
under the old law, but Leach argued that the grandfather clause didn’t apply to either project because
neither had been approved by the Tempe City Council before 2010.
Leach also argued that the city backdated its agreement with Graduate Tempe Owner, LLC to 1970, the
year the hotel was built, rather than when it became government property in early 2017.

Under the previous law, GPLET rates decreased over the duration of the lease until year 50 when the
rate became zero. Because the city is claiming that the hotel project was grandfathered in under the old
rates, Leach said, the developer would receive a larger tax break.
Leach also said the agreements were not vetted by the Department of Revenue, a stipulation included in
HB2213, a 2017 law he sponsored aimed at closing loopholes related to GPLET agreements.
Tempe’s January 2 press release said the city’s agreement with the developer of the Bank of the West
does not waive property taxes for the duration of the GPLET, and that the agreement was vetted by the
Department of Revenue.
As for the Graduate Hotel development, the city said it passed a resolution in 2010 that allowed the
property to fall under the grandfather clause for future use of GPLETs. The resolution was passed before
changes were made to how GPLETs can be used under state statute, the city added.
The lease agreement with the developer has not been finalized, but will be submitted to the Revenue
Department for review when it is, the city said.
“The city of Tempe has responsibly, selectively and legally made use of the limited development incentive
tools that are allowed by Arizona state law,” the city’s written statement said.
This is the eighth SB1487 complaint that the AG’s office has investigated since the law was enacted in
2016. Leach recently filed another SB1487 complaint with the agency, asking Attorney General Mark
Brnovich to investigate whether the town of Patagonia’s new ordinance limiting the number of times
heavy trucks can drive on town roads violates the Arizona Constitution, the Nogales International
reported.
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Patagonia truck rules stand up to AG’s scrutiny
By Jonathan Clark and Arielle Zionts
Nogales International

Jan 19, 2018 Updated Jan 19, 2018

Patagonia Town Hall
File photo by Jonathan Clark

The Arizona Attorney General’s O ce has rejected a state lawmaker’s challenge to Patagonia’s new limits on heavy trucks, nding that the
ordinance does not con ict with state law.
The conclusion issued Wednesday is a practical and symbolic victory for the town government, which set limits on the number of trips heavy trucks
can make on town roads in an e ort to protect the safety and tranquility of the tiny community, then stood its ground a er Republican state Rep.
Vince Leach, a mining advocate from Pinal County, led an objection that threatened a devastating loss of state-shared revenue.
Councilman Ron Reibslager said he was “extremely pleased” with the ruling in the town’s favor.
“You never know how things like that are going to go,” he said, noting that “this is a mining state.”
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At the same time, the AG’s decision is a blow to Arizona Mining, a Canada-based company seeking to launch large-scale mineral extraction in the
nearby mountains. While a spokeswoman dodged questions about the company’s role in Leach’s challenge, the lawmaker was presumably acting
on Arizona Mining’s behalf when he asked Attorney General Mark Brnovich to investigate the town’s ordinance.
Greg Lucero, a company vice-president, called the AG’s decision “disappointing,” but said Arizona Mining would continue to work with local
leaders in Patagonia and Santa Cruz County.
“Arizona Mining is committed to working collaboratively with the Town of Patagonia to nd common ground on numerous opportunities for the
region including workforce development programs and bolstering the local economy,” he wrote in an email.
He did not respond to a question about whether the company might take additional action, such as a lawsuit, to try to upend the new rules.
‘Broad authority’
Leach does not represent Patagonia in the Arizona Legislature, but was still able to challenge the town’s truck ordinance under a state law passed in
2016 that lets the legislature withhold funds from counties, cities and towns that implement or enforce ordinances that don’t conform to state
regulations. Under the law, any single state representative or senator can ask the Attorney General’s O ce to investigate a local government for a
regulation that might be in con ict with state law, with serious nancial consequences for an entity that keeps a law on the books a er the AG nds
a con ict or refers the matter to the state Supreme Court.
Republican lawmakers have used the law to stop Tucson from destroying guns seized by police and to force Bisbee to repeal a ban on plastic bags.
But Brnovich, himself a Republican, hasn’t always found in favor of the complainant. He decided that a Phoenix Police Department policy wasn’t in
violation of the state’s SB 1070 immigration law, as Republican Sen. John Kavanagh had asserted, and his o ce has now given the OK to Patagonia
to maintain and enforce its new truck regulations.
The town council voted 4-1 on Nov. 29 to limit heavy-duty trucks – which it de nes as trucks with more than two non-steering axles – to 50 roundtrips per week and 10 round-trips between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. on town roads. The move, which was opposed by Mayor Ike Isakson and some locals
who complained the town was unfairly targeting Arizona Mining and squashing job-creation opportunities, came a er the council tabled the
regulation in February 2017 following a warning from Arizona Mining that it would ght the plan at the state level.
Once the new rules passed, Leach asked Brnovich to investigate the constitutionality of the truck-trip limits, which he said didn’t conform to the
state’s over-dimensional and overweight vehicle standards. He also claimed that while local governments can prohibit the operation of trucks or
limit their weight, they do not have the authority under state law to set any other limitations.
However, in the investigative report issued Wednesday, Oramel H. Skinner, chief of the AG’s Government Accountability and Special Litigation Unit,
wrote that state law gives the town “broad authority” to regulate and control its streets.
“This includes the ability to ‘exercise exclusive control over the streets,’ ‘(t)o prevent and punish for the encumbering thereof’ and to ‘regulate,
grade, clean or otherwise improve the same,’” he wrote, quoting state statute.
Patagonia’s ordinance limiting the number of heavy truck trips, Skinner wrote, “falls within the scope of the general authority granted to the town”
and is therefore valid as long as it doesn’t con ict with a speci c state mandate.
In that regard, he wrote, the town is acting in the spirit of a state statute that “speci cally vests the town with discretion to ‘adopt ordinances
relating to infrastructure restrictions, route restrictions and time-of-day restrictions.’”
Skinner concluded that the part of the town’s ordinance that relates to overweight commercial vehicles “appears to be substantially identical to
those adopted by the (Arizona) Department of Transportation.” The only signi cant di erence is the trip restrictions on heavy-duty trucks, he
wrote, but state law grants the town a regulatory authority that doesn’t bar it from exercising other powers such as limiting the number of truck
trips.
Enforcement comes next
Town Attorney Mike Massee, who made the same “broad authority” argument when he defended the truck ordinance to the AG earlier this month,
said he was “very pleased with the ruling.”
http://www.nogalesinternational.com/the_bulletin/news/patagonia-truck-rules-stand-up-to-ag-s-scrutiny/article_bacba816-fca7-11e7-ae11-ff0b17219d03… 2/4
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“It’s a simple concept: Towns in Arizona have the authority to adopt reasonable tra c regulations for their own streets,” Massee wrote in an email.
“Patagonia is not attempting to regulate tra c on SR 82 or outside town limits. The regulations are purely local and for the bene t of local residents
and traveling public, consistent with Patagonia’s duty to maintain town streets safe for public travel.”
Isakson, who had cast the lone “nay” vote against the heavy truck clampdown, said the ruling “doesn’t make a di erence” to him, adding that he
doesn’t think the ordinance will impact Arizona Mining since the company doesn’t bring its product through the town.
While Isakson said he agreed the ordnance doesn’t violate state law, he still think it’s illegal because it violates rules about moving between a state
and county highway.
But Reibslager, his colleague on the council, said the ordinance is “going to go a long ways to help this town” protect its road surfaces and
pedestrians from heavy truck tra c, noting that the town now needs to nd a way to enforce it.

