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MEMORANDUM

TO: County Supervisors and Senior County Staff
FROM: CSA Staff

DATE: August 22, 2011

SUBJECT: Summit Proposals Submitted

Attached is the list of proposals as submitted to CSA for consideration at the Sixth
Annual CSA Legislative Summit in Navajo County, Arizona from October 3 — 5, 2011.
As always, the state’s budgeting process and its negative impact on counties remains
the single most important issue faced by CSA. Working with other county staff and
colleagues to prevent and mitigate those deleterious effects of the budget process on all
county operations is our top priority. Other legisiative will be addressed to the extent it's
practicable to pursue them.

Each legislative proposal will be further analyzed and, if appropriate, circulated to
stakeholders for comment in preparation for consideration at the summit.

As you review these proposals, we would encourage you all to speak to your colleagues
and professional staff, both in your county and in the other counties, to understand their
proposals and to get feedback on any proposals you may have offered. If CSA staff can
be of any assistance or answering any questions about these proposals leading up to
the Summit, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Sixth Annual Legislative Summit
Hosted by Navajo County
October 3 - 5, 2011
Hon Dah Resort, Navajo County, AZ
http://www.countysupervisors.org/CSAevents/

If you should have any questions, please feel free to call Todd Madeksza at (602) 452-
4504.

Enc.

1905 W. Washington Street « Suite 100 » Phoenix, Arizona 85009
(602) 252-5521 = Fax (602) 253-3227
www.countysupervisors.org




110%/61,/80

Aunoy aswyoo) :Kyunoy) Surmpiugng

"$$3[ 10 000‘SZT JO 3Im sanaunod ut ssafojduwa
o1qnd £q uonINIISU09 10y S[qISI[a alk jey
s193(01d UONONIISUOD 10] 000'06T$ 03 000'SS WO}
sded uonINIISU0D JDTIISIP [0.13U0I POO[ ASLAIIU]
S04 4of sdp) uoINISUo;) asiny

Auno) ouiuodo) :Auno) Funyrugng
"JOLIISIP [03U0D poo]) pa[[o.3uod-Aunod

e y3noJy3 saniAnoe [013u0d pooy ul padelua
uaym saafojda A3unod pue JoLNISIP [0.13U0D
pooj} ‘Ayunos sy3j 03 UCHEIYIUWSPUL IPIAOLJ
SADA 40f Gruwapu]

Auno) [euld :Auno) Summugng

‘sannp uopensuiwpe urejdpooy

dn saa1d Appusanbasqns pue SUOISIIIP 3SA) SOYEW
‘1ojensiurwpe utedpooyj e se sunoe Aiedounu
313 UayM ‘SIS0D 3DUEBUIIUIEW SB [ons ‘syoedulr
w.a3-3uo] 103 Ayjiqisuodsal fediunu AJie)
Qupqisuodsay wodpooyy

51911151 [0.13U0) poo[]

Ayuno) aseyoy :Ayuno) Sumrugng

"Auo[aj e se

palisse[d aq p[nom jnesse asoym dnoas aarsnjour
811 01 s1eBueRY YIed pPue sI9puUaja(] d[qNd PPY
sdabupy yapd /siapuafaq syqnd

£uno) asiyoo) :Aiunoy Sumiwgng
"901JJ0 S JJLISYS & Y3lm 19151801 03 paamnbal
3Je1el]) SI9PUIJJO Xas 10] s93) Sutioyiuowt ydopy

saapuaffp xas
A19jeS 21[qNd /1ud uIadIojuy Me

Auno) saeyoly :Auno) Suniiwugng

90UUss [epuajod B

se ‘el saatem J0jnoasold B uaym [9SUNOD ISUIJIP
1uesipur Ausp 03 AJUN0D B MO[[e 0 2313E}S a8Ueyn
SaSUB[J( UOLIDLBIADIUI-UON

Ayunoy aaeyopy :fyunon Sumnugng
"[25unoa pioyge 10

TI 19s51j0 01 1[Iqe U aALY 01 1IN0 a1} Aq pauIULIIap

aJde Jey) S[ENPIAIPUI WO [asUnod pajutodde
Jo 51500 dnooau 03 £3edes s Ayunoo sy puedxy
saluo asuafaq uabipuy fo juswdnoiay

Auno) aaeyoly :AHuno) Sumruugng

‘s[iel &4unod Aueur
o1 ut a[ge[iear A[Jus.LInd 30U 31k yoIiym ‘swerdoud
aaneljiqeyatl pue onnadessyy Suipnoul
‘sweadord pojepuewt AJ10INje}S  aNURUOD

