May 14, 2021

NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES & TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Friday, May 14, 2021 at 10:00 a.m.
Via Zoom Video/Audio Conferencing
Notice is hereby given to the members of the Executive Committee and to the general public that
the Executive Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on May 14, 2021 at 10:00 a.m.
Members of the Executive Committee will attend by Zoom Audio/Video conferencing. 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.

Review and Adoption of Minutes
Legislative Policy Overview and Session Update
Legal Update
2021 League Annual Conference Update
League Budget for 2021-2022

Property Corporation Meeting
6.
Review and Adoption of Minutes
7.
Property Corporation Budget for 2021-2022
8.
Annual Election of Officers
Additional informational materials are included in the agenda packet but are not part of the agenda.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021

Item #1

Review and Adoption of Minutes

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

President Cathy Carlat

Attachments:

February 5, 2021 Executive Committee Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES
LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, February 5, 2021
Zoom
MEMBERS
President
Cathy Carlat, Mayor, Peoria
Vice President
Douglas Nicholls, Mayor, Yuma
Treasurer
Greg Mengarelli, Mayor, Prescott *
Tom Brady, Mayor, Bullhead City
Craig McFarland, Mayor, Casa Grande
Kevin Hartke, Mayor, Chandler
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale*
Georgia Lord, Mayor, Goodyear
Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana

Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa
John Giles, Mayor, Mesa
Kate Gallego, Mayor, Phoenix
Gail Barney, Mayor, Queen Creek
Sandy Moriarty, Mayor, Sedona
Rick Mueller, Mayor, Sierra Vista
Regina Romero, Mayor, Tucson*

*not in attendance
President Cathy Carlat called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m. She then led the Executive
Committee in the Pledge of Allegiance.
2. NOMINATING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEW EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE MEMBERS
League President Cathy Carlat welcomed Mayor Georgia Lord, President of the Nominating
Committee, to present the new Executive Committee members.
Mayor Georgia Lord informed the Executive Committee that there were 20 applications for eight
seats. After careful considerations, the Nominating Committee recommends the following names
for approval to fill the vacancies on the Executive Committee: El Mirage Mayor Alexis
Hermosillo, Flagstaff Mayor Paul Deasy, Gilbert Mayor Bridgette Peterson, Lake Havasu City
Mayor Cal Sheey, Sahuarita Mayor Tom Murphy, Scottsdale Mayor David Ortega, Superior
Mayor Mila Besich and Tempe Mayor Corey Woods.
League Executive Director Tom Belshe let the Executive Committee know first, that the terms
were chosen randomly based off the vacancies and secondly, it is required of the League charter
to ask the Executive Committee if they have anyone they would like to nominate. If there is a
nomination, it would mean that person would take the seat of someone who was selected by the
Nominating Committee.

League President Cathy Carlat asked for a motion for the slate presented by the Nominating
Committee. Mayor Tom Brady moved to approve the slate presented by the Nominating
Committee; Mayor Ed Honea seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
1. REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF MINUTES
President Cathy Carlat requested a motion on the adoption of the minutes. Mayor Kevin Hartke
moved to approve the minutes of the November 20, 2020 Executive Committee Meeting; Mayor
Craig McFarland seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
3. LEGISLATIVE POLICY OVERVIEW AND SESSION UPDATE
President Cathy Carlat called upon League Legislative Director Nick Ponder for the legislative
policy overview and session update.
League Legislative Director Nick Ponder let the Executive Committee know 1621 bills have
been dropped to this date. The first item to review is the Governor’s budget. There is an
unspecified tax cut of 200 million dollars over three years for a total of 600 million dollars.
Cities and towns receive 15 percent of those funds. It has been asked that if any tax cuts are
pursued, if they would do it in a way after the municipalities get their distribution. In addition to
the proposed income tax cuts, 10 million dollars in grants were allocated for rural broadband
expansion, 64 million dollars allocated to the widening of I-17 north of Phoenix and 33 million
dollars for a broadband corridor from Flagstaff to the Arizona/California border off I-40. A
document was sent out showing how it would impact all cities and towns. Cities and towns also
received a survey on how cutting income tax could affect them directly.
Legislative Director Ponder also discussed the firefighter presumptive cancer bill. The League
signed in support of the bill. It is being asked that the 15 million dollars that cities and towns are
currently contributing to the department of revenue be able to be contributed to a firefighter
cancer fund for cities and towns, increasing workers compensation and reinsurance dues. This
was presented to the intergovernmental community and officers last week. This is being
perceived well at the legislature.
There are two Short Term Rental bills being focused on SB1379, which is an industry bill that
redefines certain penalty structures. The way the statue is written preempts the cities and towns’
occupancy ordinances. The League testified in opposition of this bill, which passed through the
committee. The League will continue to push the opposition of the bill and showing how this
negatively affects city and town occupancy ordinances. The current Short Term Rental Bill HB
2481 is the same as SB1154 from last year. It protects industries saying cities and towns cannot
ban short-term rentals. This bill specifies that short-term and long-term rentals are different
which allows cities and towns to institute reasonable zoning ordinances. It makes occupancy
consistent with municipal ordinates and allows cities and towns to require licensing allowing the
cities and towns to know how many short-term rentals they have as well as not permitting
licensing if zoning deems property as not to qualify.
Mayor Sandy Moriarty asked what the prospects are for the cities and towns being able to
license. Mr. Ponder answered at this point the industry was only okay with a statewide license
but a concern with this is there may not be enough funding or adequate investigations.

Next, Mr. Ponder went over the two construction sales tax bills. HB2211 is a bill by
Representative Regina Cobb pushing an effort to move all contracting to point of purchase. In
the last two years, alteration tax would take any project expanding square footing, would be
prime contracting and anything not expanding square foot is point of purchase. The issue with
that is many projects would not fall under prime contracting resulting in significant revenue loss
for cities and towns. It did not get enough votes to push through last year, but Representative
Cobb has brought it forward again this year. It has not yet been reviewed in committees.
There are three bills in law enforcement budget, related to a movement to defund the police.
These bills directly target municipalities budget. SB1333 does not allow cities and towns to
reduce the budget, but if the budget is reduced it would be required to notify the state treasurer
who would then withhold state shared revenue. SB2310 says cities and towns may not reassign
police positions. The third bill is HB3410 which says you cannot disproportionately reduce law
enforcement budgets or the municipality would lose shared revenue. The League will be
opposing this bill due to local control. It will be made clear that cities and towns value law
enforcement.
Mr. Ponder also reviewed State of Emergency Bills. There are several bills that would result in
an end to the Governor’s State of Emergency as a result of COVID. The challenge with this is if
it goes away, so do funds from FEMA. The League believes this is not the right approach.
Mr. Ponder let the Executive Committee know there is a telecommunications provider is trying
to create an anti-competitor language to the city and town right of way, trying to get their
infrastructure set up for free. The League is working on amendments to resolve this issue.
Mayor Craig McFarland asked Legislative Director Ponder if the League would support SB1461,
the widening of Interstate 10.
Mr. Ponder said that they typically road projects an individual city it is not weighed in on but
since this bill affects the entire state, the League is inclined to support the bill.
President Cathy Carlat highlighted that this issue needs to be brought back to the Board for
discussion on how the League supports roadway bills for clarification moving forward.
Mayor Craig McFarland pulled his request for the League to support SB1461.
4. REPORT FROM LEAGUE BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE
President Cathy Carlat invited League Executive Director Tom Belshe to provide a review of the
league budget.
League Executive Director Tom Belshe let the Executive Committee know that the
subcommittee met to go over what is needed next year to provide all services. Since Mayor
Mengarelli could not be here today, he has asked member of the subcommittee Mayor Price to
deliver the report.

Mayor Christian Price reminded the Executive Committee that dues were cut by 15 percent last
year due to COVID-19. Additionally, the Annual Conference was cancelled and held virtually
without any registration fees. This year it is proposed to go back to the normal dues amount
proposed last year before the 15 percent reduction. Mayor Price highlighted a few additional
increases in costs to a variety of areas: a 3 percent salary increase for cost of living for League
employees, which was not given last year and increased benefit costs; additionally the use of
Rounds Consulting will now be on an annual contract instead of an as-needed basis. Because of
impacts of COVID-19 the League had to tap into the reserves in order to cover the shortfalls
from the budget decreases. This year, a hybrid conference will be held for the annual conference,
which will help offset costs and maintain a break even to prevent dipping into reserves. The
Property Corporation budget has no changes.
Mayor Sandy Moriarty would like to raise an issue regarding the dues amount for the extremely
small cities, with a population of under 2,000. Additionally, she noted that Tempe is paying more
than some of the larger cities.
President Cathy Carlat said that this would be brought forward to the budget subcommittee to
review.
League President Cathy Carlat asked for a motion for the FY21-22 dues presented by the Budget
Subcommittee. Mayor Tom Brady moved to approve the FY21-22 dues presented by the Budget
Subcommittee; Mayor Ed Honea seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
5. REVIEW OF 2020-2021 WORK PLAN
President Cathy Carlat welcomed League Executive Director Tom Belshe to go over the 20202021 work plan.
Executive Director Tom Belshe reminded the Executive Committee a work plan was created to
ensure goals are being met. Tom Belshe invited the Executive Committee for any suggestions
and feedback. Mr. Belshe went over some examples from the work plan.
League President Cathy Carlat asked for a motion for the FY20-21 work plan. Mayor Tom
Murphy moved to approve the FY20-21 work plan; Mayor Ed Honea seconded the motion and it
carried unanimously.
Mayor John Giles brought up the bill SB1334 being passed though the committee regarding
firework expansion. He would like to raise awareness regarding this. League Legislative Director
Nick Ponder agreed that this bill has been discussed and is set to testify in opposition. The
League also spoke to those in the fire community, who are also going to testify in opposition.
President Cathy Carlat adjourned the Executive Committee Meeting at 11:40am.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

Friday, May 14, 2021

Agenda Item #2

Legislative Policy Overview and Session Update

Summary:

The Second Regular Session of the Fifty-Fifth Arizona Legislature is now
beyond its statutory 100th day. This session saw 1708 bills with an
additional 126 striker amendments. League staff will report on the session
as it relates to issues of interest to cities and towns. Major topics for
discussion include:
• Budget Rumors
• Utility Condemnation
• Police Budget Bills
• Permitting Bills
• Homelessness
• Fireworks
• Telecomm
• Tobacco/Vaping Proposals
• League Resolutions

Responsible Person: Tom Belshe & League Legislative Staff
Attachments:

Municipal Impact of Income Tax Cuts
Budget Point-Counterpoint
Top 1000 Remote Sellers (Excel file; will be sent separately upon request.)
HB2716 Building Permits
SB1146 Motor Vehicle Tax Exemption
SB1406 Airplane Registration Fees
SB1409 Zoning Impact Statements
SB1487 Private Attorney Retention
Newspaper Legal Notice

2021 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BUDGET
How are local governments impacted by a $1.5B income tax cut?