MORE INFORMATION

State investigating Patagonia’s truck rules

Town of Patagonia defends vehicle regulations to AG
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AN ACT
AMENDING SECTIONS 41-194.01, 42-5029 AND 43-206, ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES;
RELATING TO COUNTIES, CITIES AND TOWNS.
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Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:
Section 1. Section 41-194.01, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended
to read:
41-194.01. Violations of state law by counties, cities and
towns; attorney general investigation; report;
withholding of state shared revenues
A. At the request of one or more ELIGIBLE members of the
legislature, the attorney general shall investigate any ordinance,
regulation, order or other official action adopted or taken by the
governing body of a county, city or town that the ELIGIBLE member alleges
violates state law or the Constitution of Arizona.
TO BE ELIGIBLE TO
REQUEST AN INVESTIGATION, ALL OR PART OF THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN ALLEGED
TO VIOLATE STATE LAW OR THE STATE CONSTITUTION MUST BE LOCATED IN THE
MEMBER'S LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT.
B. The attorney general shall:
1. NOTIFY THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN ALLEGED TO VIOLATE STATE LAW OR
THE STATE CONSTITUTION OF THE REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION AND ALLOW THE
COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN AT LEAST THIRTY DAYS TO RESPOND BEFORE MAKING A
DETERMINATION.
2. Make a written report of findings and conclusions as a result of
the investigation within thirty SIXTY days after receipt of the request
NOTIFYING THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN. and shall
3. Provide a copy of the report to the governor, the president of
the senate, the speaker of the house of representatives, the member or
members of the legislature making the original request and the secretary
of state.
C. If
the
attorney
general
concludes
that
the
ordinance,
regulation, order or other action under investigation:
1. Violates any provision of state law or the Constitution of
Arizona, the attorney general shall provide notice to the county, city or
town, by certified mail, of the violation and shall indicate that the
county, city or town has thirty SIXTY days to resolve the violation OR
APPEAL THE DETERMINATION BY FILING A SPECIAL ACTION IN THE SUPREME COURT
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. IF THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN RESOLVES THE VIOLATION
WITHIN SIXTY DAYS AFTER THE DETERMINATION, THE ATTORNEY GENERAL SHALL TAKE
NO FURTHER ACTION PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION. IF THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN
APPEALS THE DETERMINATION WITHIN SIXTY DAYS AFTER THE DETERMINATION, THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL SHALL TAKE NO FURTHER ACTION PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION
PENDING A DECISION BY THE SUPREME COURT. THE SUPREME COURT SHALL GIVE THE
ACTION PRECEDENCE OVER ALL OTHER CASES. If the attorney general
determines that the county, city or town has failed to resolve the
violation APPEAL THE DETERMINATION within thirty SIXTY days AFTER THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S DETERMINATION, the attorney general shall:
(a) Notify the state treasurer who shall withhold and redistribute
state shared monies from the county, city or town as provided by section
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42-5029, subsection L and from the city or town as provided by section
43-206, subsection F.
(b) Continue to monitor the response of the governing body, and
when the offending ordinance, regulation, order or action is repealed or
the violation is otherwise resolved, the attorney general shall notify:
(i) The governor, the president of the senate, the speaker of the
house of representatives, and the member or members of the legislature
making the original request AND THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN that the
violation has been resolved.
(ii) The state treasurer to restore the distribution of state
shared revenues to the county, city or town.
2. May violate a provision of state law or the Constitution of
Arizona, the attorney general 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. The court shall require the county, city
or town to post a bond equal to the amount of state shared revenue paid to
the county, city or town pursuant to section 42-5029 and 43-206 in the
preceding six months.
3. Does not violate any provision of state law or the Constitution
of Arizona: ,
(a) The attorney general shall take no further action pursuant to
this section.
(b) WITHIN SIXTY DAYS AFTER THE DETERMINATION, THE STATE TREASURER
SHALL REIMBURSE THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN FOR REASONABLE FEES AND COSTS
INCURRED BY THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN TO RESPOND TO THE REQUEST. THE
REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNT MAY NOT EXCEED _________ THOUSAND DOLLARS FOR EACH
DETERMINATION UNDER THIS PARAGRAPH.
Sec. 2. Section 42-5029, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to
read:
42-5029. Remission and distribution of monies; withholding;
definition
A. The department shall deposit, pursuant to sections 35-146 and
35-147, all revenues collected under this article and articles 4, 5 and 8
of this chapter pursuant to section 42-1116, separately accounting for:
1. Payments of estimated tax under section 42-5014, subsection D.
2. Revenues collected pursuant to section 42-5070.
3. Revenues collected under this article and article 5 of this
chapter from and after June 30, 2000 from sources located on Indian
reservations in this state.
4. Revenues collected pursuant to section 42-5010, subsection G and
section 42-5155, subsection D.
B. The department shall credit payments of estimated tax to an
estimated tax clearing account and each month shall transfer all monies in
the estimated tax clearing account to a fund designated as the transaction
privilege and severance tax clearing account. The department shall credit
- 2 -
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all other payments to the transaction privilege and severance tax clearing
account, separately accounting for the monies designated as distribution
base under sections 42-5010, 42-5164 and 42-5205. Each month the
department shall report to the state treasurer the amount of monies
collected pursuant to this article and articles 4, 5 and 8 of this
chapter.
C. On notification by the department, the state treasurer shall
distribute the monies deposited in the transaction privilege and severance
tax clearing account in the manner prescribed by this section and by
sections 42-5164 and 42-5205, after deducting warrants drawn against the
account pursuant to sections 42-1118 and 42-1254.
D. Of the monies designated as distribution base, and subject to
the requirements of section 42-5041, the department shall:
1. Pay
twenty-five
percent
to
the
various
incorporated
municipalities in this state in proportion to their population to be used
by the municipalities for any municipal purpose.
2. Pay 38.08 percent to the counties in this state by averaging the
following proportions:
(a) The proportion that the population of each county bears to the
total state population.
(b) The proportion that the distribution base monies collected
during the calendar month in each county under this article, section
42-5164, subsection B and section 42-5205, subsection B bear to the total
distribution base monies collected under this article, section 42-5164,
subsection B and section 42-5205, subsection B throughout the state for
the calendar month.
3. Pay an additional 2.43 percent to the counties in this state as
follows:
(a) Average the following proportions:
(i) The proportion that the assessed valuation used to determine
secondary property taxes of each county, after deducting that part of the
assessed valuation that is exempt from taxation at the beginning of the
month for which the amount is to be paid, bears to the total assessed
valuations used to determine secondary property taxes of all the counties
after deducting that portion of the assessed valuations that is exempt
from taxation at the beginning of the month for which the amount is to be
paid. Property of a city or town that is not within or contiguous to the
municipal corporate boundaries and from which water is or may be withdrawn
or diverted and transported for use on other property is considered to be
taxable property in the county for purposes of determining assessed
valuation in the county under this item.
(ii) The proportion that the distribution base monies collected
during the calendar month in each county under this article, section
42-5164, subsection B and section 42-5205, subsection B bear to the total
distribution base monies collected under this article, section 42-5164,
- 3 -
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subsection B and section 42-5205, subsection B throughout the state for
the calendar month.
(b) If the proportion computed under subdivision (a) of this
paragraph for any county is greater than the proportion computed under
paragraph 2 of this subsection, the department shall compute the
difference between the amount distributed to that county under paragraph 2
of this subsection and the amount that would have been distributed under
paragraph 2 of this subsection using the proportion computed under
subdivision (a) of this paragraph and shall pay that difference to the
county from the amount available for distribution under this paragraph.
Any monies remaining after all payments under this subdivision shall be
distributed among the counties according to the proportions computed under
paragraph 2 of this subsection.
4. After
any
distributions
required
by
sections
42-5030,
42-5030.01, 42-5031, 42-5032, 42-5032.01 and 42-5032.02, and after making
any transfer to the water quality assurance revolving fund as required by
section 49-282, subsection B, credit the remainder of the monies
designated as distribution base to the state general fund. From this
amount the legislature shall annually appropriate to:
(a) The department of revenue sufficient monies to administer and
enforce this article and articles 5 and 8 of this chapter.
(b) The department of economic security monies to be used for the
purposes stated in title 46, chapter 1.
(c) The firearms safety and ranges fund established by section
17-273, fifty thousand dollars derived from the taxes collected from the
retail classification pursuant to section 42-5061 for the current fiscal
year.
E. If approved by the qualified electors voting at a statewide
general election, all monies collected pursuant to section 42-5010,
subsection G and section 42-5155, subsection D shall be distributed each
fiscal year pursuant to this subsection. The monies distributed pursuant
to this subsection are in addition to any other appropriation, transfer or
other allocation of public or private monies from any other source and
shall not supplant, replace or cause a reduction in other school district,
charter school, university or community college funding sources. The
monies shall be distributed as follows:
1. If there are outstanding state school facilities revenue bonds
pursuant to title 15, chapter 16, article 7, each month one-twelfth of the
amount that is necessary to pay the fiscal year's debt service on
outstanding state school improvement revenue bonds for the current fiscal
year shall be transferred each month to the school improvement revenue
bond debt service fund established by section 15-2084. The total amount
of bonds for which these monies may be allocated for the payment of debt
service shall not exceed a principal amount of eight hundred million
dollars exclusive of refunding bonds and other refinancing obligations.
- 4 -
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2. After any transfer of monies pursuant to paragraph 1 of this
subsection, twelve per cent of the remaining monies collected during the
preceding month shall be transferred to the technology and research
initiative fund established by section 15-1648 to be distributed among the
universities
for
the
purpose
of
investment
in
technology
and
research-based initiatives.
3. After the transfer of monies pursuant to paragraph 1 of this
subsection, three per cent of the remaining monies collected during the
preceding month shall be transferred to the workforce development account
established in each community college district pursuant to section 15-1472
for the purpose of investment in workforce development programs.
4. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, one-twelfth of the amount a community college that is
owned, operated or chartered by a qualifying Indian tribe on its own
Indian reservation would receive pursuant to section 15-1472, subsection
D, paragraph 2 if it were a community college district shall be
distributed each month to the treasurer or other designated depository of
a qualifying Indian tribe. Monies distributed pursuant to this paragraph
are for the exclusive purpose of providing support to one or more