01 poamnboi aie sanunod Jayoym AJLE[) e
"WITe[d JUaWasinquiiad

e s59004d 03 Juswadinbai Aep-g¢ ayy aseatdu] e
$A3unoo ay) 1o 93e3s JIm — S3l[ Seqewul

ay) Aq swirepo 1oy AI[Igel] 919ym SUIUIULISI( e
‘s1auosrid auios 15ea]
. e daay Aew Aunoo e J1.10 ) 2y 01 SIRWU]
6 payienb (e puas 01 Aunod oYy sa1ediqo

Juewsaide UE UoNS O0jul SULIDIUD JOTRAUMAY e

:9.1e SUONEBILIE[D

pasodoad a3 Suowry "€70z-710Z Ul Yiys Jauosud

21e1s pasodoud a1y 03 suoneayLIep ajdnnpy

sa13unoy

9 ay3 09 IJ1ys 1auosLid ay3 Jo uonnuawaduly AfLio))

Auno) saeyopy :fyuno) Fumrugng

‘Anedpiunuw ayy £q audoq

§1500 913 uI sjuesiem [edpiunw uo sisalie Aouage

” JUAWAI0JUS ME[ J0J SIS0D UOIB122.18IUL PN[IU]

57507 UOIIDL3IADIU] [pdIIunpy

Auno) aaeyoly :Aiuno) Sumiwgng

"A3Unod B UM SaNI[I08) [eIDTpN] JO a0UBUSIUTEW
puUe U0[INIISUO0I 313 03 “AJUNOI Y} Ul SI910A

3yl pue SOF 2143 Y30q Jo 9304 & Aq ‘pajedipsp
wISTueY2a W 12113s1p Suixe) A1epuodas e ysiqelisy
3214351 san1oD,] [p1oIpnf

Aunoy ofeaeN :Ayuno) Bumruqng

‘sAep 081 03 sann{ pueis [puedwsa 03 payyrwaad
9.k S9IIUNOD SABP JO JaqUUNU 3 3SeaIIU]

Aunf pupan

53Ino)

T918(] 03 poAladay SUOISSIWANS JANE[SISI]

"[013U0D [EJ0] PUE ALI0ANE pleoq

YsIurwip 10 30113591 03 s310jj2 asodd spasu
[e20] 323w 0] suopetado adeuew A[@1er1dosdde
0] AIBSS909U SONILIOYINE [BISY PUE dABLSIUILIPE
Ajunoo aoueaApe pue 1033014 ‘SILIOYINY [€I0]

“ANIqIxay
pue Jara1 ansand 9s1xa syoedwi adaypy e
fadeD) 9OV / SOLTV JO 9JBYS Pasealdu] e
‘Burpuny £yunoo 03 payiys saniqisuodsal
b4 weasord pue aAnENSIUTWIPE 911
{UOISIDAIP ANUIAIL POIBYS 9JBIS o
SYIYS I2UOSLIJ INPY @
J3pN[2UL SIBAIY], 'SINUIAII JO UOISIIAIP
pue s)iys onewwesdoad/3soo ayeys uisoddo
Aq A1iqeureysns [eosy £1unood 3093014 198png

ORI AJT[0g 9[dULIg pasodoTd VS TT0¢

uone.IapIsuo) 10j syesodoad % sanss| IANE[SIST VS) 7107

Mgt IR DD § §
s10S1IA19dNS AJuno) @



L106/61/80

Ajuno) ouluodo) :Auno) sumugng

"A3UN02 3} UTYIIM S2IP[IM JO HSLI

9[qeUOSESI B SI 3J13Y) UM ST} SULINp SHI0Maly
Jo ates oy 11quyoad 03 AJI[IE 33 SIIUNOD JAID)

SHLIOMBIL] 77

Aunoy asiyoo) :Aqunon Sumrugng

'$89[10 0Q0’S T Jo uonendod e yjim sapuNod
ur seafoduwa o1iqnd £q uononnsuod Joj a[qidie
aJe jeq) s309(oad uononIsUD | [BIUOZLIOY,, 10]
000°05Z$ 03 sded UOIINIISUO0D € I[IL], 9SEIIIU]
Buipping ppoy 1of sdpy) uonaniisuoy) asva.ouj

Aunoy as1yoson :Ajuno) Sumrugng

911321 A3 uaym no pred Apuaiind aie jeyy
asou ym Jjo prej Sulaq saafojdwe asoyy apnjul
03 synoAed aAea[-¥21S SUIUI2A08 SINIEIS pUIWY
5In0AD 94D T-HIIS