In exchange for not having local income taxes, cities and towns in Arizona receive a share of
income tax in which 15% of state income taxes collected ($828M in FY2021) are distributed
amongst cities and towns each year. Consequently, a $1.5B income tax cut would result in $225M
in annual local revenue losses.

± 27%

amount of shared
income tax lost
with $1.5B income
tax cuts

upwards of 70% of
municipal budgets
are alloacted to
public safety

ANNUAL BUDGET LOSS BY CITY/TOWN

* No primary property tax

ANNUAL BUDGET LOSS BY DISTRICT

LD1: $

(76,778,673)

LD16: $

(23,732,621)

LD2: $

(23,551,717)

LD17: $

(19,999,119)

LD3: $

(21,271,927)

LD18: $ (103,084,234)

LD4: $

(33,621,081)

LD19: $

(68,941,943)

LD5: $

(5,416,943)

LD20: $

(75,038,488)

LD6: $

(5,937,376)

LD21: $

(13,355,632)

LD7: $

(1,735,255)

LD22: $

(22,123,195)

LD8: $

(5,354,882)

LD23: $

(10,994,297)

LD9: $ (23,174,890)

LD24: $

(75,259,252)

LD10: $

(21,271,927)

LD25: $

(20,105,193)

LD11: $ (30,022,451)

LD26: $

(92,947,842)

LD12: $

(11,837,880)

LD27: $

(73,100,012)

LD13: $ (27,638,760)

LD28: $

(75,827,347)

LD14: $

(25,116,704)

LD29: $

(76,426,141)

LD15: $ (65,469,608)

LD30: $

(75,038,488)

TO BE CLEAR, CITIES AND TOWNS ARE NOT TAKING A POSITION ON THE RUMORED FLAT TAX APPROACH BY
THE LEGISLATURE. WE BELIEVE IN LOCAL DECISION-MAKING AND VESTED WITHIN THE LEGISLATURE'S
DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY IS THE POWER TO DETERMINE THE TAX POLICY OF THE STATE.
IF IT IS THE LEGISLATURE'S DESIRE TO PURSUE A FLAT TAX, OUR REQUEST IS THE LEGISLATURE HONOR
THE SPIRIT OF THE 1972 INCOME TAX AGREEMENT AND PARTNER WITH THE LEAGUE TO ENSURE CITY AND
TOWN BUDGETS ARE NOT IMPACTED BY THE STATE'S NEW TAX POLICY. IN ORDER TO HOLD LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS HARMLESS, WE WOULD ENCOURAGE THE LEGISLATURE TO INCREASE THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT PORTION OF INCOME TAX REVENUE FROM 15% TO 20.7%.

POINT: Cuts to municipalities may be recovered by additional spending, jobs, and income increasing local
revenue
COUNTERPOINT: As Arizona economist Jim Rounds often says if you reduce a dollar by 50% you'll need grow by
100% to get back to where you were previously. Cutting $1.5B in income tax revenue ($225M for local
governments) would require substantial growth - particularly at a lower income tax rate - in order for the state
to generate enough growth to have a neutral impact for local governments.
Local governments negotiated a revenue distribution model that understood with growth in population
and revenue comes a growth in responsibility. When people move to Arizona they expect to have drivable
roads, adequate water, suitable wastewater systems, solid waste collection, access to broadband, parks, and a
safe community with generous police and fire support. Cities and towns put in a substantial portion of all
infrastructure investment in this state. These investments are credited for attracting amazing economic growth
from companies like Microsoft, Apple, Lucid, Nikola, Intel, and Taiwan Semiconductor. A state can have a
favorable tax policy but without adequate infrastructure investment businesses will forgo locating in
Arizona and look for alternatives with robust infrastructure and services.
However, over the years the legislature has undermined this model by cutting revenue streams and passing
legislation limiting growth-directed funding like impact fees. These changes require cities and towns to rely
more heavily on revenue streams like voter approved local revenue and thus fight more aggressively against
substantial cuts to those sources.

POINT: Reductions are not immediate, which allows time for cities to plan by raising taxes or cutting services
COUNTERPOINT: While it is correct that reductions in income tax are delayed by two years, the suggestion the
delay leaves time for cities municipalities to prepare actually substantiates the argument of cities and towns.
Local governments WILL have to adjust to a reduction in revenue and those adjustments could include
raising taxes or cutting services at the local level. As you are likely aware, some cities and towns spend
upwards of 70% of their local budgets on public safety (police, fire, and emergency services) costs. The
proposal of $1.5B in income tax cuts ($225M in cuts to cities and towns) would represent the largest single
revenue reduction to local governments in the history of the state. Naturally, there is not enough flexibility
within many local budgets to avoid an impact to public safety. Local governments will be required to either cut
services OR increase taxes at the local level to meet our obligations.

POINT: Cities receive 10% of state sales taxes collected and 2020 has seen growth in sales tax collections
COUNTERPOINT: This additional revenue stream speaks to the wisdom of the state and local governments in
deliberately crafting a tax structure that was not heavily reliant on any single revenue stream (sales, income,
property, etc.). Any significant cut in this carefully crafted funding model offsets the equilibrium that was
previously created and consequently those cuts can be challenging to local governments.

POINT: Cities and towns generated new revenue as a result of 2019 Wayfair legislation
COUNTERPOINT: First, one must take into consideration that sales tax revenues went away from cities and
towns for at least a decade because they were not able to collect taxes on sales to out of state residents. That
hole of lost revenue will never be recaptured. The Supreme Court decision in Wayfair, realizing the error of
their decision in 1992, simply created competitive equity for local brick and mortar retailers and allowed
Arizona local governments to capture revenue on sales made going forward. Additionally, there has been some
commentary that Wayfair revenue was a windfall and should fill the gap from a flat tax cut. In truth, many of
the revenues being reported in online sales include sales taxes that were collected prior to the Wayfair
legislation. Why? Since many businesses like Walmart, Amazon, Target, Best Buy, Home Depot, etc. had a
physical nexus in Arizona they were remitting taxes to Arizona prior to the Wayfair bill. Before Wayfair all
retail sales were reported under DOR code 017 but after Wayfair online sales use multiple new codes for
reporting TPT. Anything that is being reported today as online sales includes many sales that were
previously taxable. Finally, filling the lost revenue gap with Wayfair money would require online sales to
increase by 300% or $6.9B.

POINT: Voter Approved Local Revenue is not distributed to counties and thus 1.5 million Arizona residents do
not get the benefit of income tax revenue
COUNTERPOINT: Income tax revenue is not distributed to counties because the counties made that choice in
1972. At that time Cities and towns agreed that we would forbidden from having local income taxes or local
luxury taxes in exchange for receiving this local revenue that was ultimately approved by the voters. Counties
chose to rely heavily on property taxes for their revenue while cities and towns negotiated what we believe is a
more diverse funding model. Alternatively, there are more than 40 cities in Arizona that DO NOT HAVE A
PRIMARY PROPERTY TAX. This was a local decision and reducing revenue to cities may actually result in
passing increased property tax in some locations where the sales tax has already reached too high a level.
Not coincidentally, economic activity in Arizona's cities and towns produces more than 90% of our state's
income tax collections.

POINT: Arizona must offset Proposition 208 or we could see $2.4B in lost state and local tax revenue
COUNTERPOINT: The League of Arizona Cities and Towns did not weigh in on proposition 208 and our
municipalities receive no direct benefit from Prop 208. We find it unreasonable to decrease revenue to local
governments as a result of a tax passed by the voters and dedicated for education.

POINT: Proposition 207 should create new windfall revenue for municipalities; those monies they could use for
public safety and infrastructure funding
COUNTERPOINT: The intention of the drafters of Proposition 207 when including a provision for public safety
was that funds from 207 would help pay down unfunded liabilities in the pension system. As a result of
problematic PSPRS plan design that was passed by the legislature in 1986 cities and towns now have more
than $7.3B in unfunded pension liabilities. Clearly, the revenue generated from 207 alone will not satisfy such a
large unfunded liability requirement. Every year local governments use revenue generated from our portion of
the income tax collections to help pay off city and town liabilities. Reductions in revenue streams may delay
municipal plans of more rapidly paying down pension obligations in an effot to save the taxpayers money in the
long run.
Additionally, prop 207 public safety funds afford local governments the ability to use those revenues to offset
any public safety costs attributable to the new adult marijuana use activity and the potential impacts facilities
have on the community.

“Top 1000 Remote Sellers” is an excel file with multiple tabs: Top 1000 Web Retailers of 2017;
Unlicensed as of 2018; TPT Licensed as of 2018.
If interested in obtaining a copy of the file, please email smorari@azleague.org.

HB2716 BUILDING PERMITS

PROPOSAL

HB2716 proposes to require all cities and towns to provide
building permits within seven days of being deemed
administratively complete and if a permit is not provided
construction can commence un-permitted.

CHALLENGES

Treats all municipalities the same regardless if they have a
population of 350 or 1.7 million and whether those cities
and towns have the resources to comply
Places fixed timeframes in statute which treats singlefamily residential projects differently than commercial,
industrial, and multi-family projects
Burdens local governments by allowing construction to
begin before receipt of impact fees thereby placing added
pressures on the local government to track non-payment

WHY NOT A NON-LEGISLATIVE
APPROACH?

Delays to permits arose out of COVID with cities and towns
adjusting their processes to 100% online while simultaneously
receiving a record number of permit requests as people
moved out of urban areas and into the suburbs.
In these circumstances we support non-legislative solutions.
Here, developers reached out to planning departments and
councils and in each of the 3 cities identified to the League
those local governments approved new employees to address
concerns proving non-legislative approaches work.

VOTE NO ON HB2716

Reasons to
Oppose:
Burdens rural
municipalities who lack
resources
Impact fees not paid before
projects commence
Non-legislative approach
worked
League can facilitate
solutions
No stakeholder process
No one-size-fits-all for
urban and rural
Unique standards for
single-family residential
Potential unfunded
mandate
Appears to prohibit
penalties related to
construction that violates
ordinances

SB1146

MOTOR VEHICLE DEALERS;
TPT EXEMPTION

What does SB1146 propose?
SB1146 creates a new exemption in A.R.S. § 42-5061(A)(14) by
allowing ANY non-resident to get the exemption by simply
claiming the vehicle is for use outside this state, something
impossible to track or prove.