community colleges owned, operated or chartered by a qualifying Indian
tribe and shall be used in a manner consistent with section 15-1472,
subsection B. For the purposes of this paragraph, "qualifying Indian
tribe" has the same meaning as defined in section 42-5031.01,
subsection D.
5. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, one-twelfth of the following amounts shall be transferred
each month to the department of education for the increased cost of basic
state aid under section 15-971 due to added school days and associated
teacher salary increases enacted in 2000:
(a) In fiscal year 2001-2002, $15,305,900.
(b) In fiscal year 2002-2003, $31,530,100.
(c) In fiscal year 2003-2004, $48,727,700.
(d) In fiscal year 2004-2005, $66,957,200.
(e) In fiscal year 2005-2006 and each fiscal year thereafter,
$86,280,500.
6. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, seven million eight hundred thousand dollars is
appropriated each fiscal year, to be paid in monthly installments, to the
department of education to be used for school safety as provided in
section 15-154 and two hundred thousand dollars is appropriated each
fiscal year, to be paid in monthly installments to the department of
education to be used for the character education matching grant program as
provided in section 15-154.01.
7. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, no more than seven million dollars may be appropriated by
- 5 -
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the legislature each fiscal year to the department of education to be used
for accountability purposes as described in section 15-241 and title 15,
chapter 9, article 8.
8. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, one million five hundred thousand dollars is appropriated
each fiscal year, to be paid in monthly installments, to the failing
schools tutoring fund established by section 15-241.
9. After transferring monies pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of
this subsection, twenty-five million dollars shall be transferred each
fiscal year to the state general fund to reimburse the general fund for
the cost of the income tax credit allowed by section 43-1072.01.
10. After the payment of monies pursuant to paragraphs 1 through 9
of this subsection, the remaining monies collected during the preceding
month shall be transferred to the classroom site fund established by
section 15-977.
The monies shall be allocated as follows in the manner
prescribed by section 15-977:
(a) Forty per cent shall be allocated for teacher compensation
based on performance.
(b) Twenty per cent shall be allocated for increases in teacher
base compensation and employee related expenses.
(c) Forty per cent shall be allocated for maintenance and operation
purposes.
F. The department shall credit the remainder of the monies in the
transaction privilege and severance tax clearing account to the state
general fund, subject to any distribution required by section 42-5030.01.
G. Notwithstanding subsection D of this section, if a court of
competent jurisdiction finally determines that tax monies distributed
under this section were illegally collected under this article or articles
5 and 8 of this chapter and orders the monies to be refunded to the
taxpayer, the department shall compute the amount of such monies that was
distributed to each city, town and county under this section. Each
city's, town's and county's proportionate share of the costs shall be
based on the amount of the original tax payment each municipality and
county received. Each month the state treasurer shall reduce the amount
otherwise distributable to the city, town and county under this section by
one thirty-sixth of the total amount to be recovered from the city, town
or county until the total amount has been recovered, but the monthly
reduction for any city, town or county shall not exceed ten per cent of
the full monthly distribution to that entity. The reduction shall begin
for the first calendar month after the final disposition of the case and
shall continue until the total amount, including interest and costs, has
been recovered.
H. On receiving a certificate of default from the greater Arizona
development authority pursuant to section 41-2257 or 41-2258 and to the
extent not otherwise expressly prohibited by law, the state treasurer
- 6 -
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shall withhold from the next succeeding distribution of monies pursuant to
this section due to the defaulting political subdivision the amount
specified in the certificate of default and immediately deposit the amount
withheld in the greater Arizona development authority revolving fund. The
state treasurer shall continue to withhold and deposit the monies until
the greater Arizona development authority certifies to the state treasurer
that the default has been cured. In no event may the state treasurer
withhold any amount that the defaulting political subdivision certifies to
the state treasurer and the authority as being necessary to make any
required deposits then due for the payment of principal and interest on
bonds of the political subdivision that were issued before the date of the
loan repayment agreement or bonds and that have been secured by a pledge
of distributions made pursuant to this section.
I. Except as provided by sections 42-5033 and 42-5033.01, the
population of a county, city or town as determined by the most recent
United States decennial census plus any revisions to the decennial census
certified by the United States bureau of the census shall be used as the
basis for apportioning monies pursuant to subsection D of this section.
J. Except as otherwise provided by this subsection, on notice from
the department of revenue pursuant to section 42-6010, subsection B, the
state treasurer shall withhold from the distribution of monies pursuant to
this section to the affected city or town the amount of the penalty for
business location municipal tax incentives provided by the city or town to
a business entity that locates a retail business facility in the city or
town. The state treasurer shall continue to withhold monies pursuant to
this subsection until the entire amount of the penalty has been withheld.
The state treasurer shall credit any monies withheld pursuant to this
subsection to the state general fund as provided by subsection D,
paragraph 4 of this section. The state treasurer shall not withhold any
amount that the city or town certifies to the department of revenue and
the state treasurer as being necessary to make any required deposits or
payments for debt service on bonds or other long-term obligations of the
city or town that were issued or incurred before the location incentives
provided by the city or town.
K. On notice from the auditor general pursuant to section 9-626,
subsection D, the state treasurer shall withhold from the distribution of
monies pursuant to this section to the affected city the amount computed
pursuant to section 9-626, subsection D. The state treasurer shall
continue to withhold monies pursuant to this subsection until the entire
amount specified in the notice has been withheld.
The state treasurer
shall credit any monies withheld pursuant to this subsection to the state
general fund as provided by subsection D, paragraph 4 of this section.
L. Except as otherwise provided by this subsection, on notice from
the attorney general pursuant to section 41-194.01, subsection B
C,
paragraph 1 that an ordinance, regulation, order or other official action
- 7 -
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adopted or taken by the governing body of a county, city or town violates
state law or the Constitution of Arizona AND THAT AN APPEAL OF THE
DETERMINATION TO THE SUPREME COURT BY THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN HAS FAILED,
the state treasurer shall withhold the distribution of monies pursuant to
this section to the affected county, city or town and shall continue to
withhold monies pursuant to this subsection until the attorney general
certifies to the state treasurer that the violation has been resolved.
The state treasurer shall redistribute the monies withheld pursuant to
this subsection among all other counties, cities and towns in proportion
to their population as provided by subsection D of this section.
The
state treasurer shall not withhold any amount that the county, city or
town certifies to the attorney general and the state treasurer as being
necessary to make any required deposits or payments for debt service on
bonds or other long-term obligations of the county, city or town that were
issued or incurred before committing the violation THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S
DETERMINATION.
M. For the purposes of this section, "community college district"
means a community college district that is established pursuant to
sections 15-1402 and 15-1403 and that is a political subdivision of this
state and, unless otherwise specified, includes a community college
tuition financing district established pursuant to section 15-1409.
Sec. 3. Section 43-206, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to
read:
43-206. Urban revenue sharing fund; allocation; distribution;
withholding
A. The urban revenue sharing fund is established. The fund shall
consist of an amount equal to fifteen percent of the net proceeds of the
state income taxes for the fiscal year two years preceding the current
fiscal year.
The fund shall be distributed to incorporated cities and
towns as provided in this section, except that a city or town shall
receive at least an amount equal to what a city or town with a population
of fifteen hundred or more persons would receive. The transfer of net
proceeds prescribed by section 49-282, subsection B does not affect the
calculation of net proceeds prescribed by this subsection.
B. Each city or town shall share in the urban revenue sharing fund
in the proportion that the population of each bears to the population of
all. Except as provided by sections 42-5033 and 42-5033.01, the population
of a city or town as determined by the most recent United States decennial
census plus any revisions to the decennial census certified by the United
States bureau of the census shall be used as the basis for apportioning
monies pursuant to this subsection.
C. The treasurer, on instruction from the department, shall
transmit, no later than the tenth day of each month, to each city or town
an amount equal to one-twelfth of that city's or town's total entitlement
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for the current fiscal year from the urban revenue sharing fund as
determined by the department.
D. A newly incorporated city or town shall share in the urban
revenue sharing fund beginning the first month of the first full fiscal
year following incorporation.
E. On receipt of a certificate of default from the greater Arizona
development authority pursuant to section 41-2257 or 41-2258, the state
treasurer, to the extent not otherwise expressly prohibited by law, shall
withhold from the next succeeding distribution of monies pursuant to this
section due to the city or town the amount specified in the certificate of
default and immediately deposit the amount withheld in the greater Arizona
development authority revolving fund. The state treasurer shall continue
to withhold and deposit the monies until the authority certifies to the
state treasurer that the default has been cured. In no event shall the
state treasurer withhold any amount that is necessary, as certified by the
defaulting political subdivision to the state treasurer and the authority,
to make any required deposits then due for the payment of principal and
interest on bonds of the political subdivision that were issued prior to
the date of the loan repayment agreement or bonds and that have been
secured by a pledge of distributions made pursuant to this section.
F. Except as otherwise provided by this subsection, on notice from
the attorney general pursuant to section 41-194.01, subsection B
C,
paragraph 1 that an ordinance, regulation, order or other official action
adopted or taken by the governing body of a city or town violates state
law or the Constitution of Arizona AND THAT AN APPEAL OF THE DETERMINATION
TO THE SUPREME COURT BY THE COUNTY, CITY OR TOWN HAS FAILED, the state
treasurer shall withhold the distribution of monies pursuant to this
section to the affected city or town and shall continue to withhold monies
pursuant to this subsection until the attorney general certifies to the
state treasurer that the violation has been resolved. The state treasurer
shall redistribute the monies withheld pursuant to this subsection among
all other cities and towns in proportion to their population as provided
by subsection B of this section. The state treasurer shall not withhold
any amount that the city or town certifies to the attorney general and the
state treasurer as being necessary to make any required deposits or
payments for debt service on bonds or other long-term obligations of the
city or town that were issued or incurred before committing the violation
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S DETERMINATION.
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Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #4