Auno) eumny :Qjuno) Sumwgng

'slopuaa

[e20] 03 @2ua.19)9.1d awos I9jjo 03 SapUN0D JuLtad
01 2yn3els Sulppiq aannadurod £junod puawy
|p207 Ang

funoy ewing :Auno) Sumiugng

"a1ea xe) ajeridoadde oY) aUIULISIOP

01 Uoljen|eA passasse A[nf ayj} asn 03 SeRUNOD
MO[[e 01 a3n3e)s syrul| £a9] xey £A11adoad puswy
suonvnlpy passassy Anf

Auno) ouruosoy) :fyunoy umruqgng

'SOUIL) [9ABL) 03 anp

9ZeJUBADESIp E JE BUOZLIY [BINI Ul 95043 Ind Aewr
[oIym ‘S3D0[q INOY-aUu0 0] UO[EINPS [BIIUYDID}
JO sjuapnIs 1w 383 syuawaambal ajels puaury

T&

0z

6l

81

S{00]g WOO0ISSBI) hQrm—rm.\\ e

£uno) [euld :Auno) Sumugng

‘sjuaadinbal uonnaduwod ay) Sutaoural

moyam ‘9o1ad aseal aiej e auruIRlep 03 [esieaddy,
JUSLIND 3Y3 JO pEsISUl  SISA[eUY 193 Ie]y, aIInbay
S[204bd [jowis 1of syuswiadinbay psivaddy

Auno) aaeyoly :£1uno) Sumiugng
‘sjudwaainbal sweIaW} PUR UOREIUIWNIOP
‘uoneIynou 0 Sjuswpuawe Jurpnpour ,‘s1ysry
Jo [[ig A1ojemday,, 9yl Se umouy A[uowwod
‘865T14dS S,U0ISsas 1Se[ 03 suoneayLiep ajdnmpy
SIYB1Y fo 1ig Liopnbay, 8651 Af1ap)

Auno) redeaey :fjuno) Sumiugng

'S.10309.11p

Jo paeoq pajosle Apuapuadapul ue Aq paosejdal
9q Aeuwl SO B 210YM WISIUBYDAW B YSI[EISO
puUE 101051 JusWdA0Id W JUSWAIURYUS PEOY
10J JUSWILIZA0S JO ULIOJ 81e1LId)[E Uk YSI[qeIsy
SI0143S1(J JUAWAACLAW ] JUSWBIUDYUT PDOY

Auno) aaeyoy :Qyuno) Sumiwgng

"|djo

pa1edeA £31) UM 10 21O Y003 [BIDIJJO pajiala
a1 uaym M.aed sy sueaw , A11ed [eonijod swes,
10U 10 J3UJaYM J9A0 UOISNJU0D SSaIppe A[oanoeoly
A4 [p21Ij0d FWDS,

Auno) aseyoly :Lyunon Sumpiuigng

"S19pJ02al A3Unod 3y} YIm pajy

aq isnur sjuatuliedsp snouea ul sanndap Ajunod
Jojuaunuiodde ayy jeyy Juswaimbal ayy saoway
alff S4ap1023Y 3Yy3 yum sbuijiy Juawiuioddy
SANEBIISIUIWIPY /TUSWILIIADY) [BIJUIN)

UoNeIdPIsuo) .10j sfesodo.ad B sanss| aANLR[SIST VS Z10Z

s10s1A13dNS A1Uno) @

9r

ST

I

4



O County Supervisors

2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Mohave County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal? Cleanup various antiquated sections of the ARS
which require the appointment of deputies in various county offices to be filed with the
Clerk and Recorder’s Office.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it. The current
requirement that the appointment of deputies be filed with the county recorder is
unnecessary and antiquated. It is not followed by many counties and where compliance
Is done, it creates an unnecessary workload on the recorders office. Failure to comply
could create challenges to the acts of deputies resulting in unnecessary legal challenges
and associated costs.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal? For
those counties where compliance is occurring, this will allow for the elimination of a
small, but recurring task within the recorders office and allow for a reduction in costs.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments? The attached version of the bill passed through the house
on a 60-0 vote before the bill became mired in amendments dealing with the County
Assessors property information storage and retrieval conversion and maintenance fund.
With amendments it failed in the Senate due to lack of votes (non-voting members at the
close of session). The County recorders and AACo were in support of this provision last
session.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