WHO IS IMPACTED
MOST?
Any border
community such as
Bullhead City, Lake

What does current law allow?
A.R.S § 42-5061(A)(14) allows non-residents to receive a TPT
exemption IF the vehicle is delivered to them outside the
state of Arizona.
A.R.S. § 42-5061(A)(28) allows a non-resident to receive a
state and county TPT exemption IF they obtain a 90-day
drive out permit.

Why give California our tax revenue?
Just because someone receives a tax exemption in Arizona
does not mean they avoid taxes altogether. When registering
their vehicle they're required to pay taxes on the purchase
and those revenues will be paid in the registering state even
though the commerce was supported in Arizona.

VOTE NO ON SB1146

Havasu City, and
Yuma
Any community with
a number of vehicle
and RV dealerships
City of Phoenix has
identified between
$2.6M and $5.2M in
revenue losses
State, city/town,
and county revenues

By removing the requirement that
the vehicle be delivered outside
Arizona ANY individual who
received an exemption pursuant to
paragraph 28 (drive out but pays city
taxes) will exercise the exemption in
paragraph 14 (no city taxes are paid).
Cities have reviewed data reflecting
incidents where individuals paid the
local tax but not the state or county
taxes (paragraph 28 exemption) and
thus we can say - with certainty the JLBC fiscal note is incorrect
because it does not contemplate this
avoidance scheme.

Current Exemptions
ARS § 42-5061(A)(14): Exemption for sales to a non-resident when delivery of the vehicle is taken outside of
this state
ARS § 42-6004(A)(4): (NOTE: Chapter 6 of Title 42 is the section where local taxes conform, when necessary,
with state taxes) Exemption for sales to a non-resident when delivery of the vehicle is taken outside of this
state
ARS § 42-5061(A)(28): Exemption for sales to a non-resident where they receive a 90-day permit to drive
the vehicle outside of this state (SEE BELOW FOR LOCAL TAX IMPLICATION)
ARS § 42-5061(U): Allows for a deduction of taxes paid in Arizona based on tax obligations in the nonresidents home state, in this scenario some state and county taxes are collected (under SB1146 this
provision would never be used as the dealer would simply suggest utilizing paragraph 14 and not paying
any state or local taxes)
ARS § 42-6017(C)(6): Ensures taxes are collected by cities and towns on vehicles sold to non-residents
where the purchaser obtains a 90-day permit to drive the vehicle out of the state

During discussions on Wayfair legislation in 2019 a late version of the bill
attempted to remove the local tax collection on a 90-day permit. The League
fought that change and the legislature helped us retain that tax provision because
all parties, including the proponents of SB1146, acknowledged there would be a
local impact. SB1146 is just an attempt to provide the same new exemption by
targeting a different paragraph in statute.

VOTE NO ON SB1146

THE LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS

REQUESTS YOU VOTE NO
ON SB1406 AIRCRAFT REGISTRATION FEES;
TAXATION; REPEAL (PETERSEN)

SB1406 would repeal key sources of funding for our state’s airports, resulting in a revenue loss of almost $3 million
dollars to local airports at a time when they are struggling due to COVID-19. This revenue funds essential security
and infrastructure upgrades that make our airports safer for travel and increase capacity, which boosts economic
activity in the area the airport serves. This bill will also jeopardize federal matching grants for airport operations
and maintenance, another key source of funding.

Why is the State Aviation Fund important?
The State Aviation Fund is a collection of monies from aircraft registration fees, licenses taxes, fuel tax, and more.
These monies are used to fund important programs such as the Airport Capital Improvement Program and the
Airport Pavement Management System. These programs are vital to cities and towns so they can continue to
support the management, security, and upkeep of local airports.

Why are these funds important
and how are they used?
In 2020, airports in your legislative districts and
across Arizona received $21,650,000 in grants.

AIRPORTS IN ARIZONA
WILL RECEIVE ALMOST

These grants funded projects such as:

•
•
•
•
•

Perimeter Security Upgrades
Pavement Maintenance
Runway Safety Area Improvements
Runway Lighting Rehabilitation
Power Vault Relocation

Impact of the Bill

Repealing the aircraft registration fee and license tax,
which are both sources of revenue for the State Aviation
Fund, would lead to a $2.9 million loss to the fund
and a $1.2 million loss from local governments that
own and operate airports in the 2022 fiscal year. This
means one of the largest industries in Arizona will
receive almost $3 million less in financial support
during one of the worst financial periods in its history.
More than 185,400 persons are directly employed in
the aviation industry, generating nearly $32 billion
in economic activity throughout the state.

IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT DURING
ONE OF THE WORST FINANCIAL
PERIODS IN ITS HISTORY.

We urge you to vote NO on SB1406

THE LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS

REQUESTS YOU VOTE NO
SB1409 ZONING ORDINANCES; PROPERTY
RIGHTS; COSTS (PETERSEN)

SB1409 is proposed as an “affordable housing bill,” but it would not spur the development of much-needed affordable
housing in Arizona. If SB1409 passes, every zoning ordinance will require an “impact statement” as a condition of
approval. This unnecessary bureaucracy will cause delays, waste taxpayer dollars, and exacerbate the very
issues SB1409 seeks to remedy.

SB1409 will negatively impact taxpayers because:

• It will likely deprive homeowners of the beneficial use and enjoyment of common elements and amenities that are
considered standard in existing communities. For example, new developments could be relieved from providing
common elements and amenities, landscaping, streetlights, sidewalks, traffic mitigation measures, open space
requirements, or common maintenance, which would impact quality of life and desirability of these communities.
• It will completely change long-established zoning processes. It essentially renders useless voter-approved
general plans.
• The bill’s vagueness and arbitrary requirements will invite zoning protests and litigation.
• It is an unfunded and a confusing mandate. It will take time and require training and hiring staff or contracting
with consultants - all at the expense of taxpayers.
• There is no evidence this red tape will promote (or result in) much-needed affordable housing.

SB1409 will negatively impact affordable housing:

• The impact statements will likely serve as a tool to oppose proposed multi-family housing projects, thereby
further straining affordable housing options in Arizona.
• The red tape, costs, and delays will slow down housing and economic development.
• It falsely suggests zoning is the only cause of higher housing costs. It fails to consider factors such as the costs
of land, construction, materials, labor, water, easements, and interest rates.
• It requires an overly broad and highly subjective assessment of the probable impacts on all individual property
rights, personal liberties, and construction costs. This will extend the zoning approval process and increase the
likelihood of zoning denials, arbitrary decision-making, legal zoning protests, appeals, and litigation.
• The broad scope of “impacts” to be considered will increase the likelihood of public opposition to proposed
housing projects.
• Councils will be forced to decide which rights and liberties are more important than others.

The League and our members SUPPORT the following package of bills with direct impacts on affordable housing
initiatives in Arizona:

HB2489 (Chavez) & SB1666 (Engel): appropriation; affordable housing
HB2562 (Cobb) & SB1327 (Gowan): tax credit; affordable housing
We encourage you to vote in favor of these measures as they are intended to address affordable housing issues.

We urge you to vote NO on SB1409

SB1487

PRIVATE ATTORNEY RETENTION

CONTINGENCY FEE
AGREEMENTS
are contracts that are
entered into whereby
payment to the
contracted attorney is
contingent upon the
attorney winning the
case. Taxpayers have no
out of pocket costs in
contingency fee cases.

Attorneys for local governments may engage in contingency fee
contracts with private attorneys because cities do not often directly
employ experienced litigators to advocate on behalf of the taxpayer.
Cities and towns enter into these contracts very sparingly but do so
to receive reimbursement to the benefit of the taxpayer; examples
include:
OPIOIDS
City police, fire, and EMS departments have spent sigificant time
and millions of dollars responding to opioid overdose calls and
the drugs to save lives
The opioid industry knew their drugs were addictive long before
they admitted it publicly but continued to push the drugs to
doctors
Opioid distributors failed to monitor suspicious deliveries of
opioids to parts of the country (Mohave County) contrary to FDA
requirements
Taxpayers have shouldered the financial burden of the
pharmaceutical industry’s impacts on our communities
CONTAMINATED WATERWAYS
Some companies have released harmful chemicals into city
waterways impacting drinking water quality and requiring
substantial decontamination or cleanup efforts at the expense of
the taxpayer
TOBACCO/VAPING
Tobacco and vaping companies intentionally targeted youth
through product advertising
In response, local police departments have spent money and
valuable resources to catch uncover illegal sales of tobacco and
vaping products to minors
Local governments are forced to use resources on sting
operations to hold bad actors accountable and keep
communities safe. Once again, taxpayers bear this financial
burden.

MYTH VS FACT
SB1487 does not preclude a city from
entering into a contingency fee
contract with an attorney.

While the text does not technically preclude a
city from entering into a contract the language
limiting payment amounts to attorneys and the
hurdles cities need to go through to engage an
attorney would effectively prohibit cities from
engaging in contingency fee contracts.

The Attorney General has the same
limits as those prescribed in the bill.

This is not comparing apples to apples. The
attorney generals’ sole responsibility is to be the
chief litigator for the state.Cities do not have
litigation departments and therefore should not
be treated the same as the AG when the AG’s
office can oversee their case and be the primary
attorney on the case.

SB1487 still allows cities and towns to
participate in class action lawsuits.

While the text of the proposed bill makes clear
cities and towns can participate, a class action
suit is a contingency case and would be bound
by the framework outlined in the bill; class action
cases are handled by a special master of the
court and attorney’s fees are awarded by the
special master, not by a contract with the city;
thus, cities in Arizona would be skipped over for
class action cases because of the limiting
language in statute.

SB1487 is about good governance,
transparency, and making sure the
taxpayers get the best deal.

This is about a white paper written by the US
Chamber of Commerce titled “Mitigating
Municipal Litigation” where the Chamber
lamented that cities were litigating against the
opioid industry.
Governance: by using this tool sparingly
cities and towns have proven they already
employ good governance
Transparency: contingency fees are subject
to FOIA request
Best deal: city managers and attorneys are
already negotiating the best rate for the
taxpayer and the suggestion they are not is
inaccurate and offensive.