PSPRS Update

Summary:

The League continues to monitor the implementation of Tier III of the
PSPRS retirement system as well as track bills introduced this session
that make changes to PSPRS and EORP. We are also continuing to seek
agreement on a structure for consolidation of local boards and
procedures for medical determination of disabilities. We are also
continuing to provide information and assistance to cities and towns
facing financial challenges in dealing with their unfunded liability.

Responsible Person:

Nick Ponder, League Pension Policy Analyst

Attachments:

PowerPoint update on PSPRS issues

PSPRS Update,
Executive Committee
Nick Ponder
Pension Policy Analyst

2017 Actuarial Valuation
• PSPRS Fund returned 11.85%, but aggregate and individuals
funded statuses went down…why?
• Actuarial Assumption Changes (pg. 2-3 of your valuation)
• Asset losses are smoothed over a 7 year period therefore all 1/7th
of the 11.85% returns are realize this year and past poor
performing years are also reflected; aggregate returns over past 7
years are 6.6% falling below the assumptions of 7.4%
• Due to the loss of the Hall case contribution rates for Tier 1
employees was lowered from 11.65% to 7.65%, also Tier 2 benefit
structure was modified to align it more with Tier 3
• Reduction in assumed rate of return from 7.5% to 7.4%
• Reduction in salary appreciation from 4% per year to 3.5% per
year
• Updated mortality tables because people are living longer
• Updated retirement, withdrawal, and disability
assumptions

1

2018 Legislation
• HB2097; pension funding policy
• Requires each PSPRS employer so identify how they are paying off
pension debt

• HB2357; EORP; contribution rates
• Increases employer contribution rates to rate determined by actuary
(2018 rate = 61.5%)

• SB1054; ASRS; nonparticipating employer
• Charges a liability to an employer the ceases participation in ASRS

• SB1262; retirement; assumed rate of return
• Forces PSPRS/CORP/EORP to reduced assumed rate of return from
7.4% to ±4.7%
• Each .25% decrease in assumed rate results in a 1.5% increase in
employer contribution rate (total = 16.2% increase in rates)

• SB1292; EORP; cost-of-living adjustments
• Removes PBI for elected officials and replaces with COLA
• Corresponds w/ SCR1010; public retirement systems

PSPRS LOCAL
BOARDS,
DISABILITY
IMPACTS

2

Current Disability Process
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

By statute (ARS §38-847) each employer under PSPRS is
required to have a Local Board with a primary task of that Local
Board being the adjudication of disability claims
Member applies for disability and provides relevant medical
docs to local board
Local board reviews application and determines whether to
order an Independent Medical Examination (IME)
Local board orders IME and provides information to medical
board
Medical board completes IME report and submits
recommendation to local board
Local board approves (or denies) medical board
recommendation and submits report to PSPRS
PSPRS reviews documentation for approval and, if
approved, authorizes disability payments

3

Issues with Current Process
• Some employers are very active in their local board process while
others are not
• Apart from medical board review, which some employers have
little familiarity with due to the infrequency of these
occurrences, there are typically no other medical professionals
involved in the process
• Creates additional bureaucracy
• Despite all the apparent fail-safe measures in the stated process
there are wide discrepancies in disability rates by employer
• Governance-related training varies greatly by local board

Cortex Recommendation
• 3 Alternatives:
1.
2.
3.

Maintain current structure of 230+ local boards
Have one unified local board for the entire state
Establish individual local boards based on county and maintain
local boards for employers w/ > 250 employees

• Recommendation was to maintain Local Board structure for all
employers w/ more than 250 employees
• Establish an additional 27 Local Boards (separate boards for
police and fire) along county lines and 1 state Local Board
• Total Local Boards = 45
• Board membership is unclear but seems to consist of 3 nonmembers

4

Analysis
• While total disability rates are relatively low there are some high
rates of disability on an individual employer level
• This analysis is consistent with the analysis from Cortex which
indicates there are inconsistencies in governance, education, and
determinations at the Local Board level
• There is weak correlation between average age by employer and
rates of disability
• The PSPRS Board and Local Boards are, typically, not medical
professionals
• Based on risk pooling outlined in SB1063 the
current structure is antiquated and could present
issues if left unchanged

5

League Recommendation
• 1 Medical Board for employers in the risk pool while non-pooled
employers would maintain their Local Boards or opt-in to the
singular pooled Medical Board
• Medical decisions made by medical professionals
• Independent Medical Examiner (IME) receives medical documents,
employer incident report, any additional relevant information
• IME meets with the claimant after review of prior medical history
and performs own evaluation, creates IME recommendation
• Establish a 3 person Medical Board of licensed doctors
who will review IME recommendation and make final determination

• Local Board may still have a role in pre-employment screening
and evaluation, etc.