Dana P. Hlavac

Deputy County Manager
Criminal Justice Services

PO Box 7000

Kingman, AZ 86402-7000
928.753.0738
dana.hlavac@co.mohave.az.us

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521



O County Supervisors

2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Mohave County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal? Clarify ARS 16-230(A)(1) & (2) relative to the
meaning of “same political party as the person vacating the office”.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it. Currently this
provision governs the process for filling a vacancy in certain State and County offices.
Both sections 1 and 2 require that the individual appointed to fill the unexpired term be
‘of the same political party as the person vacating the office”. What is unclear is what
occurs If the person who is vacating was elected while registered under on e political
party, but switched parties after the election, but before vacating the office. Which party
affiliation must the successor have under that odd, but not unheard of circumstance?
This is a proactive fix to avoid an issue in the future. It is not important which way it is
written, just so long as it is wriften. Two alternatives solutions are offered for how this
particular statutory oversight can be clarified:

Option One — Define this to be the party of the elected person at the time they were
elected in the preceding general election.

Option Two — Define this to be the party of the elected person on the last day they
served in office.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

If anything the fiscal impact would be positive if litigation over the issue can be avoided
in the future.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

It would seem that most citizens would expect the party to be the party that the individual
was a member of at the preceding election. If so, there should be broad support for
clarification of the issue. Conversely, there are certainly those who might wish to be
able fo scheme to influence an individual who is ousted from office to switch parties as a
form of political payback prior to be removed from office in order to shift party power, but
all in all this is likely to be seen as underhanded and not worthy of addressing. It would
seem logical to select the first option and therefore have broad support.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

Dana P. Hlavac

Deputy County Manager
Criminal Justice Services

PO Box 7000

Kingman, AZ 86402-7000
928.753.0738
dana.hlavac@co.mohave.az.us

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521



0 County Supervisors

2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal? To create a statutory procedure for establishing an
alternate form of government for a county improvement district formed for the purpose of
enhancing roads or highways and maintaining enhancements (a “road enhancement
improvement district”), and a procedure for conversion of a road enhancement
improvement district governed by a board of supervisors sitting as the district board of
directors to a district governed by an independent elected board of directors.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it. Statutes currently in
effect provide for the establishment of a road improvement and maintenance district for
constructing or improving roads not built to county standards. Current statutes (ARS
§§48-1081-1088) also provide for an alternative form of government for road
improvement and maintenance districts which allow a board of supervisors to order
conversion of a district to one governed by an independent elected board of directors
after a public hearing conducted with at least 20 days’ notice mailed to owners of real
property located in the district. Under current statutes, a board of supervisors cannot
order the conversion of road enhancement improvement districts as such districts were
not formed for the purpose constructing or improving roads not built to county
standards.

The proposed legislation would grant road enhancement improvement districts the
same authority to establish an alternate form of government and to utilize the same
conversion process as is currently granted to other county improvement districts
including road improvement and maintenance districts, domestic water improvement
districts and domestic wastewater improvement districts. Specifically, it would authorize
a board of supervisors, in its discretion, with notice to affected property owners, to direct
that a district be governed by an independent elected board of supervisors. Road
enhancement improvement districts are created to address needs that are local, rather
than county-wide, in nature. This legislation would allow a board of supervisors, in
appropriate circumstances, to place the operating and fiscal responsibility for the local
activity under the direct supervision and control of those most directly benefitted by the
activity.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal? There
would be no impact on state budgets. Impacts on county budgets would be limited.
There would be a reduction in staff time as required to prepare and process district
budgets and, as required, to provide ancillary services that would become the
responsibility of the district following conversion.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments? County improvement districts cannot be established
unilaterally be a board of supervisors. Such districts, including road enhancement
improvement districts, can be established only upon petition of a majority of persons
owning real property or the owners of 51% or more of the real property in the district.
This requirement ensures substantial local support for creation of the district and

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 254-5521



assumption of the financial obligations attendant to the purposes for which the district
would be formed. While there may be some petitioners who would prefer that oversight
of the district be retained by the board of supervisors, it is reasonable to expect that
those directly benefitted by the district’'s activities should be willing and prepared to
exercise the oversight and management functions attendant to receipt of those benefits.
Most, if not all, of those supporting the establishment of a district would likely prefer
localized governance. Since this legislation would authorize the board of supervisors to
direct that a district be governed by an independent elected board, the only foreseeable
opposition would come from those who wish to avoid this responsibility.

. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-354



O County Supervisors

2012 Leqislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal?
Added clarifications to ARS 11-1601 thru 1610, as approved in 2011 Senate B ill 1598.

Incorporation of proposed changes (below) to issues found within ARS 11-1601 thru 1610, as
approved in 2011 Senate Bill 1598

Study of complex issues found within ARS 11-1601 thru 1610, as approved in 2011 Senate Bill
1598.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

While SB 1598 was intended to help the regulated community, it has many unintended
consequences that need to be studied and/or clarified in the statute.

1. 11-1602.A.4: Requires licensing time frames added to any new ordinance or regulation
requiring a license within county. Would the licensing time frames apply only to those
functions not delegated by the state? The functions that are delegated already have specific
licensing time frames in rule.

NEEDS CLARIFICATION/Proposed solution: make clear within language that the
licensing time frames apply only to pregrams NOT delegated by the State.

2. 11-1603.B: Requires that the regulatory bill of rights be given at every inspection and that a
signature is obtained. The Environmental Health Division (EHD) conducted over 4500
inspections in regulated facilities in FY10. If the inspectors now need to explain the bill of
rights and obtain a signature, this will significantly increase inspection time, and therefore,
permit fees, in order to conduct this function.

Proposed change: Allow regulators to obtain a signature from the regulated person at the
time of permit issuance and require regulators to send (either via mail or electronically) a
copy of the regulatory bill of rights to each establishment on a yearly basis. This will save
time and hopefully prevent the increase of fees.

3. 11-1603.B: Requires that the regulatory bill of rights be given at every inspection. Many
premises hold more than one permit with EHD. Will this section require a separate bill of
rights to be reviewed and signed for each permit the establishment holds (e.g. grocery
stores often hold more than one permit) as each permitted establishment requires a
separate inspection.

NEEDS CLARIFICATION/Proposed solution: Allow County to issue one regulatory bill of
rights when more than one inspection is conducted at one establishment.

4. 11-1603.E.4: The County may provide the regulated p erson an opportunity to correct
deficiencies unless the county determines the deficiencies are.....a risk to any person, the
public health, safety or welfare or the environment. All of our violations fall under Section

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 234-3521



E.4. Does this mean the county can determine the period of time in which the violation must
be corrected?

NEEDS CLARIFICATION/Proposed solution: Make clear that the County may determine
the time period in which the violation must be corrected if the violation falls within this
section.

. 11-1603.H: Requires at least once a month after commencement of an inspection the

county to provide the regulated pe rson with an update on the status of any county action
resulting from an inspection of the regulated person. We presume this section is talking
about any enforcement action resulting from an inspection of a regulated facility. The
requirement to provide the regulated person with a monthly update will increase staff time
on cases and therefore, permit fees.

NEEDS TO BE STUDIED/Proposed solution: Instead of the County providing unsolicited
updates to the regulated person, require the County to provide updates within a specified
time frame to the regulated person upon request. This will cut staff time/resources, and
therefore, fees.

11-1603.H: A county is not required to provide an update after the regulated person is
notified that no action will result from the inspection or after the completion of county action
resulting from an inspection. If the requirement is for the county to formally inform the
regulated person that no enforcement action will result after each inspection or to inform the
person in a formal action that the case has been completed, this may require reprinting all
inspection forms, increase in staff time, increasing fees.

NEEDS TO BE STUDIED/Proposed solution: Clarify that the County does not need to
notify the regulated person after each inspection, but only when an enforcement action
(aside from follow-up inspections) has been tak en and is complete.

11-1604.A: This section states that a general grant of authority does not constitute a basis
for imposing a licensing requirement or condition unless the author ity specifically authorizes
the requirement or condition. Some ordinances use language in Title 11. Will this
automatically repeal any ordinances that have been approved using “gene ral language?”
Who makes that determination? s this law retroactive?

NEEDS CLARIFICATION/Proposed solution: Clarify whether this section applies to
existing ordinances

11-1605.G: This section allows only one comprehensive request for additional information
during the substantive review period, forcing the county to deny an application if the correct
information is not received or the de ficiency isn’t corrected after the first request. This will be
detrimental to the applicant as it will force them to re-apply and pay for permit fees again.

NEEDS TO BE STUDIED/Proposed Solution: Allow more than one request for additional
information in order to protect the regulated person from denial of an application after one
request without needing a formal agreement between the County and the regulated person.

11-1610: Exemptions section does not include an exemption for temporary events. For
example, according to the re gulatory bill of rights, the EHD would be required to give all
inspection rights to each temporary food booth. This will double the time at each facility and
therefore, increase fees.

