
           

WORK SESSION AGENDA
 

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION
TUESDAY
JANUARY 25, 2022
 

  COUNCIL CHAMBERS
211 WEST ASPEN AVENUE

3:00 P.M.
 

ATTENTION
IN-PERSON AUDIENCES AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS HAVE BEEN SUSPENDED UNTIL

FURTHER NOTICE  

All City Council Meetings are live streamed on the city's website 
(https://www.flagstaff.az.gov/1461/Streaming-City-Council-Meetings)

***PUBLIC COMMENT***
Verbal public comments may be given through a virtual public comment platform.

If you want to provide a verbal comment during the Council Meeting, use the link below to join the
virtual public comment room.

VIRTUAL PUBLIC COMMENT WAITING ROOM
 

Written comments may be submitted to publiccomment@flagstaffaz.gov. All comments submitted
via email will be considered written comments and will be documented into the record as such.

 
           

1. Call to Order

NOTICE OF OPTION TO RECESS INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION
 
Pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the City Council and
to the general public that, at this work session, the City Council may vote to go into executive
session, which will not be open to the public, for legal advice and discussion with the City’s
attorneys for legal advice on any item listed on the following agenda, pursuant to A.R.S.
§38-431.03(A)(3).

  

 

2. ROLL CALL
  
NOTE: One or more Councilmembers may be in attendance through other technological
means.
  
MAYOR DEASY
VICE MAYOR DAGGETT
COUNCILMEMBER ASLAN
COUNCILMEMBER MCCARTHY

COUNCILMEMBER SALAS
COUNCILMEMBER SHIMONI
COUNCILMEMBER SWEET

  

 

3. Pledge of Allegiance, Mission Statement, and Land Acknowledgement   

https://www.flagstaff.az.gov/1461/Streaming-City-Council-Meetings
http://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_OGU5OTBmZTUtMzZhMS00Zjk4LWI1NjItMjgxMWMwYmE3NmMy%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%225da727b9-fb88-48b4-aa07-2a40088a046d%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22092ff328-7f9a-4a81-ae2d-fba9ff4ca8ad%22%7d
mailto:publiccomment@flagstaffaz.gov


3. Pledge of Allegiance, Mission Statement, and Land Acknowledgement
  

MISSION STATEMENT
 

The mission of the City of Flagstaff is to protect and enhance the quality of life for all.

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
 

The Flagstaff City Council humbly acknowledges the ancestral homelands of this area’s
Indigenous nations and original stewards. These lands, still inhabited by Native descendants,
border mountains sacred to Indigenous peoples. We honor them, their legacies, their
traditions, and their continued contributions. We celebrate their past, present, and future
generations who will forever know this place as home.

  

 

4. Public Participation 

Public Participation enables the public to address the council about items that are not on the
prepared agenda. Public Participation appears on the agenda twice, at the beginning and at
the end of the work session. You may speak at one or the other, but not both. Anyone wishing
to comment at the meeting is asked to fill out a speaker card and submit it to the recording
clerk. When the item comes up on the agenda, your name will be called. You may address the
Council up to three times throughout the meeting, including comments made during Public
Participation. Please limit your remarks to three minutes per item to allow everyone to have an
opportunity to speak. At the discretion of the Chair, ten or more persons present at the meeting
and wishing to speak may appoint a representative who may have no more than fifteen
minutes to speak.

  

 

5. Review of Draft Agenda for the February 1, 2022 City Council Meeting
 
Citizens wishing to speak on agenda items not specifically called out by the City Council may
submit a speaker card for their items of interest to the recording clerk. 

  

 

6. Mountain Line 2021 Annual Report and Project Update
  Mountain Line has prepared an update for Flagstaff City Council on our transit programs

and projects.  The presentation will include a high-level review of system performance and
our financial data for FY2021.

 

7. End of Year Update on Minimum Wage and Office of Labor Standards
  Provide information to Council and obtain feedback and input on the management of the

Office of Labor Standards.
 

8. Discussion and Direction on Future Council Meetings
  Council direction concerning a return to hybrid Council Meetings
 

9. Discussion of Nuisance Noise Ordinance
  Receive direction on City of Flagstaff Nuisance Noise Ordinance
 



           

10. Lone Tree Overpass Project Update
 

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Present an intersection design update to City Council for the Lone Tree Overpass Project

and facilitate discussion. Staff is seeking direction on finalizing the intersection design.
 