VOTE NO ON SB1487

SB1645 publication of notice
- Senator T.J. Shope
SB 1645 amends statute to allow cities and towns to publish
public notices in a newspaper that is printed and published
in their county, rather than within the municipality, if the
newspaper is circulated to residents within the city or town.

Background: State law prescribes the content, manner and frequency of legal public notices to provide Arizona residents
transparency in their government. Historically, public notices have been published in newspapers for a variety of government
actions including municipal laws and ordinances, notices of elections, invitations for bids, annual budgets, Truth in Taxation, or
notices of a public character. In some cases, statute allows postings of public notices on a municipal website, however, this is
often in addition to the newspaper publication requirement.
State law, passed in 1912, requires the newspaper used to publish public notices to, among other requirements, be
printed and published within the corporate limits of the city or town. Only under the circumstance of no local option being
available could a municipality select a newspaper in their county that also has circulation within the municipality. Due to this
restriction in state law, there are instances in which a city or town is required to publish in a newspaper with significantly
less circulation and with higher publishing fees when compared to a lower cost option with the same or larger circulation.
This limits the ability for cities and towns to choose a vendor that will save taxpayer money and increase transparency of
local government decisions and removes the incentive for newspapers to reduce their publishing fees to meet competition.

HIGHER-COST

NEWSPAPER
REQUIRED BY STATUTE

215

Circulation:

SUBSCRIBERS

Publishing fees FY20: $80,379.92
Cost per subscriber: $373.86

Problem: “Due to state law, this city must pay 149% more in
publishing fees for a newspaper with 99% less subscribers than
the lower cost option with higher circulation. This law should be
changed to allow this city flexibility to select the lower-cost newspaper
with more circulation to provide more transparency at a reduced
cost to the taxpayer.“

LOWER-COST

NEWSPAPER
CIRCULATED WITHIN CITY

18K+
Circulation:

SUBSCRIBERS

Publishing fees FY20: $32,235.72
Cost per subscriber: $1.79

Proposed Solution: Amend A.R.S. § 9-812 to allow more
flexibility for cities and towns to select a newspaper for printing
public notices with the highest circulation within their municipality
at the lowest expense. By limiting publication of these notices to
newspapers with very limited circulation, an important public
policy purpose is thwarted.
Fiscal Impact to Cities and Towns: Publication cost savings
could be significant for affected cities and towns.
Fiscal Impact to the State: No fiscal impact to the state.

602-258-5786 | www.azleague.org

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021
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Legal Update

Summary:

The U.S. Supreme Court, Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, and Arizona
Supreme Court have issued several decisions in recent months that
impact cities and towns. On April 29, 2021, the League also received
one amicus request in a case that involves the Cochise County Board of
Supervisors. In the next coming weeks, the League expects to receive
another amicus request from the City of Flagstaff in a case that involves
a challenge to its water capacity fees.

Responsible Person:

Nancy Davidson, General Counsel

Attachments:

Summary of amicus request & court decision relevant to cities and
towns

Note: If necessary, the Executive Committee may vote to convene in executive session for the
purpose of obtaining legal advice from the League attorney pursuant to A.R.S. § 38431.03(A)(3).

Arizona Supreme Court
Gift Clause: Schires v. Carlat, No. CV-20-0027-PR, 2021 WL 538454 (Ariz. Feb. 8, 2021). In 2015,
Peoria entered into an agreement with Huntington University, Inc. (“HU”), which required HU to
develop and operate a university campus in Peoria’s P83 District, prohibited HU from offering similar
programs in other Arizona cities for 7 years, obligated HU to meet specific “performance thresholds,”
and required HU to participate in various economic development activities with Peoria. In return, Peoria
agreed to pay HU up to $1,875,000 over a three-year period. To fulfill its obligations under the
agreement, HU leased a building from Arrowhead Equities, LLC (“Arrowhead”). Peoria the entered
into a separate agreement with Arrowhead, which provided that Peoria would reimburse Arrowhead up
to $737,596 for renovating its building so long as Arrowhead met certain “performance criteria.” A
taxpayer group of Peoria residents (represented by the Goldwater Institute) sued Peoria, alleging the
city’s payments to HU and Arrowhead violated the Gift Clause. The trial court granted summary
judgment in favor of the city and the Court of Appeals affirmed. The Arizona Supreme Court held the
City of Peoria violated article 9, section 7 of the Arizona Constitution (the “Gift Clause”). In assessing
whether a public expenditure complies with the Gift Clause, the Court relied on long-established test,
which provides that a public expenditure does not violate the Gift Clause if: (1) it has a public purpose
and (2) the governmental entity receives consideration that “is not so inequitable and unreasonable that
it amounts to an abuse of discretion, thus providing a subsidy to the private entity Applying this test,
the Court determined Peoria’s expenditures served valid public purposes; however, the Court
concluded the expenditures were “grossly disproportionate” to the fair market value of the benefits
received by the public, and thus, violated the Gift Clause. Here are a few takeaways regarding the
Court’s analysis of the adequacy of the consideration:
•
•
•
•

•

The Court refused to give any deference to a city’s assessment of the value, which is contrary to
previous decisions.
Courts must instead “identify” the fair market value of the direct benefits to the government entity
and “determine proportionality.” The Court also described direct benefits as “tangible freestanding
value.”
The Court provided very little guidance as to the types of benefits that could be considered direct
benefits or “tangible freestanding value.” It mentioned two examples: an ownership interest in a
private building and reduced tuition for residents.
The direct benefits and any “tangible freestanding value” must be described in “sufficient detail to
permit valuation.” According to the Court, Peoria’s agreements failed to meet this requirement as
HU and Arrowhead “simply promised to engage in their respective private businesses (educating and
leasing).”
Anticipated economic impacts, taxes generated from a development, and other “fiscal impacts” are
“irrelevant” indirect benefits.

Preemption/election law: State ex rel. Brnovich v. City of Tucson, No. CV-20-0244-SA, 2021 WL
1421150 (Ariz. Apr. 14, 2021). A.R.S. § 16-204.01 does not require a charter city to consolidate its local
elections with state and national elections if its charter provides otherwise. It is important to note that
the Court’s holding applies to charter cities only.
Privacy violations. Shepherd v. Costco Wholesale Corp., No. CV-19-0144-PR, 2021 WL 941432 (Ariz.
Mar. 8, 2021). The Arizona Supreme Court concluded that state law provides a remedy for HIPAA
violations. Although HIPAA violations can lead to economic penalties imposed by the U.S. Department

of Health and Human Services Office for Civil Rights, HIPAA does not include a mechanism for
individuals to seek economic damages for HIPAA violations. While this case did not involve any
government parties, it impacts any organization that handles protected health information (PHI) and is
subject to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) (e.g., ambulance services,
employer-sponsored health plans).
Worker’s Compensation. France v. Indus. Comm'n of Arizona, No. CV-20-0068-PR, 2021 WL
800755 (Ariz. Mar. 2, 2021). A deputy sheriff’s post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) resulting from a
violent encounter while conducting a welfare check is a compensable workers’ compensation
claim. Looking to the wording of the statute, Ariz. Rev. Stat. § 23-1043.01(B), which denies coverage
for mental injuries, such as PTSD, unless some “unexpected, unusual or extraordinary stress related to
the employment … was a substantial contributing cause of the mental injury, illness or condition,” the
court said it was the stress, not the event, that mattered. Whether a claim is compensable turns on an
objective reasonable-person standard that examines the stressfulness of an event from the perspective of
someone with the same or similar job duties. Here, the deputy had been confronted by an assailant who
pointed a shotgun at the deputy’s face and chest at close range. The assailant was shot and killed by
other deputies. The mere fact the job duties involved the possibility of violence did not extinguish a
claim.
Nomination petitions/elections law: McKenna v. Soto, No. CV-20-0123-AP/EL, 2021 WL 712966
(Ariz. Feb. 17, 2021). The plaintiff challenged nomination petitions filed by a candidate for nomination
to the Arizona House of Representatives. The superior court concluded the candidate obtained enough
valid signatures to qualify for placement on primary election ballot. The Arizona Court of Appeals
affirmed, holding: (1) signatures that failed to include the year substantially complied with date
requirement because they included the month and day; and (2) signatures that listed the signer's street
address substantially complied with the address requirement because they provided the city, state, or zip
code and the recorder was able to verify voter eligibility despite the missing information. The Court
rejected the plaintiff’s argument the incomplete dates were invalid because they failed to comply with
the Election Procedures Manual. It explained that the manual did not have the force of law because the
relevant statute did not grant the Secretary of State rulemaking authority.
Arizona Court of Appeals
TPT: SWAT v. ADOR, CA-TX 20-0002, Ariz. Ct. App., Div. 1 (Apr. 27, 2021). This case does not
involve a city or town, but it is relevant because it deals with the TPT classification of an indoor
shooting range. Affirming the decision of the tax court, the Court of Appeals held: (1) an indoor
shooting range falls under the “amusement classification” of the tax code, and (2) the taxpayer failed to
report separately its revenues derived from different business classifications, and as a result, ADOR can
treat those mixed revenues as if they were generated by the classification that yields the highest effective
tax rate. In this case, the highest effective tax rate was the retail classification. Although the same tax
rate applies to revenues generated by retail and amusement businesses, revenues taxed as amusement are
subject to deductions that result in a lower effective tax rate than revenues taxed as retail.
Civil Forfeiture: Angulo-Murrieta v. City of Yuma, No. 1 CA-CV 20-0259, 2021 WL 1185909 (Ariz.
Ct. App. Mar. 30, 2021), as amended (Mar. 31, 2021). In this civil forfeiture case, the Court ruled in
favor of Yuma and held: (1) the racketeering statute includes the enumerated offense of theft, and (2) the
arrestee's conduct (felony burglary with a misdemeanor theft) fell within statutory definition of
racketeering.