Proposed solution: include temporary events (those lasting less than 14 days) in
exemptions from this rule. :

For more information contact the County Supervisors \ssociation at (602) 252-3321



C. Whatis the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

Changes to this piece of legislation should help the county budgets as well as the budgets of the
regulated community. The amount of work involved in the requirements of this bill will increase
staff time, and therefore, cause an increase in fees to the regulated community as it is an
unfunded mandate.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’ and
affiliates’ comments?

SB 1598 seemed to have wide support within the legislature. It was proposed and approved in
order to protect the regulated community from unfair treatment by regulators. The problems as
outlined above will result in increased administrative time, increased inspection time (time spent
by both the regulators and the permit holders), revision and reprinting of policies/procedures
and forms, and therefore, increased permit and service fees to the regulated community. The
proposal outlined above would allow the regulated community to be notified, and still supports
the spirit and intent of what this legislation was meant to accomplish, but without a significant
increase to County staff time.

If the regulated community realized the consequences of SB 1598 as approved, the belief is
they would support the proposed changes.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone, email and
other relevant information)?

Rachel Patterson

Environmental Health Manager

Mohave County Department of Public Health
(928) 757-0901
rachel.patterson@co.mohave.az .us

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5541



O County Supervisors

2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal?
Add the following language to ARS 11-256 B

“The Board may lease real property valued at five thousand dollars or less after
the value has been estimated and justified by a market analysis based on
comparable sales”

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

This is needed to simplify leasing if the value of the land is to be leased is less
than $5,000. Current statutes require hiring an appraiser to determine the value of
the land. Ground leases typically generate revenues worth 6-12% of the land
value. An appraisal costs $2,000 to $2,500. Current statutes create a situation
where it will take several years to just recoup the costs of the appraisal. Very
small parcels could reach the end of the lease period and never recoup the costs
of the appraisal.

C. What s the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

This will simplify the process to lease, and will save county budgets money. This
will not remove the requirement for a public auction.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

There is no known opposition to this suggestion.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?
Greg Stanley, 520-866-6418, Gregory.Stanley@pinalcountyaz.gov

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 250-5521



O County Supervisors

2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal?

To change the Arizona primary property tax levy limits statutes to allow for use of
July assessed values in determining the appropriate tax rate.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

Currently, Arizona counties are required to utilize assessed values transmitted by
the county assessors in February of each tax year in the calculation of the
appropriate tax rate to meet levy needs. Budgets are adopted, and truth in
taxation hearings held, in reliance on the February assessed value numbers. In
July, county assessors transmit up to date assessed value numbers; however,
counties are precluded from using those numbers. If the assessed value declines,
less property tax revenue will be collected because the tax rate has already been
fixed. In the case of a negative collection, the Property Tax Oversight
Commission will not consider allowing an adjustment to the budgeted tax rate
unless the difference exceeds three percent (3%).

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

In Fiscal year 2011, Yuma County’s primary property tax levy was $650,000 less
than the amount adopted in the annual budget. Because the amount was less
than three percent (3%) of the total levy amount, no adjustment would have been
considered. Had the July assessed values been used in the adoption of the tax
rate, the rate could have been adjusted to meet the budgeted levy need.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

IFor more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521



E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

Robert Pickels
(928) 373-1010
robert.pickels@yumacountyaz.gov

FFor more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521
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A. What is the legislative proposal?

To change the county competitive bidding evaluation criteria and allow for
preference to be given to local vendors.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

Currently, competitive bids are required for purchases of supplies, materials,
equipment and contractual services with an estimated value in excess of $50,000.
Awards are made “to the responsible bidder whose bid conforms to the invitation
and whose bid is the most advantageous to the county concerning price,
conformity to the specifications and other factors.” The Yuma County Attorney
has concluded that “other factors” cannot include a preference for local vendors.

The Yuma County Chamber of Commerce has incorporated the national “buy
locally” campaign into its mission. The municipalities within Yuma County have
adopted policies, through their charter authority, establishing a preference for
local vendors. Yuma County is supportive of the “buy locally” campaign, but
does not have the existing statutory authority to include such an option in its
purchasing policy, which is outlined in A.R.S. § 11-254.01. Amending the
authorizing statute to permit local preference would provide for this option.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

It is possible that giving preference to local vendors could result in a higher
expenditure of county funds for a particular procurement; but, the benefit will lie
in the local tax dollars that fund the procurement being retained within the county.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

We know that Yuma County’s legislative delegation has been deluged by the
Chamber and our municipalities with requests for Yuma County to pursue the
option of giving local preference.