11. THIS ITEM WILL OCCUR NO EARLIER THAN 5:30 P.M.

Museum Flood Project Updates
  For information only.
 

12. Public Participation   

 

13. Informational Items To/From Mayor, Council, and City Manager; future agenda item
requests 

  

 

14. Adjournment   

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING OF NOTICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at Flagstaff City Hall on                      ,
at                a.m./p.m. in accordance with the statement filed by the City Council with the City Clerk.

Dated this               day of                                       , 2022.

__________________________________________
Stacy Saltzburg, MMC, City Clerk
                                             



  6.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, City Clerk

Date: 01/20/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE:
Mountain Line 2021 Annual Report and Project Update

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Mountain Line has prepared an update for Flagstaff City Council on our transit programs and
projects.  The presentation will include a high-level review of system performance and our financial
data for FY2021.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
A full detailed annual report is available on our website: 
https://mountainline.az.gov/about-us/reports-plans/.

INFORMATION:

Attachments:  Cover Letter
Presentation

https://mountainline.az.gov/about-us/reports-plans/


  

 
 
MEETING DATE: January 25, 2022 
  
TO:               Flagstaff Mayor Deasy and Members of City Council 
  Flagstaff City Manager Greg Clifton 
 
FROM:             Heather Dalmolin, CEO and General Manager  
  

                           SUBJECT:                Annual Report and Update on Performance 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Mountain Line has prepared an update for Flagstaff City Council on our transit programs and projects.  
The presentation will include a high-level review of system performance and our financial data for 
FY2021.  A full detailed annual report is available on our website:  https://mountainline.az.gov/about-
us/reports-plans/.  Staff will be available to answer questions. 
 
 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  
 
     
Heather Dalmolin 
CEO and General Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

https://mountainline.az.gov/about-us/reports-plans/
https://mountainline.az.gov/about-us/reports-plans/




What is Mountain Line?
Arizona’s first Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority –

A political subdivision of the state

Member Agencies:



Route Map



Mountain Line Fleet

22
HYBRID-ELECTRIC

BUSES

6
HYBRID-ELECTRIC

ARTICULATED BUSES

8
PARATRANSIT 

VANS



Facilities

ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICE

3 SHOPS
1 BUS STORAGE 

FACILITY

CONNECTION
CENTERS

DOWNTOWN
FLAGSTAFF MALL

BUS STOPS: 164

BUS SHELTERS: 78



Community Support



20 Year History- COVID Impacts



Fixed Route Ridership



Expenses

8,641,737 
88%

1,076,521 
11%

15,751 
0%

56,168 
1%

37,586 
0%

Bus Paratransit/City Taxi Coconino Taxi Vanpool General Fund



Who Pays for Mountain Line?

Transit Tax , 
$3,708,459 

Passenger Fares , 
$275,201 

Other , 
$1,248,665 

Federal Funds , 
$7,229,994 

 Transit Tax  Passenger Fares  Other  Federal Funds

* This data is for FY2021.



Small Urban 
Apportionment, 

$(1,309,555)

Small Transit 
Intensive Cities 
(Competitive) *, 

$1,309,555 

Small Urban 
Competitive, 

$879,393 

ADOT Passthru 
(Comp Fed Funds), 

$1,318,313 

In 13 years, acquired $75,700,000 in competitive grants.

Federal Funding Breakdown

* 1 of 11 communities in the U.S. 
that receive all 6 STIC measures.



Transit Tax

City of Flagstaff Transit Tax –
29.5 cents on a $100 purchase.

Transit Tax 
Established

Transit Tax 
Increased

Transit Tax 
Renewed



Small Transit Intensive Cities

$3,325,790 

$2,342,917 

$1,180,742 

$822,722 $796,862 

$1,270,496 

$909,905 

$276,053 
$1,656,320 

235,557
461,088

2,097,814

102,540 19,298
 $-

 $500,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,500,000

 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000

 $3,000,000

 $3,500,000

Avondale Yuma*** Flagstaff Lake Havasu* Sierra Vista Prescott** Casa Grande

5307 Amount STIC Amount Boardings

*The City of Lake Havasu discontinued fixed-route transit in FY15 and now only provides curb-to-curb service
**Prescott did not have municipally-operated fixed-route transit in FY20
***Yuma boardings are from FY19, FY20 ridership was not available at time of publishing



Legislative Priorities

• State Funding
– Bill sponsored by Rep Blackman for $6M 

appropriation
– Assure state distributes transit infrastructure 

funds in timely fashion

• Federal
– Success on 3% set aside for STIC.
– Working with FTA on guidance related to new 

Infrastructure Bill



Programs

Mountain Line Paratransit
& Taxi Program

Services for people with 
disabilities who do not have the 

functional ability to ride fixed 
route buses.