6

Questions?
1820 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007
nponder@azleague.org
www.azleague.org

@AZCities
602-258-5786
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #5

Presentation from Gilbert Davidson, Governor’s Office

Summary:

Former Marana Town Manager Gilbert Davidson was appointed late last
year to the position of Chief of Operations for the Executive Branch of
Arizona State Government. He has been invited to the Executive
Committee meeting to outline the responsibilities of his position and the
working relationship between the Governor’s Office and the League.

Responsible Person:

Ken Strobeck

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #6

Update on League Policy Committees

Summary:

The League Policy Committees provide an opportunity for city and town
officials to become more involved with the League as well as serving as
the forum for discussing proposals that may become League Resolutions
or result in other deliverables to assist Arizona municipalities. The Five
Policy Committees are chaired by members of the Executive Committee.
Several changes to the committee structure are being introduced this
year to achieve the following goals:
• Greater participation by municipal officials
• More concentrated focus on legislative proposals for the next
session
• Shorter meeting timeline for committee members
• Consistent operating procedures for all committees
• Ability of staff to provide support for committee deliberations
The new timeline and the other changes will be explained during this
agenda item.

Responsible Person:

Tom Savage, League Legislative Associate

Attachments:

League Policy Committees Recommendation

League Policy Committees Recommendation
The League’s five policy committees are an important part of the resolutions process where
issues that impact a broad cross section of cities and towns are vetted prior to the Resolutions
Committee at the Annual Conference. This is an opportunity for city and town officials from
across the state to convene and discuss with their peers the unique issues that are impacting their
communities. Policy ideas proposed by the participants may become a League Resolution, be
referred for further study or they may have a non-legislative solution. Participation on these
committees and input on issues support the enhancement of quality and efficient municipal
government.
In an effort to streamline this process and encourage participation, starting in 2018, policy
committee meetings will be scheduled during the months after the conclusion of the legislative
session and before the Resolutions Committee at the Annual Conference.
Since the inception of the policy committees it has been challenging to schedule meetings during
the legislative session as our primary focus is on tracking and lobbying on bills impacting cities
and towns, and promoting the passage of resolutions formally adopted during the preceding
Annual Conference.
We believe scheduling meetings toward the end of the legislative session between the months of
May and July will allow for more focused discussions on and consideration of policy issues to
include in the League’s legislative agenda for the following legislative session. There will be an
opportunity for at least three meetings and more may be scheduled as needed.
The established rules and procedures governing the policy committee process will be modified to
be consistent with the scheduling change, increase the efficiency of the process and encourage
more participation. League staff will annually conduct an open enrollment process to allow city
and town officials to request membership on a committee with jurisdiction over policy issues
they have subject matter expertise.
All city and town elected officials and their staff may participate and submit policy issues
throughout the year for consideration at the next scheduled meeting. Policy issue submissions
will be reviewed by League staff and assigned to the appropriate committee. Policy Committees
are chaired by members of the Executive Committee. Only policy issues that received a
favorable vote to become resolutions will move forward to the Resolutions Committee for
consideration at the League’s Annual Conference in August.

1/30/18

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 9, 2018

Agenda Item #7

Report from Budget Subcommittee

Summary:

Presentation from League Budget Subcommittee of preliminary
FY 2018-19 League Budget and Adoption of FY19 Dues

Responsible Person:

Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Budget Subcommittee Chairman
Ken Strobeck

Attachments:

Preliminary FY 2018-19 League and Property Corporation Budgets
Recommended FY 2018-19 League Dues
Legal Fees Assessment payments

Action Requested:

Information/Discussion of budgets; Approval of FY 2019 Dues
Schedule

2018-2019 League Budget
PRELIMINARY DRAFT

REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts
Annual Conference

Budget
FY 2018
136,950
395,000

Expected
FY 2018
136,950
445,195

Dues

2,046,956

2,044,236

Over /
(Under)
0
50,195
(2,720)

PROPOSED
FY 2019
136,950
400,000

% of
Total
%
Change Budget Notes
0.0%
4.8%
1.3%
13.9%

2,057,441

0.5%

71.5%
0.9%

4,000

26,379

22,379

25,000

525.0%

Miscellaneous

10,000

11,422

1,422

11,000

10.0%

Partnership Programs

72,900

66,945

(5,955)

67,500

-7.4%

Interest

Property Corporation - Mgmt Fee
Risk Pool
Seminars and Meetings
Special Assessment
TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

Benefits

--147,000
30,000
--$2,842,806

230,000

--151,056
24,990
47,451
$2,954,624

247,548

--4,056
(5,010)
--$64,367

17,548

--151,000
30,000
--$2,878,891

230,000

Includes publication sales & job
postings.
American Legal (~$6000),
APS Internship ($10000),
2.3% Utility Service Partners ($7500),
US Communities (~$19,000),
Valley Schools ($25,000)

0.4%

2.7%
0.0%
--1.3%

5.2%
1.0%
---

0.0%

8.0%

558,000

481,713

(76,287)

550,000

-1.4%

Capital Outlay

20,000

19,787

(213)

20,000

0.0%

Contingency

10,000

0

(10,000)

Equipment Rental & Maintenance
Executive Committee
Insurance
Postage & Shipping

15,000
10,000
8,000
6,000

12,941
6,009
7,735
5,993

(2,059)
(3,991)
(265)
(7)

14,000
8,000
8,000
6,000

-6.7%
-20.0%
0.0%
0.0%

PR & Communications

46,000

55,800

9,800

74,000

60.9%

Printing

10,000

8,935

(1,065)

10,000

0.0%

165,000

128,420

(36,580)

183,000

45,000

44,420

(580)

48,000

10.9%
6.7%

100,000

83,000

(17,000)

100,000

0.0%

20,000

1,000

(19,000)

35,000

75.0%

No change to formula; calculated
using 2016 census estimates

Includes full staff with benefits.
Estimate 12% increase to UHC
19.2% premiums (eff. 10/2018). Estimate
3% increase to dental premiums
(eff. 5/2018).

0.7%
Remove: not necessary; never
used

--0.5%
0.3%
0.3%
0.2%

Includes Marson Media ($36,000);

Professional Services
Accounting
Contract Lobbying & Consulting
Legal

Prop Corp - Building Improvement Fund
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

---

---

---

10,000

---

0

105,000

0.0%

(64,793)

1,450,000

-2.7%

49,277
1,277
60,967
(1,033)
37,108
(892)
27,207
(2,793)
22,263
(2,737)
$2,701,910 ($174,090)
$252,714 $238,457
$2,097,790
$2,350,504

48,000
62,000
38,000
30,000
25,000
$2,871,000
$7,891
$2,350,504
$2,358,395

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
-0.2%

105,000

105,000

1,490,000

1,425,207

48,000
62,000
38,000
30,000
25,000
$2,876,000
($33,194)
$2,097,790
$2,064,596

2.6% Ideas Collide ($20,000); website
0.3%

update ($18,000)
Includes directory, MPS, calendar &
legis poster

6.4%
1.7% Includes audit & accountants
3.5% Includes Ballard Spahr ($96,000)
1.2%
0.3% Savings for building repairs / HVAC
3.7%
50.5% Full staff plus 3% salary increases
1.7%
2.2%
1.3%
1.0%
0.9%

2018-2019 League Budget Narrative
PRELIMINARY DRAFT
REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts

Budget
FY 2018

Expected
FY 20187

136,950

136,950

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 20198
0

136,950

%
Change
0.0%

% of Total
Budget
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 $136,950 for
services including graphic design, website management, conference planning and membership management.