Roadway dedication: TMS Ventures LLC v. Zachariah, et al., No. 1 CA-CV 18-0712, 2021 WL
1501460, Ariz. Ct. App. (Apr. 15, 2021) (unpublished): This case does not involve a city or town, but it
is relevant because it deals with public roadway dedications. As background, an effective dedication of
private land for public use has two components—the landowner's offer to dedicate and the general
public's acceptance. In this case, the roadway dedication at issue traversed various properties. Some of
the relevant chains of title for these properties referenced a deed of dedication (or a recorded plat) and
some properties did not. At issue in this case was whether an effective dedication of private land for
public use had occurred on these latter properties where their chains of title did not reference the deed of
dedication or the plat in question. The Court concluded that these properties had not “accepted” any
public roadway dedication:
• For a government to “accept” a dedication, the plaintiff must show the government either: (1)
took a formal action to accept the dedication (e.g., by resolution or other official action) or (2)
took steps to maintain the dedicated land. In this case, Paradise Valley and Maricopa County
neither formally accepted the dedication, nor maintained the land in question.
• To show “acceptance” by the general public, a plaintiff must show the use by the public
“indicate[s] the intention to accept the property for the particular purpose to which it has been
dedicated.” Here, only a limited number of people used the roadway for the sole purpose of
accessing their own properties.
• Simply knowing about a deed of dedication is not enough to “accept” a dedication. The
dedication must be recorded on the property.
Gift Clause and statute of limitation: State v. Arizona Bd. of Regents, No. 1 CA-TX 20-0003, 2021
WL 1540961 (Ariz. Ct. App. Apr. 20, 2021). This case does not involve a city or town, but it is relevant
because it deals with the statute of limitations as applied to Gift Clause claims. The case is related to the
Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR) deal granting to Omni Hotels the option to build and operate a hotel
and conference center. The Attorney General (AG) sued ABOR, claiming the deal violated the Gift
Clause. The Court ruled that the AG’s claim was barred under the one-year limitations period in A.R.S.
§ 12-821. The Court also affirmed the award of attorney’s fees and the dismissal of the AGO’s other
claims (improper tax exemption, improper exercise of ABOR's power to enter into leases for public
purposes, illegal lease for lack public purpose under A.R.S. § 15-1625).
Development agreements & vested rights: Town of Florence v. Florence Copper Inc., No. 1 CA-CV
19-0504, 2021 WL 1099043 (Ariz. Ct. App. Mar. 23, 2021), as amended (Mar. 24, 2021). As
background, the Town of Florence in 2002 annexed a large parcel of property and entered a
development agreement with its owner, granting the owner and its successors in interest a vested right to
operate a copper mine on the property. Florence later rezoned the property to allow the owner to build
more homes on the property. Florence then sued Florence Copper (the successor in interest), asking the
superior court to declare mining a prohibited use. The lower court ruled against Florence. The Arizona
Court of Appeals affirmed, concluding Florence could not “unilaterally” prevent mining on the subject
property through zoning regulations. According to the Court of Appeals: (1) the development
agreement vested the then-existing right to mine for 35 years; (2) the owner’s conduct did not eliminate
the vested right to mine the property as a nonconforming use; and (3) by its own terms and under
Arizona law, the development agreement could not be amended without consent of both parties.
Notice of claim: James v. City of Peoria, No. 1 CA-CV 20-0415, 2021 WL 1400064 (Ariz. Ct. App.
Apr. 13, 2021) (unpublished). In this wrongful death case, the Court of Appeals affirmed summary
judgment in favor of Peoria based on a defective notice of claim.

Notice of claim: Lewis v. State, No. 1 CA-CV 20-0285, 2021 WL 982701 (Ariz. Ct. App. Mar. 16,
2021), as amended (Mar. 16, 2021) (unpublished). The plaintiff appealed the dismissal of his claims
against the State of Arizona, the Attorney General of Arizona, and the City of Phoenix for failure to
comply with the notice of claim statute in A.R.S. § 12-821.01. The plaintiff mailed his notice of claim
to the state defendants in November 2018 and the city defendants in January 2019, but all of the claims
arose out of and occurred in connection with his 2015 criminal trial and conviction. Thus, irrespective of
any other deficiencies in the notices of claim, the notices were inadequate as a matter of law because
they were provided far outside the 180-day window mandated by A.R.S. § 12-821.01(A).
Fair Labor Standards Act: Roberts, et. Al. v. State, No. 1 CA-CV 20-0060 (March 3, 2021). Public
law enforcement employees filed a complaint alleging their employer, the State of Arizona, violated
A.R.S. § 23-392 by failing to pay overtime compensation for time they were required to spend
undergoing “extensive security screenings” for each shift. According to the Court of Appeals, the Fair
Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. § 207, does not preempt the claim for overtime compensation pursuant
to A.R.S. § 23-392. The time spent by public law enforcement employees undergoing mandatory
security screenings is integral and indispensable to the employee's’ principal, compensable
activities. As a result, the security screenings are compensable and subject to overtime compensation
under A.R.S. § 23-392.
Class actions. Phoenix Law Enforcement Association, et al., v. City of Phoenix, et al., No. 1 CA-CV
19-0813, 2021 WL 1575782 (Ariz. Ct. App. Apr. 22, 2021) (unpublished). This case involves the City
of Phoenix and its unsuccessful challenge to the orders certifying as class actions the claims asserted by
law enforcement officers related to PSPRS and wage enhancement provisions in (expired) collective
bargaining agreements.
Superior Court
Public records: ESPN v. Arizona Board of Regents, CV 2021-001709 (Maricopa Cnty. Sup. Ct., March
1, 2021). This case deals with the denial of a public records request. The University of Arizona had
previously been ordered to release the NCAA's Notice of Allegations (NOA) against its basketball
program. The Board of Regents (ABOR) objected, alleging disclosure of the NOA would compromise
additional investigations, violate NCAA rules and the procedures of its new investigative body (IARP),
and subject the University to the possibility of additional allegations and harsher sanctions (thereby
harming the University’s reputation and diminishing its recruitment and retention efforts). The Court
concluded ABOR failed to overcome the presumption of disclosure under Arizona’s public records
laws. According to the Court, there was no evidence that disclosure of the NOA would “specifically and
materially” impede any ongoing investigation or subject the University to additional allegations or
sanctions. While release of the NOA may harm the University’s reputation, “the best interests of the
state exception does not exist to save an officer or public body from inconvenience or embarrassment.”
U.S. Supreme Court
Fourth Amendment seizures: Torres v. Madrid, 592 U.S. ___, 769 Fed. Appx. 654 (Mar. 25,
2021). The U.S. Supreme Court has long held that hooting a fleeing suspect is a “seizure” of the person
under the Fourth Amendment. The lower court in this case held the police officers did not actually
“seize” the defendant because she still fled the scene. In a 5-3 decision, the U.S. Supreme Court vacated
and remanded, holding that an unsuccessful attempt to detain a suspect by use of physical force is a

"seizure" within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment if the challenged conduct objectively manifests
an intent to restrain. The focus of the Fourth Amendment is “the privacy and security of individuals,”
not the particular form of governmental intrusion. The required corporal seizing or touching can be
readily accomplished by a bullet as by a finger. In this case, the officers shot the individual with the
intent to restrain her movement. The Court did not address the reasonableness of the seizure, damages,
or qualified immunity.
First Amendment standing: Uzuegbunam v. Preczewski, 141 S. Ct. 792 (2021). The U.S. Supreme
Court held that a claim for nominal damages (by itself) can establish legal standing and can keep an
otherwise moot case alive (even if the plaintiff could not or chose not to quantify that harm in economic
terms).
Bankruptcy Code and impoundments: City of Chicago, Illinois v. Fulton, 141 S. Ct. 585, 208 L. Ed.
2d 384 (2021). The City of Chicago did not violate the automatic stay provision in the Bankruptcy Code
by holding onto a vehicle impounded after a bankruptcy petition was filed.
Bankruptcy Code and impoundments: City of Chicago, Illinois v. Fulton, 141 S. Ct. 585, 208 L. Ed.
2d 384 (2021). The City of Chicago did not violate the automatic stay provision in the Bankruptcy Code
by holding onto a vehicle impounded after a bankruptcy petition was filed.
Ninth Circuit
First Amendment & “state actor” doctrine: Pasadena Republican Club v. Western Justice Center,
No. 20-55093 (9th Cir. 2021): A city is not liable for the alleged conduct of its lessee when such
conduct is not “inextricably intertwined with that of the government.” In this case, plaintiff failed to
state a claim under 42 U.S.C. 1985(3) where the tenant and its agents were not state actors and where the
plaintiff did not allege that the city or some other state actor participated in the alleged conspiracy to
deprive the plaintiff of its constitutional rights. Furthermore, the government does not, without more,
become vicariously liable for the discretionary decisions of its lessee. Here, the undisputed facts showed
that the city did not delegate any final policy-making authority that caused the plaintiff’s alleged
constitutional injury, and the city and its lessee lacked a significant degree of integration, dependency,
and coordination.
Pending
Capacity fees: Mountainside Mar, LLC v. City of Flagstaff, CA-CV21-0002, Ariz. Ct. App. is pending
before the Arizona Supreme Court. In 2017, Mountainside brought a challenge to Flagstaff’s Capacity
Fees, which were adopted pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-511.01. Mountainside claimed the fees are unlawful
because, in its view, the only mechanism that an Arizona municipality may use to offset the cost of
operating its utility systems is via the development impact fee statute, A.R.S. § 9-463.05. Flagstaff
responded that the utility statutes (e.g., A.R.S. § 9-511.01) provide an independent basis for imposing a
“water or wastewater rate or rate component, fee or service charge.” The superior court rejected
Mountainside’s argument and dismissed its complaint, finding that A.R.S. § 9-511.01 provides an
independent basis for the Capacity Fees, and that A.R.S. § 9-463.05 does not diminish that municipal
authority. Mountainside appealed the case to the Arizona Supreme Court and has already filed its
opening brief. Flagstaff’s Answering Brief is due on or before May 21, 2021. Barring extensions,
Mountainside’s Reply Brief is due on before June 10, 2021. Any amicus curiae brief would be due on or
before July 1, 2021.