Mountain Line Paratransit gives 
about 20,000 rides a year

The Taxi Program offsets the 
high cost of paratransit service 

and offers clients more 
flexibility.



Paratransit Ridership



City Taxi Ridership



Programs

Mountain Express

Seasonal service between 
Flagstaff and Arizona 
Snowbowl, funded by 

Arizona Snowbowl.

27,000 riders in the 
2018-2019 winter season.

Mountain Express is providing 
service to and from the Arizona 

Snowbowl every 20 minutes.



Programs

NAU EMPLOYEE
PARKING PASS

$465

ecoPASS program

Bulk discount transit 
pass program.

100,000 ecoPASS rides in 2018.

Average cost of the ecoPASS 
program is $40 per 

employee annually.



Programs

Technology

Transit app allows riders to 
track buses in real time.

Mobile ticketing and online pass 
reloading

See Say Now app for riders to 
report safety concerns in real 

time.



Impact of Transit

68% say Mountain Line is 
their only transportation.

of riders use Mountain 
Line to get to work.47%

20% of riders use Mountain 
Line to get to school.
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FLEET

Mountain Line adopted a 
Zero Emissions Bus Transition 
Plan to outline the necessary 

steps to transition to an 
electric fleet.

Received federal grant funding 
for the purchase of two zero 

emissions buses.
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• Addresses how best to provide and fund Mountain Line transit services.

• Results from a comprehensive technical evaluation and community 
feedback will create a framework for this plan.

• Various opportunities for public feedback throughout 2021 & 2022.

• Visit FlagstaffInMotion.com, review progress, and provide feedback!



Northern Arizona Healthcare Move

Annual Operating Costs:
• Variable: $1.444M

• Includes paratransit
• City services cover fixed admin

Attempt 80/20 grants
• Match $1,054,000
Mountain Line covers:
• $1,000,000 for spare
• Replacement costs

Capital Cost
Vehicles 4.00 $1,000,000 $4,000,000
New or Relocated Stops 8 $125,000 $1,000,000
Shelters/Amenities 9 $30,000 $270,000
New Technology
Priority Treatment
Infrastructure
Total $5,270,000

• 20 min frequency
• 4 buses



20th Anniversary



Thank You & Questions
hdalmolin@mountainline.az.gov



  7.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Chris Rhode, Management Analyst

Date: 01/19/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE:
End of Year Update on Minimum Wage and Office of Labor Standards

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Provide information to Council and obtain feedback and input on the management of the Office of
Labor Standards.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
This presentation is intended to provide Council with an overview of the work this office has conducted in
2021 and the work that it expects to undertake in 2022. The presentation is meant to be primarily
informational.

INFORMATION:
The Flagstaff Office of Labor Standards was created in 2017 following the passage of Proposition 414 by
the people of Flagstaff in the 2016 General Election. The Office is tasked with enforcing the City's
Minimum Wage Ordinance by providing documents to employers and employees, conducting outreach to
the community, and investigating possible wage violations.

Attachments:  Presentation



Office of Labor 
Standards (OLS) 
Jan 2022 Update

Chris Rhode – Management Analyst



Background

•Passed as Ballot Measure in November 2016
• Voter Protected

•Goal of $15 per hour by 2021
• Phasing out tipped minimum wage by 2026

•Currently $15.50 per hour 
• $13.00 per hour for tipped workers

• Future increases tied to Consumer Price Index (CPI)

• State and Federal governments are exempt



Responsibilities of OLS

• Enforce Title 14 of City Code 
• Publish posters, notices, and other resources for businesses
• Conduct education & outreach to community
• Investigate possible wage violations
• Enforce payment of fines and back wages



Calculating the Minimum Wage

•Percent increase of CPI from previous year
• All urban consumers, U.S. city average for all items