Annual Conference

395,000

445,195

50,195

400,000

1.3%

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 $170,000 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 and sponsorships are the second-largest source of revenue for ongoing League operations.

Dues

2,046,956

2,044,236

(2,720)

2,057,441

0.5%

71.5%

The current dues formula is a $4,160 base fee plus a varying per capita rate ranging from $.49 to $.52 depending on population. Cities over
200,000 population pay on a capped dues formula.

Interest

4,000

26,379

22,379

25,000

525.0%

0.9%

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

10,000

11,422

1,422

11,000

10.0%

0.4%

72,900

66,945

(5,955)

67,500

-7.4%

2.3%

This item includes publication sales and job postings.

Partnership Programs

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

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

147,000

151,056

4,056

151,000

2.7%

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, lobbying 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

24,990

(5,010)

30,000

0.0%

1.0%

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.

Special Assessment

---

47,451

---

---

---

Revenue from members for the one-time voluntary assessment collected to pay legal fees to Perkins Coie in regards to the SB1487 lawsuit.

TOTAL REVENUES

$2,842,806

$2,954,624

$64,367

$2,878,891

1.3%

---

EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

230,000

247,548

17,548

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

558,000

481,713

(76,287)

550,000

-1.4%

19.2%

Both the professional and clerical staff have pension coverage with the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) in addition to Social Security.
Employees are covered by group insurance for health under policies with United Healthcare, a dental plan through Delta Dental, life insurance
through the Guardian and long term disability insurance under ASRS. The League pays 100% of each employee’s costs and 80% of an
employees' dependent health coverage. The League also offers two other options: a vision program and AFLAC insurance, both options fully
paid by employees. By League policy, staff is also provided with an opportunity to participate in a professional development activity such as
specialized training or conferences and higher education, upon the approval of the Executive Director. The following expenditures are
projected: ASRS - $166,000; Group Health - $217,000; Group Dental - $14,500; Life Insurance - $5,000; FICA - $111,000; Worker's
Compensation - $3,500; Other Miscellaneous - $23,000; 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 (Remove for FY18-19)

10,000

0

(10,000)

15,000

12,941

(2,059)

-100.0%

0.0%

-6.7%

0.5%

Not necessary; never used.

Equipment Rental & Maintenance

14,000

This category includes the costs for equipment repair and maintenance agreements on office equipment such as the copiers and computers.

Executive Committee

10,000

6,009

(3,991)

8,000

-20.0%

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

8,000

7,735

(265)

8,000

0.0%

0.3%

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

Postage & Shipping

6,000

5,993

(7)

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

46,000

55,800

9,800

74,000

60.9%

2.6%

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 as
well as provide web assistance and newsletter design and distribution.

Printing

10,000

8,935

(1,065)

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

165,000

128,420

(36,580)

183,000

10.9%

6.4%

Accounting
45,000
44,420
(580)
48,000
1.7%
Contract Lobbying & Consulting
100,000
83,000
(17,000)
100,000
3.5%
Legal
20,000
1,000
(19,000)
35,000
1.2%
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.

Prop Corp - Building Improvement Fund

---

---

---

10,000

The League contributes $10,000 into a fund to save for future building improvements such as the replacement of HVAC units.

---

16.1%

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

1,490,000

1,425,207

(64,793)

1,450,000

-2.7%

50.5%

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, Pension Policy Analyst, Communication and Education Assistant, Office Manager, two clerical staff and a parttime 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

49,277

1,277

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

60,967

(1,033)

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

37,108

(892)

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

27,207

(2,793)

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

22,263

(2,737)

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 various State League meetings and NLC related metings.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures
Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

$2,876,000
($33,194)
$2,097,790
$2,064,596

$2,701,910
$252,714
$2,097,790
$2,350,504

($174,090)
$238,457

$2,871,000
$7,891
$2,350,504
$2,358,395

-0.2%

2018-2019 Property Corporation Budget
PRELIMINARY DRAFT
REVENUES
Rental Income

Budget
FY 2018
119,400

Over /
(Under)

119,400

0

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

---

10,000

37

(13)

50

1,500

1,437

(63)

120,950

120,874

(76)

7,200
21,000
5,500
35,000
6,250
12,000
34,000

7,370
17,158
5,363
35,057
4,576
11,868
34,100

170
(3,842)
(137)
57
(1,674)
(132)
100

120,950

115,492

(5,458)

119,900

$0

$5,382

$5,382

$11,050

Beginning Fund Balance

$78,390

$78,390

Ending Fund Balance

$78,390

$83,772

Miscellaneous
TOTAL REVENUES

EXPENDITURES
Accounting and Auditing
Capital Outlay
Insurance
Maintenance Services/Agreements
Operating Expenses
Repairs and Maintenance
Utilities
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

---

PROPOSED
FY 2019

50

Building Improvement Fund
Interest

---

Expected
FY 2018

1,500 AGC's 1/2 share of dumpster cost
130,950

7,400 $4620 accountants; $2750 audit
21,000
5,500
35,000
5,000 closed off site storage ($200/mo)
12,000
34,000

$83,772
$5,382

$94,822

PROPERTY CORPORATION FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019
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
BUILDING IMPROVEMENT FUND: The League contributes $10,000 into a fund to save for future building improvements
such as the replacement of HVAC units.
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

$130,950

EXPENDITURES
ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING: A total of $7,400 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 $21,000 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 $35,000.
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 $5,000.
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

$119,900

PROPOSED FY 18-19 DUES
Adjusted populations to the 2016 Census estimates; formula unchanged from FY18.
Provides $13,204 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

2016 Census
Population
Estimates
39,954
82,881
4,870
5,221
64,629
39,970
11,238
3,724
54,534
5,476
247,477
11,250
4,272
3,734
4,818
12,528
11,990
4,049
16,604
804
4,988
35,043
17,442
71,459
25,779
24,482
1,323
2,071
237,133
245,895
7,376
77,258
6,336
635
5,074
1,744
455
2,075
29,029
53,743
5,766
1,519
43,474
46,903
484,587
1,781
20,008
43,781
7,599
14,355
3,026
878
15,476
164,173

$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
$20,377
$41,441
$2,532
$2,715
$32,315
$20,385
$5,844
$1,936
$27,267
$2,848

$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

$5,850
$2,221
$1,942
$2,505
$6,515
$6,235
$2,105
$8,634
$418
$2,594
$17,872
$9,070
$35,730
$13,147
$12,731
$688
$1,077

$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

$3,836
$38,629
$3,295
$330
$2,638
$907
$237
$1,079
$14,805
$26,872
$2,998
$790
$22,172
$23,921

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

$926
$10,404
$22,328
$3,951
$7,465
$1,574
$457
$8,048
$80,445

PROPOSED
TOTAL DUES
FY 18-19
$24,537
$45,601
$6,692
$6,875
$36,475
$24,545
$10,004
$6,096
$31,427
$7,008
$97,000
$10,010
$6,381
$6,102
$6,665
$10,675
$10,395
$6,265
$12,794
$4,578
$6,754
$22,032
$13,230
$39,890
$17,307
$16,891
$4,848
$5,237
$97,000
$97,000
$7,996
$42,789
$7,455
$4,490
$6,798
$5,067
$4,397
$5,239
$18,965
$31,032
$7,158
$4,950
$26,332
$28,081
$112,400
$5,086
$14,564
$26,488
$8,111
$11,625
$5,734
$4,617
$12,208
$84,605

Dues Paid
in
FY 17-18
$23,578
$44,502
$6,702
$6,868
$35,451
$24,277
$9,961
$6,037
$29,890
$6,937
$97,000
$9,951
$6,365
$6,076
$6,673
$10,554
$10,305
$6,234
$12,788
$4,575
$6,692
$21,467
$13,031
$39,320
$17,307
$16,587
$4,847
$5,213
$97,000
$97,000
$8,006
$43,662
$7,372
$4,498
$6,770
$5,073
$4,397
$5,220
$18,905
$30,937
$7,037
$4,933
$25,231
$28,947
$112,400
$5,087
$14,691
$26,378
$8,055
$11,399
$5,744
$4,623
$12,139
$88,066