E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone
email and other relevant information)?

Robert Pickels, County Administrator
198 S. Main St.

Yuma, Arizona 85634

(928) 373-1010
robert.pickels@yumacountyaz.gov

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521
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2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. Whatis the legislative proposal?

AR.S. 38-615 (A) currently limits a county ability to pay out employees accumulated sick leave upon
their retirement only. We propose the statute allow the counties to pay out sick leave on in the event
of a lay off as well as upon retirement.

38-615. Payment for accumulated sick leave; requirements: limits: definition

A.  An office or employee of this state, subject to legislative appropriation, or an office or employee of
a county, subject to authorization by the board of supervisors, is eligible, on retirement or upon lay off,
to receive benefits as follows:

1. An officer or employee who has at least five hundred but less than seven hundred fifty hours of sick
leave is entitled to receive payments equal to twenty-five percent of the officer's or employee's salary
at the officer's or employee's current hourly rate for each hour of accumulated sick leave.

2. An officer or employee who has at least seven hundred fifty but less than one thousand hours of
sick leave is entitled to receive payments equal to thirty-three per cent of the officer's or employee's
salary at the officer's or employee's current hourly rate for each hour of accumulated sick leave.

3. An officer or employee who has at least one thousand hours of sick leave is entitled to receive
payments equal to fifty per cent of the officer's or employee's salary at he officer's or employee's
current hourly rate for each hour of accumulated sic leave not to exceed one thousand five hundred
hours of accumulated sick leave.

B. In order to be eligible to receive payments pursuant to subsection A of this section as pertains to
retirement.

1. An officer or employee must establish a retirement date not later than thirty-one days after
termination of employment by qualifying with an authorized retirement system or plan of this state.

2. The retirement date must be effective not later than thirty-one days after termination of
employment.

3. An officer or employee shall elect retirement benefits that are defined not later than thirty-one days
after termination of employment.

C. An officer or employee who receives payments as provided in subsection A of this section shall
not receive more than thirty thousand dollars.

D. If an officer or employee receives payments pursuant to subsection A of this section, the officer or
employee shall be paid the amount due the officer or employee either in a lump sum or in installments
over a three year period.

E. If an officer or employee dies before the officer or employee receives the payment due to the
officer or employee or if an office or employee is eligible for normal retirement but has not retired at
the time of the officer's or employee's death, the officer's or employee's beneficiary is entitled to
receive the balance due to the officer or employee in a lump sum.

F. Notwithstanding any other law:

1. The cash value of the sick leave credit pursuant to subsection A of this section shall not be used to
compute the average salary.

2. The payment authorized by this section for accumulated sick leave is not salary or compensation
for the purposes of making retirement contributions or computing any pension benefit.

3. The sick leave must be available for use by the officer or employee at the time of termination of
employment. This section does not apply to previously forfeited sick leave.

G. This section applies to an officer or employee of this state or a county who is eligible to participate
in the Arizona state retirement system as provided in chapter 5, article 2 of this title, in the public
safety personnel retirement system as provided in chapter 5, article 4 of this title, in the corrections
officer retirement plan as provided in chapter 5, article 6 of this title or in an optional retirement
pregram established by the Arizona board of regents pursuant to section 15-1628.

H. This section applies retroactively to July 1, 1998 to an officer or employee of a university under
the jurisdiction of the Arizona board of regents who participates in a federal retirement system, except

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 254-3521



that this section does not apply to a participant in a federal retirement system if the participant
receives and sick leave payment from the federal government.

|. This section applies only to officers or employees of this state or a county whose compensation
regulations provide for a forfeiture of sick leave cn retirement or lay off.

J. For the purposes of this section, "hourly rate" means an officer's or employee's hourly salary on
retirement, excluding overtime pay and pay for unused annual leave.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

The economic downturn continues with no recovery in sight. This downturn has permeated the public
sector from the state level on down. The counties have been particularly hard hit which has resulted
in a much reduced work force. Despite this much reduced work force, we remain committed to
continue to provide excellent service to our constituents. By allowing counties the opportunity to pay
out accumulated sick leave to employees upon lay off, as well as retirement, it would provide an
incentive for employees to not use their accrued sick time prior to their separation from service which
would enable the county to continue to provide effective and efficient service to the public it serves.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

Fiscal impact could be significant depending upon whether sick time has been used/paid out or
accumulated by the employee prior to lay off.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