•Measured in August

•Numbers released in mid-September

•2023 Min Wage to be announced shortly thereafter



10-year Inflation History

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

2.5% 1.7% 1.5% 0.8% 0.7% 2.1% 2.1% 1.9% 2.3% 1.4% 7.0%

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

7.0%

8.0%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Annual CPI Change



Inflation in 2021

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1.4% 1.7% 2.6% 4.2% 5.0% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 5.4% 6.2% 6.8% 7.0%

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

7.0%

8.0%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

12 Month Pct Change



2023 Minimum Wage

•Heightened inflation began 
before August

•Aug – Dec Inflation: 1.9%
• Average: 0.48% per month

12 Month Pct Change Potential Min Wage

1% $    15.65

2% $    15.80

3% $    15.95

4% $    16.10

5% $    16.30

6% $    16.45

7% $    16.60

8% $    16.75

9% $    16.90

10% $    17.05



2021 OLS Cases

• Staff changed in May 

•6 formal cases
• 1 rolled over from 2020
• 1 still open

•All concluded cases were resolved without legal action



2021 Outreach

•Direct Business Contact
• Written notice via e-mail and USPS
• Sent to approximately 3800 licensed businesses

• Social Media
• Posts in English & Spanish 

•Radio
• Radio ads on 8 local stations in English, Spanish, and Navajo
• Staff appeared on 4 local news shows 

• KAFF, Big Talker, Yavapai Broadcasting, KNAU



2021 OLS Activities 

•Changes to Website
• Reduced from 8 pages to 3
• Placed updated publications in easy-to-find locations

• Simplified Complaint Declaration Form
• Removed redundant/unneeded information
• Improved electronic compatibility 



Future OLS Activities

• Expand Spanish information and resources
• Complaint Form
• Website

• Improve Online Filing
• Update integration with website
• Allow attachment of more supporting docs

•Prepare for Fall Outreach 
• First CPI-based increase 



  8.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, City Clerk

Date: 01/20/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE:
Discussion and Direction on Future Council Meetings

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Council direction concerning a return to hybrid Council Meetings

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
On January 6, 2022 Council gave direction to hold Council meeting fully virtual for the month of January.
They requested a check-in discussion at the meeting of January 25 to re-evaluate current conditions and
determine if they wanted to move back to the hybrid model that allows attendance either in person or
remote. 

INFORMATION:
Weekly COVID Dashboard information was provided via email on Friday, January 21, 2022. Information
will be available at the meeting should Council wish to discuss in more detail.

Attachments: 



  9.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT
To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Paul Lasiewicki, Deputy Police Chief

Co-Submitter: Marianne Sullivan

Date: 01/06/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE:
Discussion of Nuisance Noise Ordinance

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Receive direction on City of Flagstaff Nuisance Noise Ordinance

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
In October of 2019, a Flagstaff resident emailed the Mayor and Council to express his concerns about
unnecessary noise pollution. The resident specifically pointed out a concern about vehicles equipped with
“intentionally loud automobile mufflers” and went on to say “I can't count the number of times that I have
been assaulted by blasts of noise from cars spewing their deep and threatening engine vibrato.  Their
abuse can be heard, even felt, from blocks away”.
 
This email was followed up by a petition to the Flagstaff City Council containing 29 signatures titled
“Intentional Noise Pollution”. This petition requested the city council consider the effects of noise pollution
on the quality of life in Flagstaff. It asks the council to address the unnecessary noise created when
drivers intentionally modify a vehicle for the sole purpose of increasing their noise footprint.
 
These concerns were presented to council during the June 1, 2021, regular council meeting. After the
presentation the council voted to have an ordinance drafted to address nuisance noise.

An Ordinance was presented to Council on September 21, 2021. At the conclusion of that discussion
Council requested a work session to further discuss a possible Ordinance.

Since that time citizens have additionally expressed concerns both to the Flagstaff Police Department
and the Flagstaff City Council about loud noise emanating from businesses and causing disturbances in
residential neighborhoods.  This proposed ordinance not only addresses vehicle noise, it also addresses
nuisance noise in residential, business, and commercial zones. It will be a valuable tool in addressing
nuisance noise complaints and provide for an objective means to measure the noise to determine if there
is a violation.