Difference
$959
$1,099
-$9
$7
$1,024
$268
$43
$59
$1,537
$70
$0
$59
$17
$25
-$7
$120
$89
$32
$6
$3
$62
$565
$199
$570
$0
$303
$1
$24
$0
$0
-$10
-$873
$83
-$8
$29
-$6
-$1
$19
$60
$95
$121
$17
$1,101
-$866
$0
-$1
-$127
$110
$57
$225
-$10
-$6
$68
-$3,461

%
increase
4.07%
2.47%
-0.14%
0.10%
2.89%
1.10%
0.43%
0.98%
5.14%
1.01%
0.00%
0.59%
0.26%
0.42%
-0.11%
1.14%
0.87%
0.51%
0.05%
0.06%
0.92%
2.63%
1.53%
1.45%
0.00%
1.83%
0.01%
0.46%
0.00%
0.00%
-0.13%
-2.00%
1.12%
-0.17%
0.42%
-0.11%
-0.01%
0.37%
0.32%
0.31%
1.72%
0.34%
4.36%
-2.99%
0.00%
-0.02%
-0.86%
0.42%
0.70%
1.98%
-0.18%
-0.13%
0.56%
-3.93%

CITY/TOWN
PHOENIX
PIMA
PINETOP-LAKESIDE
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT VALLEY
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

2016 Census
Population
Estimates
1,615,017
2,505
4,378
42,513
43,132
3,644
35,524
9,604
28,794
32,148
246,645
10,397
11,096
43,208
5,764
14,970
5,645
1,995
3,568
2,287
2,999
132,677
4,217
182,498
5,027
7,178
1,300
530,706
591
2,968
7,115
3,511
3,159
346
9,754
6,759
94,906
5,491,234

$4,160
BASE

PER CAPITA

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

$1,303
$2,277
$21,682
$21,997
$1,895
$18,117
$4,994
$14,685
$16,395

$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

$5,406
$5,770
$22,036
$2,997
$7,784
$2,935
$1,037
$1,855
$1,189
$1,559
$65,012
$2,193
$89,424
$2,614
$3,733
$676

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

$307
$1,543
$3,700
$1,826
$1,643
$180
$5,072
$3,515
$47,453

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

FY16, FY17
.49
.48
.47
.46

FY18, FY19
.52
.51
.50
.49

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

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

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

PROPOSED
TOTAL DUES
FY 18-19
$145,300
$5,463
$6,437
$25,842
$26,157
$6,055
$22,277
$9,154
$18,845
$20,555
$97,000
$9,566
$9,930
$26,196
$7,157
$11,944
$7,095
$5,197
$6,015
$5,349
$5,719
$69,172
$6,353
$93,584
$6,774
$7,893
$4,836
$112,400
$4,467
$5,703
$7,860
$5,986
$5,803
$4,340
$9,232
$7,675
$51,613
$2,057,441

Dues Paid
in
FY 17-18
$145,300
$5,472
$6,419
$25,528
$25,680
$6,046
$21,813
$9,195
$17,271
$20,235
$97,000
$9,562
$9,807
$26,271
$7,106
$11,985
$7,132
$5,176
$5,971
$5,344
$5,690
$67,087
$6,319
$90,315
$6,756
$7,804
$4,842
$112,400
$4,455
$5,687
$7,699
$6,007
$5,783
$4,340
$9,152
$7,599
$51,230
$2,044,237

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

FY18, FY19
$145,300
$131,100
$112,400
$97,000

Difference
$0
-$10
$17
$313
$477
$9
$464
-$41
$1,574
$320
$0
$5
$123
-$75
$51
-$41
-$36
$21
$44
$5
$29
$2,085
$34
$3,269
$18
$88
-$6
$0
$12
$17
$161
-$21
$19
$0
$80
$76
$384
$13,204

%
increase
0.00%
-0.18%
0.27%
1.23%
1.86%
0.15%
2.13%
-0.45%
9.12%
1.58%
0.00%
0.05%
1.25%
-0.29%
0.72%
-0.34%
-0.51%
0.41%
0.74%
0.10%
0.51%
3.11%
0.54%
3.62%
0.27%
1.13%
-0.13%
0.00%
0.28%
0.29%
2.09%
-0.35%
0.33%
0.00%
0.87%
1.00%
0.75%
0.65%

VOLUNTARY LEGAL FEES ASSESSMENT
PERKINS COIE Legal Costs: $125,000
At the meeting of November 4, 2016, the League Executive Committee voted to pay half of the costs from
League reserves and request the other half from member cities and towns.
Formula: $150 base + .00903 per capita

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

2015 CENSUS
POPULATION
Assessed Share of
ESTIMATES
Total Legal Fees
38,074
$494
80,684
$879
4,888
$194
5,208
$197
62,582
$713
39,445
$505
11,155
$250
3,610
$182
51,460
$613
5,341
$198
260,828
$2,497
11,137
$250
4,240
$188
3,685
$183
4,832
$193
12,297
$261
11,818
$256
3,988
$186
16,592
$299
799
$157
4,869
$194
33,935
$455
17,059
$304
70,320
$783
25,779
$382
23,899
$365
1,322
$162
2,025
$168
247,542
$2,378
240,126
$2,311
7,396
$217
79,003
$861
6,177
$206
650
$156
5,019
$195
1,755
$166
456
$154
2,038
$168
28,912
$410
53,553
$632
5,533
$200
1,487
$163
41,315
$522
48,602
$587
471,825
$4,396
1,783
$166
20,252
$332
43,565
$543
7,490
$218
13,922
$276
3,046
$178
890
$158
15,345
$289
171,237
$1,696
1,563,025
$14,264
2,524
$173

As of 1/30/18

Amount Paid
$494
$879
$194

Date Paid
10/25/2017
11/14/2017
11/14/2017

$713
$505
$250
$182

11/13/2017
10/30/2017
10/20/2017
10/23/2017

$198
$2,497
$250

10/19/2017
10/30/2017
11/6/2017

$183
$193

11/3/2017
10/30/2017

$256
$186
$299
$157
$194
$455
$304
$783
$382
$365

10/30/2017
12/8/2017
10/30/2017
10/18/2017
10/20/2017
10/27/2017 CC
12/21/2017
11/6/2017
11/13/2017
11/3/2017

$168

10/27/2017

NOTES

Not paying

$2,311
$217
$861
$206
$156
$195
$166
$154
$168
$410
$632
$200
$163
$522

11/20/2017
12/11/2017
10/30/2017
10/27/2017
1/30/2018
11/3/2017
11/2/2017
10/27/2017
10/23/2017
10/30/2017
10/23/2017
1/29/2018
10/31/2017
10/20/2017 ACH

$4,396
$166
$332
$543

11/8/2017
1/9/2018
11/16/2017
1030/2017

$276

11/6/2017

$158
$289

11/14/2017
10/23/2017

$14,264
$173

1/4/2018
10/20/2017

Not paying

CITY/TOWN
PINETOP-LAKESIDE
PRESCOTT
PRESCOTT VALLEY
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

2015 CENSUS
POPULATION
Assessed Share of
ESTIMATES
Total Legal Fees
4,345
$189
41,899
$528
42,197
$531
3,626
$183
34,614
$463
9,683
$237
25,707
$382
31,520
$435
236,839
$2,289
10,388
$244
10,860
$248
43,355
$541
5,666
$201
15,048
$286
5,715
$202
1,954
$168
3,483
$181
2,277
$171
2,943
$177
128,422
$1,310
4,151
$187
175,826
$1,738
4,992
$195
7,008
$213
1,312
$162
531,641
$4,951
567
$155
2,936
$177
6,806
$211
3,552
$182
3,122
$178
346
$153
9,600
$237
6,613
$210
94,139
$1,000
5,409,491
$62,439

Amount Paid
$189
$528
$531
$183
$463
$237
$382
$435

Date Paid
10/26/2017
11/20/2017
11/2/2017 ACH
1/29/2018
10/25/2017 CC
11/29/2017 ACH
1/29/2018
11/7/2017