No analysis has been made at this time.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

Michael J. Ortega, County Administrator

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-53521



Comnty Supervisors Associntion of Arizom

2010 Legslative Policy Statement

A. What is the legislative proposal?

Increase Title 34 Force Account work limitation to $250K and index it to keep pace with inflation for
counties with a population of 175,000 or less.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

Costs for construction (material in particular) have escalated substantially over the past few years. The
present limit (approx. $190K) is insufficient to properly upgrade even one mile of dirt/gravel road to a
dust free (double chipseal) surface with reasonable attention to earthwork and related site specific
conditions for safety. Raising the limit to $250K would provide the flexibility to utilize County forces for
small projects such as these and still have a reasonable project length. We need the flexibility, as there
are a severely. limited number of qualified heavy construction (i.e. Public Works) contractors in the
outlying rural areas. Very small projects are hardly worth mobilizing for (for the firms who specialize in
this sort of work, typically with office/yards/ plants in Tucson or Phoenix). By essentially ‘requiring’ us
to use a contractor for small projects, the taxpayers/citizens are ultimately disadvantaged (and the limited
public dollars don’t go as nearly far as they could/should). We can do a mile of road betterment for
significantly less than what it would take to contract for the same work. With the population threshold
noted above, this would really help the smaller counties that have trouble getting contractors to bid on
projects.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?

Limited County funds (for betterments) will go almost twice as far as they would if the same work must
be contracted.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’” and affiliates’
comments?

Uncertain — this may face resistance from AGC and others; however, there may be some sympathy for the
rural areas/counties, as they realize that we are really strapped financially and have a very limited number
of contractors to ‘access’.

E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone, email and
other relevant information)?

Patricia Morris, Deputy Director and Acting Director
Cochise County Highway & Floodplain Dept.

1415 Melody Lane

Bisbee, AZ 85603

520-432-9300

pmorris@cochise.az.gov

For more mformation contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-3521

R/12/10
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2012 Legislative Policy Statement
7th Annual CSA Legislative Summit
Navajo County, AZ
October 3 - 5, 2011

A. What is the legislative proposal?

The legislation being proposed would provide counties with the ability to regulate the sale of
fireworks in the unincorporated areas of the county.

B. Describe the problem and explain how the proposal solves it.

In the 49" Regular Session, legislation was passed and signed into law that would allow the sale and
use of permissible consumer fireworks, unless otherwise regulated by a governing body. The statute
allowed an “incorporated city or town to regulate the use of permissible consumer fireworks within
its corporate limits,” but only allowed a “county to regulate the use of permissible consumer
fireworks 1n unincorporated areas when there is a reasonable risk of wildfires within the county.”

The statute, however, does not allow cities or counties to regulate the sale of fireworks. The current
statute has caused confusion, particularly when the use of permissible consumer fireworks is
banned in the unincorporated areas. In the summer of 2011, for example, the use of fireworks was
banned within the cities and in unincorporated areas of the county due to high fire danger. The
county, however, did not have the authority to regulate the sale of consumer fireworks.

C. What is the fiscal impact to the state or county budgets of the proposal?
The fiscal impact of this legislation not being pursued is the continuing threat of catastrophic

wildfire during high fire season and the cost of the firefighting and the continued costs of dealing
with the aftermath of wildfires.

D. What is the preliminary analysis of the political environment and stakeholders’
and affiliates’ comments?

Counties within Arizona may support this legislation.
E. Who is the primary county contact information for the proposal (name, phone,
email and other relevant information)?

Joanne Keene, Government Relations Director for Coconino County
Email: jkeene(@coconino.az.gov Phone: (928) 679-7134




Suggested Language:

36-1606. Consumer fireworks regulation; state preemption; further regulation of fireworks by local
Jurisdiction

The sale and use of permissible consumer fireworks are of statewide concern. The regulation of permissible
consumer fireworks pursuant to this article and their use is not subject to further regulation by a governing
body, except that an incorporated city or town may regulate the use of permussible consumer fireworks within
its corporate limits and a county may regulate the use AND SALE of permissible consumer fireworks within
the unincorporated areas of the county during times when there is a reasonable risk of wildfires in the
immediate county. This article dees not prohibit the imposition by ordinance of further regulations and
prohibitions on the sale, use and possession of fireworks other than permissible consumer fireworks by a
governing body. A governing body shall not permit or authorize the sale, use or possession of any fireworks
in violation of this article.

For more information contact the County Supervisors Association at (602) 252-5521
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