Ballots/elections law: Brnovich v. Democratic National Committee, No. 19-1257 (pending). On March
2, 2021, the U.S. Supreme Court heard oral arguments and was asked to resolve two issues: (1) whether
Arizona’s policy of not counting provisional ballots cast in person on Election Day outside of the voter’s
designated precinct violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, and (2) whether Arizona’s law
permitting only certain persons to handle another person’s completed early ballot violates Section 2 of
the Voting Rights Act or the Fifteenth Amendment.
Fourth Amendment warrant exceptions: Canigla v. Strom, No. 20-157 (pending). On March 24,
2021, the U.S. Supreme Court heard oral arguments and was asked to decide whether police officers
may rely on the “community caretaking” exception to the warrant requirement when conducting a
warrantless search of and seizure of a weapon within a home.
Takings & temporary access easements: Cedar Point Nursery v. Hassid (pending). On March 22,
2021, the U.S. Supreme Court heard oral arguments in a challenge to a California statute that requires
agricultural businesses to allow labor organizers onto their properties three times a day for 120 days
each year with prior notice. The Ninth Circuit ruled against the agricultural businesses, concluding that
an easement that is limited in time is not a per se taking there is no permanent physical invasion. The
issue before the U.S. Supreme Court is whether a temporary access easement is a per se physical taking
of property under the Fifth Amendment and therefore automatically subject to an injunction or
mandatory compensation (under Loretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp.) or, instead, whether
the petitioners' claim should be evaluated under the various factors outlined in Penn Central
Transportation Co. v. New York City.
Federal Legislation
The American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) will provide emergency funding to local governments. Here is
a link to the key portions of the bill that apply to cities and towns:
SEC. 603. CORONAVIRUS LOCAL FISCAL RECOVERY
FUND https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/housebill/1319/text#H7C2075B5C62541F9A348BDF1DDBECEB6
•
•
•

•

•

Funds will be paid in 2 equal payments 12 months apart. See Section 603(b)(7).
Funds must be used or transferred by December 31, 2024. In other words, cities/towns will need
to account for the funding in the FY22 and FY23 budget cycles.
For cities/towns who received CDBG funds directly from the federal government (most cities
and towns above 50k in population), they will receive the funds directly from the federal
government. See Section 603(b)(1) (“metropolitan cities”).
The other cities and towns will receive the funds through the state. See Section
603(b)(2)(“nonentitlement units of local government”)
o The state will have 30 days from the date of receipt to distribute the funds.
o The money is prescribed and cannot be altered or “conditioned” by the state.
o Nonentitlement cities/towns may need to provide information regarding their prepandemic budget. If the payment exceeds 75% of your pre-pandemic budget any amount
above 75% will be sent back to the state and where 50% will be kept by the state and
50% will be spread equally amongst all local governments. See Section 603(b)(2).
How the funds can be used: See Section 603(c)(1)

1. “to respond to the public health emergency with respect to the Coronavirus Disease 2019
(COVID–19) or its negative economic impacts, including assistance to households, small
businesses, and nonprofits, or aid to impacted industries such as tourism, travel, and hospitality”;
2. “to respond to workers performing essential work during the COVID–19 public health
emergency by providing premium pay to eligible workers of the metropolitan city,
nonentitlement unit of local government, or county that are performing such essential work, or
by providing grants to eligible employers that have eligible workers who perform essential
work”;
3. “for the provision of government services to the extent of the reduction in revenue of such
metropolitan city, nonentitlement unit of local government, or county due to the COVID–19
public health emergency relative to revenues collected in the most recent full fiscal year of the
metropolitan city, nonentitlement unit of local government, or county prior to the emergency”; or
4. “to make necessary investments in water, sewer, or broadband infrastructure.”
5. State and local governments can transfer funds to “private nonprofit organization (as that term is
defined in paragraph (17) of section 401 of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 11360(17)), a public benefit corporation involved in the transportation of passengers or
cargo, or a special-purpose unit of State or local government.” See Section 603(c)(3)
6. Local governments can transfer the funds to the state. See Section 603(c)(4)
• The funds cannot be deposited into pension funds. See Section 603(c)(2)
• The state cannot use any funds to either directly or indirectly offset a reduction in the net tax
revenue of the state resulting from a tax cut enacted since March 3, 2021 (this includes funds that
were transferred by a city to the state, if applicable). I cannot see a similar restriction that would
apply to cities/towns, but maybe I’m missing it. Section 602(c)(2)(A)
• Cities/towns are subject to the reporting requirements. See Section 603(d)
• The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to issue regulations to carry out Section 603. See
Section 603(f)
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Agenda Item #4

2021 League Conference Update

Summary:

Preparations for the 2021 League Conference are well underway. The
Conference will be held August 31 – September 3 at the Arizona
Biltmore in Phoenix. The registration information will be sent out to all
cities and towns during the last week of May.

Responsible Person:

Matt Lore, Deputy Director

Attachments:

List of Conference Sponsors to date
Corporate Sponsorship Brochure

Organization
2021 Annual Conference Sponsors

Updated 5/2/2021

Arizona Public Service
Johnson Controls
Banner | Aetna
Stifel
Swire Coca-Cola, USA
Brown & Associates
CORE Construction
Gammage and Burnham
Public Trust Advisors
Resolution Copper
TEP and UniSource Energy Services
American Medical Response (AMR)
Central Arizona Project
Cox
Erin P. Collins & Associates, Inc.
Midstate Energy
RBC Capital Markets
Salt River Project
Piper Sandler
American Legal Publishing
AMRRP
BMO Harris Bank
H-PACT
National League of Cities Service Line Warranty Program

Level

Platinum
Platinum
Gold
Gold
Gold
Silver
Silver
Silver
Silver
Silver
Silver
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Bronze
Endorsed
Key Partner
Endorsed
Endorsed
Endorsed
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Annual Conference

Aug. 31 - Sept. 3 | Phoenix
Arizona Biltmore Resort

CONFERENCE SPONSORSHIP
OPPORTUNITIES

SPONSOR THE 2021
LEAGUE ANNUAL
CONFERENCE

The 2021 League Annual Conference will be held at the
Arizona Biltmore Resort in Phoenix, AZ, August 31 through
September 3. The Annual Conference is the League’s signature
event, a four-day meeting bringing together more than
1,000 Arizona mayors, councilmembers, appointed officials
and guests. The Annual Conference allows members and
other municipal officials to share experiences and discuss
current local, regional and national trends affecting
their communities.

Sponsorship of the conference allows you to:
Reach the largest gathering of Arizona local elected
officials and guests at one conference
▪ Increase visibility for your company
▪ Participate in conference events
▪ Develop and maintain contacts with elected officials
and municipal staff
▪

Your financial assistance through sponsorship of the conference permits the League
of Arizona Cities and Towns to keep expenses affordable for even the smallest
Arizona municipalities. In addition, our range of participation levels provides your
organization with flexible opportunities to support important conference events along with optimum visibility and name recognition for your organization.

Levels of Sponsorship:
Platinum
$10,000

Gold
$8,000

Silver
$5,000

Bronze
$2,500

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

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786
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SPONSOR BENEFITS

PLATINUM
$10,000

GOLD
$8,000

•

•

Company name included on conference program, signage and app

LOGO

LOGO

Company name, logo and link included on conference section of
League website

LOGO &
WEB LINK

LOGO &
WEB LINK

Company name and logo included on special signage recognizing
sponsors at major conference events

LOGO

LOGO

Public recognition of sponsorship during Opening General Session

•
•

•
•

SILVER
$5,000

BRONZE
$2,500

EXHIBIT SPACE

Table top exhibit in conference registration area for entire event

PUBLIC RECOGNITION SPONSORSHIP

Company representative invited on stage during Opening General
Session
Ability to pre-record a one-minute commercial that will be played at
the start/or during breaks of the League Conference video sessions.
Note: selected sessions will be recorded and available for viewing
following the League in-person Conference

•

Ability to submit one article in League’s monthly newsletter
E-Connection

•

Ability to provide pre-approved content for posting on behalf of
sponsor on League Facebook & Twitter (Language submitted must
be fewer than 280 characters and include a link to your website.
You may also submit a logo or graphic for inclusion).

•

Video thanking all of our sponsors, posted to the League’s social
media channels leading up to and throughout the week of the
conference.
Company logo on conference bag
Opportunity to place one pre-approved promotional item in
conference bags
Ability to distribute pre-approved items to golfers

•
•
•
•

NAME ONLY NAME ONLY
NAME &
WEB LINK

NAME ONLY

NAME ONLY NAME ONLY

•

•

•

•

•

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

•

Opportunity to place program ad

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

Opportunity to sponsor conference break

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

•
•

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

ADDITIONAL
FEE

•

•

•

LOGO &
WEB LINK

LOGO &
WEB LINK

LOGO &
WEB LINK

LOGO &
WEB LINK

Complimentary registrations to the conference

4

3

2

2

Complimentary golf registrations

4

3

2

2

4

3

2

1

Opportunity to sponsor the golf tournament
Opportunity to meet and interact with city and town mayors at
special sponsor reception
Sponsor name and logo listed in conference mobile app
CONFERENCE REGISTRATIONS

ADDITIONAL BENEFITS
Complimentary copy(s) of the 2022 Local Government Directory
(additional copies available at 50% off regular price)

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786
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EXTRA SPONSOR OPPORTUNITIES
Conference Bag Sponsor

(must be a sponsor at any level)

For a $1000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, a
sponsor may send the League a pre-approved promotional item from
your company to be placed in the conference bags.

WiFi Sponsor

(must be a sponsor at any level)
For a $2000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you
will be recognized as the WiFi sponsor in conference materials and on
handouts with WiFi directions given to all attendees.

Golf Tournament Sponsor
(must be a sponsor at any level)

For a $1000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you
will receive a complimentary golf foursome, company logo on signage at
the tournament and the opportunity to distribute a company promotional
item to golfers.

Conference Break Sponsor
(must be a sponsor at any level)

For a $1000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you may
sponsor a conference morning break. Included in this sponsorship opportunity
is signage with your company’s logo in the coffee/break area.
(Please indicate which break you would like to sponsor on the reservation form.)

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786
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EXTRA SPONSOR OPPORTUNITIES
Lanyard Sponsor
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For a $3,000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you may sponsor the
conference lanyards that will be handed out with each attendee badge. If you choose
this option you must design the lanyards and have them made (the League will provide
the specification details).

U
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E GO

(must be a gold or platinum sponsor)

This option is only available to one sponsor and is on a first-come, first-served basis.

Keycard Sponsor

(must be a gold or platinum sponsor)
For a $3,000 contribution beyond your selected benefactor level, you
may sponsor the host hotel keycard and put your company’s logo and
message on one side of the keycard.
This option is only available to one sponsor and is on a first-come,
first-served basis.

Ad in Final Conference Program
(must be a gold or platinum sponsor)
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GOLD or PLATINUM sponsors also have the opportunity to place an
ad in the conference program.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Back Cover. . . . . . . . . .
Inside Front Cover. . . .
Inside Back Cover. . . .
Inside Full Page. . . . . .
Inside Half Page . . . . .

$3,000
$2,500
$2,500
$2,000
$1,000

2017
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The
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2018

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

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786
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PRELIMINARY
CONFERENCE
AGENDA
Tuesday, August 31

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

Wednesday, September 1
▪ Opening General Session (morning)
- Parade of Flags
- Sponsor Recognition
- Keynote
▪ League Youth Program (all day)
▪ Concurrent Sessions (afternoon)
▪ Sponsor Reception (evening)
▪ Dinner and Entertainment (evening)

Thursday, September 2

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

Friday, September 3
▪ Closing Sessions (morning)

A detailed agenda will be available when registration opens
in May 2021. Once registration is open, the agenda will be
posted to the League’s homepage, www.azleague.org.