$244
$248
$541
$201
$286
$202
$168
$181
$171
$177
$1,310
$187
$1,738
$195
$213
$162

11/13/2017
10/23/2017
10/26/2017
10/23/2017
11/6/2017
11/3/2017
10/27/2017
11/20/2017
11/8/2017
10/30/2017
11/16/2017 ACH
10/30/2017
11/27/2017
10/23/2017
10/23/2017
10/23/2017

$155
$177
$211
$182
$178
$153
$237
$210
$1,000
$48,720

11/6/2017
11/1/2017
11/15/2017
1/29/2018
10/20/2017
10/19/2017
10/23/2017
11/8/2017
10/30/017

NOTES

Additional Informational Materials
Not Part of the Agenda

League Budget Report
Property Corporation Budget Report
ARTICLE: Leaders of the Year
ARTICLE: Make political parties part of all city elections, Arizona lawmaker proposes

League of Arizona Cities & Towns
FY 2017-2018 Budget vs. Actual
July through December 2017
Jul - Dec 17
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 · Affiliate Group Contribution
4005 · Annual Conference
4010 · Dues
4020 · Miscellaneous
4030 · Risk Pool
4035 · Seminars & Meetings
4016 · Partnership Programs
4040 · Interest Income
Total Income
Expense
5005 · Annual Conference (Expense)
5010 · Benefits
5015 · Capital Outlay
5025 · Contingency
5030 · Equipment Rental & Maintena...
5035 · Executive Committee
5050 · Insurance
5055 · Postage & Shipping
5057 · PR & Communications
5060 · Printing
5065 · Professional Services
5070 · Rent
5071 · Salaries
5075 · Seminars and Meetings
5085 · Subscriptions & Dues
5090 · Supplies
5095 · Telecommunications
5100 · Travel
Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

57,062.50
445,195.32
1,898,936.00
7,137.66
75,528.22
5,930.00
4,700.00
13,082.10

136,950.00
395,000.00
2,046,956.00
10,000.00
147,000.00
30,000.00
72,900.00
4,000.00

-79,887.50
50,195.32
-148,020.00
-2,862.34
-71,471.78
-24,070.00
-68,200.00
9,082.10

41.7%
112.7%
92.8%
71.4%
51.4%
19.8%
6.4%
327.1%

2,545,737.47

2,842,806.00

-297,068.53

89.6%

247,547.76
248,896.44
0.00
0.00
4,585.84
1,508.97
3,918.00
1,789.64
28,370.00
915.18
67,161.44
52,500.00
721,035.93
13,855.47
43,516.61
13,161.15
12,057.98
10,448.42

230,000.00
558,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00
15,000.00
10,000.00
8,000.00
6,000.00
46,000.00
10,000.00
165,000.00
105,000.00
1,490,000.00
48,000.00
62,000.00
38,000.00
30,000.00
25,000.00

17,547.76
-309,103.56
-20,000.00
-10,000.00
-10,414.16
-8,491.03
-4,082.00
-4,210.36
-17,630.00
-9,084.82
-97,838.56
-52,500.00
-768,964.07
-34,144.53
-18,483.39
-24,838.85
-17,942.02
-14,551.58

107.6%
44.6%
0.0%
0.0%
30.6%
15.1%
49.0%
29.8%
61.7%
9.2%
40.7%
50.0%
48.4%
28.9%
70.2%
34.6%
40.2%
41.8%

1,471,268.83

2,876,000.00

-1,404,731.17

51.2%

1,074,468.64

-33,194.00

1,107,662.64

-3,236.9%

1,074,468.64

-33,194.00

1,107,662.64

-3,236.9%

Property Corporation

FY 2017-2018 Budget vs. Actual
July through December 2017
Jul - Dec 17
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 · Rental Income
4005 · Miscellaneous
4010 · Interest

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

59,904.00
0.00
18.26

119,400.00
50.00
1,500.00

-59,496.00
-50.00
-1,481.74

50.2%
0.0%
1.2%

Total Income

59,922.26

120,950.00

-61,027.74

49.5%

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

16,854.75
16,258.33
5,184.66
1,388.00
4,675.00
2,681.50
0.00

35,000.00
34,000.00
12,000.00
6,250.00
7,200.00
5,500.00
21,000.00

-18,145.25
-17,741.67
-6,815.34
-4,862.00
-2,525.00
-2,818.50
-21,000.00

48.2%
47.8%
43.2%
22.2%
64.9%
48.8%
0.0%

Total Expense

47,042.24

120,950.00

-73,907.76

38.9%

12,880.02

0.00

12,880.02

100.0%

12,880.02

0.00

12,880.02

100.0%

Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

Make political parties part of all city elections, Arizona
lawmaker proposes
Dustin Gardiner, The Republic | azcentral.com

Published 6:00 a.m. MT Dec. 26, 2017 | Updated 6:12 a.m. MT Dec. 26, 2017

For politicians vying for city office in Arizona, there's a go-to line when people ask what political party they
belong to: "There isn't a Democrat or Republican way to fix a pothole."

Elections for mayor or city council in most of the state's 91 cities and towns are officially nonpartisan — no
political party designations appear on the ballot. And many local candidates, often those who repeat the
pothole line, would like it to stay that way.
(Photo: Tom Tingle/The Republic)

But a Republican state lawmaker has proposed legislation to upend that status quo by making city and town
races partisan affairs.

Rep. Jay Lawrence, R-Scottsdale, is sponsoring House Bill 2032, which would require municipalities to print a candidate's party affiliation next to their
name on the ballot in races for mayor and city or town council.

The bill faces fervent opposition from some city officials who say local issues, such as street repairs and policing, are inherently nonpartisan in nature.
ALLHANDS: The last thing Arizona needs is partisan city elections (/story/opinion/op-ed/joannaallhands/2017/12/26/last-thing-arizona-needs-partisancity-elections/976612001/)

Lawrence said he introduced the bill after a constituent asked him to. He declined to name the constituent, but said he shares the person's concern
that candidates often give voters a false impression of their political leanings.

“Too many times there is the wolf in sheep’s clothing," Lawrence said. "I felt that naming the parties would give (voters) a good view of the opinions of
that individual."

Ken Strobeck, executive director of the League of Arizona Cities and Towns, said the bill is concerning for multiple reasons.
For starters, he said, the primary job of local elected officials is service delivery. They make sure police officers are on duty, garbage gets picked up on
time and streets with those pesky potholes get fixed.

"We don't need to organize on party lines because the services that we deliver don't have any kind of partisan angle to them," Strobeck said.
"(The bill is)a solution in search of a problem. It's one of those unnecessary complications of life."
Critics also question if the legislation could withstand a legal challenge.
Tucson is currently the only major Arizona city that holds partisan elections. The city won a court battle to keep its elections system after the Legislature
passed a bill in 2009 to outlaw partisan local races.

The Arizona Supreme Court has also held that cities with charter governing documents, like Tucson and Phoenix, have the right to control their own
elections.

But Lawrence's bill seeks for the state to exert control to make all city races blue and red contests.
Phoenix Councilman Daniel Valenzuela, a Democrat who's running for mayor of the city, said he adamantly opposes the bill. He fears it would inject the
bitter tenor of national politics into local races.

"You see the dysfunction of Washington, D.C.-style politics," he said. “Why would we want to invite that into local governing?"
However, not all city officials are so alarmed by the bill, which the Legislature will consider when it convenes in January.
Scottsdale Mayor Jim Lane, a Republican, said he sees pros and cons. Listing party affiliation on the ballot could increase division, but it could also give
voters an insight into a candidate's principles and philosophy, he said.

Lane said a candidate's ideology can speak to how they might govern — if they support tax increases or oppose them; if they like business regulation or
support free-market ideas.

“It’s not a big issue to me one way or the other," he said of HB 2032, noting most people already know a city candidate's ideological persuasion. "People
certainly do ask (my political party affiliation). Frequently they’ll ask."

Read or Share this story: http://azc.cc/2C6wwf7
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