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786

5
2

6

PAST CONFERENCE SPONSORS
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Agenda Discover y, LLC
Ameresco
American Airlines
American Legal Publishing
American Medical Response Team
AMRRP
ARCADIS
Arizona Food Marketing Alliance
Arizona Lotter y
Arizona Metropolitan Trust
Arizona Office of Tourism
Arizona Pipe Trades UA Local 469
Arizona Public Ser vice
Arizona State University
A T & T
ATN International
Ballard Spahr
Banner Aetna
BMO
Brown and Associates
BNSF Railway
CAP
Center for the Future of Arizona
Centur yLink
Charles Abbott
Cigna
Civicplus
Comcast
Commvault
Copley Consulting Group
CoreCivic
Core Construction
Cox Business
Employees Council
EPCOR
FCS Advisors
Gammage and Burham
Gust Rosenfeld
Harris
Highground
HPACT

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

ITC Holdings
Johnson Controls
Kairos
Kutak Rock
LIUNA/LECET Southwest
McKinstr y
Midstate Energy
Molera Alvarez
National Bank of AZ
NLC USP
Nor thern Arizona University
ONE Community
PFM
Public Trust
RBC
Redflex
Republic Ser vices
Resolution Copper
Salt River Project
Schneider Electric
Security Industr y Alarm Coalition
Siemens
Solar City
SOLON
Southwest Gas
SRP
Stifel
Sunstate Technology
Swire Coca-Cola
Nature Conser vancy
University of Arizona
TEP/Unisource Energy Ser vices
US Communities
UP
United Healthcare
Verizon
Vir tua Par tners
Waste Management
WAYMO
Wendel Energy Ser vices

Questions? Contact Matt Lore at 602-258-5786
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SPONSOR RESERVATION FORM
Please Select a Sponsorship Level:
Platinum . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10,000
Gold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $8,000
Silver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$5,000
Bronze . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2,500

Conference Program Ad:
(Platinum and gold sponsors only)

Back Cover . . . . . . . . . . .$3,000*
Inside Front Cover. . . . . . .$2,500*
Inside Back Cover . . . . . . $2,500*
Inside Full Page . . . . . . . .$2,000
Inside Half Page . . . . . . . $1,000

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

* The Conference Program inside cover and the back
cover, Lanyard and Keycard Sponsorships are on a

Conference Bag . . . . . . . . $1,000
Golf Sponsor . . . . . . . . . . $1,000
WiFi Sponsor . . . . . . . . . . $2,000
Lanyard Sponsor . . . . . . . . $3,000*
Keycard Sponsor . . . . . . . $3,000*
Morning Break Sponsor. . . $1,000

first-come, first-served basis.

Please mark your preference:
Wednesday Morning
Thursday Morning

Company Name
Contact Name
Contact Title
Address
City						
Phone					

State				
Email

If you choose to pay via credit card, there will be an automatic 5%
fee included in addition to the sponsorship amount. Please contact
Matt Lore at mlore@azleague.org for a credit card form.
Please return by email, mail or fax, along with your check, by June 18, 2021 to:
League of Arizona Cities and Towns
1820 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Fax: 602-253-3874
sponsors@azleague.org

Zip

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021

Agenda Item #5

League Budget for 2021-2022

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

Mayor Greg Mengarelli, Budget Subcommittee Chairman; Tom Belshe

Attachments:

FY 2021-2022 Recommended Budget and Budget Narrative

Action Requested:

Approval

2021-2022 League Budget
PROPOSED
REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts
Annual Conference

Budget
FY 2021
137,950
0

Expected
FY 2021
137,948
0

Dues

1,875,056

1,875,056

Interest

55,000

3,742

Miscellaneous

14,000

Partnership Programs

Over /
(Under)
(2)
0

PROPOSED
FY 2022
137,950
400,000

% of
%
Total
Change Budget
0.0%
4.5%
13.1%

2,226,243

18.7%

73.0%

(51,258)

20,000

-63.6%

0.7%

68,457

54,457

14,000

0.0%

0.5%

55,000

37,794

(17,206)

48,500

-11.8%

1.6%

160,000
40,000
$2,337,006

164,623
44,105
$2,331,725

4,623
4,105
($5,281)

165,000
40,000
$3,051,693

3.1%
0.0%
30.6%

5.4%
1.3%

20,000

1,657

(18,343)

230,000

1050.0%

7.8%

547,000

483,527

(63,473)

542,000

-0.9%

18.4%

Capital Outlay
Equipment Rental & Maintenance
Executive Committee
Insurance
Postage & Shipping

10,000
9,000
8,000
9,000
6,000

8,157
8,970
4,300
8,698
4,472

(1,843)
(30)
(3,700)
(302)
(1,528)

10,000
9,000
6,000
9,000
6,000

0.0%
0.0%
-25.0%
0.0%
0.0%

0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.2%

PR & Communications

51,000

48,875

(2,125)

51,000

0.0%

1.7%

Printing

10,000

10,159

159

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

225,000

283,961

58,961

249,000
48,000

10.7%
0.0%

8.5%
1.6%

165,000

213,450

48,450

165,000

0.0%

5.6%

12,000

23,027

11,027

36,000

200.0%

1.2%

10,000

10,000

0

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

105,000
1,520,000
44,000
63,000
38,000
24,000
20,000
$2,946,000
$105,693
$2,139,966
$2,245,659

0.0%
4.8%
-8.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
11.0%

3.6%
51.6%
1.5%
2.1%
1.3%
0.8%
0.7%

Risk Pool
Seminars and Meetings
TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference
Benefits

Professional Services
Accounting

Contract Lobbying & Consulting Svcs
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

48,000

105,000
1,450,000
48,000
63,000
38,000
24,000
20,000
$2,653,000
($315,994)
$2,358,669
$2,042,675

47,484

105,000
1,441,871
30,909
62,425
11,273
22,553
3,621
$2,550,428
($218,703)
$2,358,669
$2,139,966

0

(516)

0
(8,129)
(17,091)
(575)
(26,727)
(1,447)
(16,379)
($102,572)
$97,291

2021-2022 League Budget Narrative
PROPOSED
Budget
FY 2021
137,950

Expected
FY 2021
137,948

0

0

0

400,000

1,875,056

1,875,056

0

2,226,243

18.7%

73.0%

Interest

55,000

3,742

(51,258)

20,000

-63.6%

0.7%

Miscellaneous

14,000

68,457

54,457

14,000

0.0%

0.5%

Partnership Programs

55,000

37,794

(17,206)

48,500

-11.8%

1.6%

160,000

164,623

4,623

165,000

3.1%

5.4%

40,000

44,105

4,105

40,000

0.0%

1.3%

$2,337,006

$2,331,725

$3,051,693

30.6%

REVENUES
Affiliate Group Contracts

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2022
(2)
137,950

%
% of Total
Change
Budget
0.0%
4.5%

The Arizona City/County Management Association ($68,750) , the Government Finance Officers Association of Arizona ($63,000) and the
Arizona Municipal Clerks Association ($6,200) 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

13.1%

Revenues from the Annual Conference are estimated since 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 $190,000 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. (The 2020 Annual Conference was cancelled due to
COVID-19.)

Dues

The current dues formula is a $4,300 base fee plus a varying per capita rate ranging from $.52 to $.55 depending on population. Cities over
200,000 population pay on a capped dues formula. (Due to COVID-19, dues were reduced by 15% for FY21. This proposal is the pre-COVID
formula with only adjustment to 2019 Census estimate figures.)

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.

This item includes publication sales and job postings. (Includes MAG Value Capture study.)

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 and Valley Schools.

Risk Pool

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

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.

TOTAL REVENUES

($5,281)

Budget
FY 2021
20,000

Expected
FY 2021
1,657

547,000

483,527

(63,473)

542,000

-0.9%

18.4%

10,000

8,157

(1,843)

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

Equipment Rental & Maintenance

9,000

8,970

(30)

9,000

0.0%

0.3%

Executive Committee

8,000

4,300

(3,700)

6,000

-25.0%

0.2%

Insurance

9,000

8,698

(302)

9,000

0.0%

0.3%

Postage & Shipping

6,000

4,472

(1,528)

6,000

0.0%

0.2%

PR & Communications

51,000

48,875

(2,125)

51,000

0.0%

1.7%

Printing

10,000

10,159

159

10,000

0.0%

0.3%

225,000

283,961

58,961

249,000

10.7%

48,000

47,484

(516)

48,000

0.0%

165,000

213,450

165,000

0.0%

8.5%
1.6%
5.6%
1.2%

EXPENDITURES
Annual Conference

Over /
PROPOSED
(Under)
FY 2022
(18,343)
230,000

%
% of Total
Change
Budget
1050.0%
7.8%

The amount budgeted for Conference expenses 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. (The 2020 Annual Conference was cancelled due to COVID19.)

Benefits

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 - $199,500; Group Health - $224,000; Group Dental - $14,600; Life Insurance - $3,700; FICA - $127,500; Worker's
Compensation - $3,700; Other Miscellaneous - $18,000; Education/Professional Development - $10,000.

Capital Outlay

The amount budgeted in this category is to keep up with the ongoing schedule of replacing computer equipment and operating software.

This category includes the costs for equipment repair and maintenance agreements on office equipment such as the copiers and computers as
well as IT services.
Members of the Executive Committee and subcommittees are eligible for reimbursement of 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, lodging and related 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.

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.

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.

The League retains the services of a communications management firm to coordinate our social media 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.

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
Accounting
Contract Lobbying & Consulting Svcs

48,450

200.0%
Legal
12,000
23,027
11,027
36,000
This category principally includes services from outside vendors and consultants such as contract lobbying assistance, specialized expertise on
municipal elections, one-time projects 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.

Budget
FY 2021
10,000

Expected
FY 2021
10,000

0

PROPOSED
FY 2022
10,000

105,000

105,000

0

105,000

0.0%

3.6%

1,450,000

1,441,871

(8,129)

1,520,000

4.8%

51.6%

Seminars and Meetings

48,000

30,909

(17,091)

44,000

-8.3%

1.5%

Subscriptions and Dues

63,000

62,425

(575)

63,000

0.0%

2.1%

Supplies / Office Expenses

38,000

11,273

(26,727)

38,000

0.0%

1.3%

Telecommunications

24,000

22,553

(1,447)

24,000

0.0%

0.8%

Travel

20,000

3,621

(16,379)

20,000

0.0%

0.7%

$2,653,000

$2,550,428

($102,572)

$2,946,000

11.0%

EXPENDITURES
Prop Corp - Building Improvement Fund

Over /
(Under)

The League contributes $10,000 annually into a fund to save for future building improvements.

Rent

%
% of Total
Change
Budget
0.0%
0.3%

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

Staff salaries make up the largest expenditure line item of the League budget. Our fifteen staff positions include Executive Director, two Deputy
Directors, Legislative Director, General Counsel, two Legislative Associates, Tax Policy Analyst, Communication and Education Associate,
Member Services Associate, Office Manager, three clerical staff and a part-time Graphic Designer. We also hire interns for the legislative
session and other special projects. Over time, our goal has been to have a competitive compensation package compared to other similar public
and private organizations in order to retain our talented and effective League staff, while remaining sensitive to the fiscal condition of many of
our member cities and towns. Maintaining staff stability helps with continuity on many complex issues, provides greater value to our members
and gives us the opportunity to develop credibility and positive relationships with the legislators. The budgeted amount includes 3% salary
increases for FY22.

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.

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.

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.

This category includes usage charges for the phones, Internet service, and web hosting fees. This category also includes charges for
teleconferencing and virtual meeting services which are used extensively for legislative business and other meetings and webinars.

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

($315,994)

($218,703)

$97,291

$105,693

Beginning Fund Balance

$2,358,669

$2,358,669

$2,139,966

Ending Fund Balance

$2,042,675

$2,139,966

$2,245,659

PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021

Agenda Item #6

Review and Adoption of Minutes of League Property Corporation

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

President Cathy Carlat

Attachment:

May 29, 2020 Minutes

Action Requested:

Approval

MINUTES
PROPERTY CORPORATION OF ARIZONA CITIES AND TOWNS
BOARD MEETING
Friday, May 29, 2020
Zoom
MEMBERS
President
Christian Price, Mayor, Maricopa
Vice President
Cathy Carlat, Mayor, Peoria
Treasurer
Douglas Nicholls, Mayor, Yuma
Tom Brady, Mayor, Bullhead City
Craig McFarland, Mayor, Casa Grande
Kevin Hartke, Mayor, Chandler
Doug Von Gausig, Mayor, Clarkdale
Robert Uribe, Mayor, Douglas
Coral Evans, Mayor, Flagstaff
Jenn Daniels, Mayor, Gilbert
Jerry Weiers, Mayor, Glendale
Georgia Lord, Mayor, Goodyear
Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor, Litchfield Park
Ed Honea, Mayor, Marana

John Giles, Mayor, Mesa
Greg Mengarelli, Mayor, Prescott
Gail Barney, Mayor, Queen Creek
W.J. "Jim" Lane, Mayor, Scottsdale
Sandy Moriarty, Mayor, Sedona
Daryl Seymore, Mayor, Show Low
Rick Mueller, Mayor, Sierra Vista
Mark Mitchell, Mayor, Tempe
Bob Rivera, Mayor, Thatcher
Anna Tovar, Mayor, Tolleson
Regina Romero, Mayor, Tucson

League President Christian Price called the meeting to order at 11:43 a.m.
1. REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF LEAGUE PROPERTY
CORPORATION
Mayor Bob Rivera moved to approve the minutes of the May 10, 2019 League Property Corporation
meeting; Mayor Daryl Seymore seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
2. PROPERTY CORPORATION BUDGET FOR 2020-2021
Mayor Gail Barney moved to approve the FY21 Property Corporation Budget as recommended by the
Budget Subcommittee; Mayor Kevin Hartke seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
3. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Mayor Bob Rivera moved to elect the League Executive Committee officers and members as officers and
board of directors for the Property Corporation; Mayor Douglas Nicholls seconded the motion and it
carried unanimously.

Seeing no further business, President Christian Price asked for a motion to adjourn the Property
Corporation Meeting at 11:50 a.m.
Vice President Cathy Carlat moved to approve to adjourn the Property Corporation Meeting at 11:50
a.m.; Mayor Regina Romero seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.

PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021

Agenda Item #7

Property Corporation Budget for 2021-2022

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

Mayor Greg Mengarelli, Budget Subcommittee Chairman; Tom Belshe

Attachment:

FY 2021-2022 Recommended Budget and Budget Narrative

Action Requested:

Approval

2021-2022 Property Corporation Budget
PROPOSED
Expected
FY 2021

Over /
(Under)

PROPOSED
FY 2022

129,696

129,696

0

129,696

10,000

10,000

---

10,000

35

15

(20)

35

2,300

1,000

(1,300)

2,300

142,031

140,711

(1,320)

142,031

EXPENDITURES
Accounting and Auditing
Capital Outlay
Insurance

7,600
21,000
6,500

7,570
20,000
6,376

(30)
(1,000)
(124)

7,600
21,000
6,500

Maintenance Services/Agreements

38,000

36,967

(1,033)

41,000

5,000

2,804

(2,196)

5,000

Repairs and Maintenance

12,000

6,895

(5,105)

12,000

Utilities

24,000

22,247

(1,753)

24,000

114,100

102,859

(11,241)

117,100

$27,931

$37,852

$9,921

$24,931

Beginning Fund Balance

$128,356

$128,356

Ending Fund Balance

$156,287

$166,208

REVENUES
Rental Income
Building Improvement Fund
Interest
Miscellaneous
TOTAL REVENUES

Operating Expenses

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

Budget
FY 2021

$166,208
$9,921

$191,139

PROPERTY CORPORATION FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022
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
Arizona Mirror (Room 105)
9,600
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
Plus taxes
696
Total $129,696
BUILDING IMPROVEMENT FUND: The League contributes $10,000 into a fund to save for future building improvements.
INTEREST: The Property Corporation’s funds are invested in a high balance savings account. A total of $35 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 $2,300.
TOTAL REVENUES

$142,031

EXPENDITURES
ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING: A total of $7,600 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 $6,500.
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 $41,000.
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 $24,000.
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$117,100

PROPERTY CORPORATION MEETING
Friday, May 14, 2021

Agenda Item #8

Annual Election of Officers

Summary:

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

Responsible Person:

President Cathy Carlat

Action Requested:

Approval

Additional Informational Materials
Not Part of the Agenda
League Budget Report
Property Corporation Budget Report

League of Arizona Cities & Towns
FY 2020-2021 Budget vs. Actual
July 2020 through March 2021
Jul '20 - Mar 21
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 · Affiliate Group Contribution
4010 · Dues
4020 · Miscellaneous
4016 · Partnership Programs
4030 · Risk Pool
4035 · Seminars & Meetings
4040 · Interest Income
Total Income
Expense
5005 · Annual Conference (Expense)
5010 · Benefits
5015 · Capital Outlay
5030 · Equipment Rental & Maintena...
5035 · Executive Committee
5050 · Insurance
5055 · Postage & Shipping
5057 · PR & Communications
5060 · Printing
5065 · Professional Services
5065-1 · Accounting Services
5065-3 · Legal Services
5065-2 · Contract Lobbying & Cons...

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

80,470.80
1,875,056.00
7,312.18
29,047.21
123,467.28
18,445.00

137,950.00
1,875,056.00
14,000.00
55,000.00
160,000.00
40,000.00

-57,479.20
0.00
-6,687.82
-25,952.79
-36,532.72
-21,555.00

58.3%
100.0%
52.2%
52.8%
77.2%
46.1%

2,627.48

55,000.00

-52,372.52

4.8%

2,136,425.95

2,337,006.00

-200,580.05

91.4%

1,657.39
377,957.88

20,000.00
547,000.00

-18,342.61
-169,042.12

8.3%
69.1%

7,638.52

10,000.00

-2,361.48

76.4%

7,401.54
0.00
4,674.44
2,471.43
36,500.00
2,707.08

9,000.00
8,000.00
9,000.00
6,000.00
51,000.00
10,000.00

-1,598.46
-8,000.00
-4,325.56
-3,528.57
-14,500.00
-7,292.92

82.2%
0.0%
51.9%
41.2%
71.6%
27.1%

35,823.61
27,360.50
152,780.00

48,000.00
12,000.00
165,000.00

-12,176.39
15,360.50
-12,220.00

74.6%
228.0%
92.6%

215,964.11

225,000.00

-9,035.89

96.0%

78,750.00
1,079,919.58
2,527.92

105,000.00
1,450,000.00
48,000.00

-26,250.00
-370,080.42
-45,472.08

75.0%
74.5%
5.3%

5085 · Subscriptions & Dues
5090 · Supplies

56,103.95
15,761.36

63,000.00
38,000.00

-6,896.05
-22,238.64

89.1%
41.5%

5095 · Telecommunications
5100 · Travel
5115 · Prop Corp-Bldg Improvement ...

18,399.25
654.64
0.00

24,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00

-5,600.75
-19,345.36
-10,000.00

76.7%
3.3%
0.0%

1,909,089.09

2,653,000.00

-743,910.91

72.0%

227,336.86

-315,994.00

543,330.86

-71.9%

227,336.86

-315,994.00

543,330.86

-71.9%

Total 5065 · Professional Services
5070 · Rent
5071 · Salaries
5075 · Seminars and Meetings

Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

Property Corporation

FY 2020-2021 Budget vs. Actual
July 2020 through March 2021
Jul '20 - Mar 21
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4003 · Building Improvement Fund
4000 · Rental Income
4005 · Miscellaneous
4010 · Interest

Budget

$ Over Budget

% of Budget

0.00
91,814.80
0.00
10.96

10,000.00
119,400.00
1,500.00
50.00

-10,000.00
-27,585.20
-1,500.00
-39.04

0.0%
76.9%
0.0%
21.9%

Total Income

91,825.76

130,950.00

-39,124.24

70.1%

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

29,607.43
17,342.35
6,723.61
1,974.42
6,030.00
3,188.00
0.00

35,000.00
34,000.00
12,000.00
5,000.00
7,400.00
5,500.00
21,000.00

-5,392.57
-16,657.65
-5,276.39
-3,025.58
-1,370.00
-2,312.00
-21,000.00

84.6%
51.0%
56.0%
39.5%
81.5%
58.0%
0.0%

Total Expense

64,865.81

119,900.00

-55,034.19

54.1%

26,959.95

11,050.00

15,909.95

244.0%

26,959.95

11,050.00

15,909.95

244.0%

Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