Staff from the Police Department, as well as the City Attorney’s Office, have looked at several nuisance
noise ordinances from municipalities in Arizona. Most municipalities have ordinances restricting nuisance
noise in certain zoning districts to a specific decibel level during specific daytime and nighttime hours.
There are similar restrictions for vehicle noise, dependent on weight and speed of the offending vehicle.
These ordinances were used as a basic template to create the attached draft ordinance.



INFORMATION:
The proposed Ordinance will apply to nuisance vehicle noise as well as noise from other sources. For
example: loud music from bars or restaurants.

With regards to any financial impact this Ordinance will bear on the City of Flagstaff if passed: If the
council approves the amendments to City Code 6-08-01-02, there will be a need to purchase the proper
sound level meters necessary for enforcement. In addition, enforcement personnel will need to attend the
necessary training to become certified in the meter’s use. Certification and continued recertification in the
use of a class 2 decibel meter would be necessary for the police officer or code enforcement officer to
testify in court.

Each person operating the sound level meter for enforcement would need to receive initial
training/certification and continued recertification prior to its use. Currently, a five-day Community Noise
Enforcement Certification Course is offered by Rutgers at the Rutgers Noise Technical Assistance
Center (RNTAC). This training is offered in a WebEx (online) format. The cost for attending the
certification training is $625. The recertification class, which is required every 24 months, is $325.

Additional information can be found at: https://envsci.rutgers.edu/rntac/schedule.html.

Our plan is to train one of our patrol lieutenants, all five officers who are assigned to our traffic
enforcement squad, and three officers on each of our eight patrol squads for a total of 30 personnel out
of the 70 officer positions that are specifically assigned to patrol. The training currently costs $625 per
person.  

For the above planned 30 Officers to attend the training, the training cost will be $18,750.00.

If we train the Lieutenant, five motor officers and only two officers from each of our eight patrol squads,
the training cost will be $13,750.00
 
We will need to purchase 30 sound level meter kits (containing a meter, wind screen and calibrator)
at $930 per unit for a material cost of $27,900.00 (or 22 sound level meter kits at two officers per patrol
squad for a material cost of $20,460.00).
 
The officers are required to re-cert every 2 years at accost of $325 per re-certification. 

Due to officer attrition, we will be asking for line item to conduct re-certifications and additional
certifications (for new officers) as we replace officers who leave.  Our best estimate is that this yearly cost
will be $5,000 - $10,000.

Currently, there is no money budgeted for purchase of the class 2 decibel meter(s) or the required
training. A budget request will need to be made to cover the cost of equipment and training for
enforcement of this ordinance.

Attachments:  Draft Noise Ordinance
Noise Ordinance PPT

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fenvsci.rutgers.edu%2Frntac%2Fschedule.html&data=04%7C01%7Cplasiewicki%40flagstaffaz.gov%7Cf95f86cb5f2f4baf6ec608d9d13bde7f%7C5da727b9fb8848b4aa072a40088a046d%7C0%7C0%7C637770877349206630%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ENdFPZi3eGig2dnaSCCnD%2FQMbGB68yRD0E97DN9sOig%3D&reserved=0


6-08-001-0001 DEFINITIONS

The following words and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the following meanings:

“A-Weighting”, means the sound level of noise as measured with a meter using the A-weighting network, this unit

is dB(A)

“C-WEIGHTING” means the sound level of noise as measured with a meter using the C-weighting network, this 

unit is dB(C)

CLEARLY AUDIBLE: Can be plainly heard by any occupant of a residence.

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT: Any device or mechanical instrument operated by fuel, electric, or pneumatic 

power employed in the excavation, alteration, repair, demolition or construction of any building, structure, land 

parcel, public right of way, waterway or appurtenance thereto.

DECIBELS, in this chapter DECIBEL is defined as twenty (20) times the base 10 logarithm of the measured 

sound pressure divided by the reference sound pressure of 2 × 10—5 Newton/meter2. That is 20 log10 (measured 

sound pressure/reference sound pressure).

EMERGENCY WORK means work made necessary to restore property to a safe condition following a public 

calamity or work required to protect the health, safety or welfare of persons or property or work by private or 

public utilities when restoring utility service. 

FREQUENCY of a sound shall mean the reciprocal of the fundamental period, that is the number of oscillation 

cycles per unit time.  The unit is hertz (cycles per second) and shall be specified. 

IMPULSE NOISE means a noise of short duration, usually less than one (1) second, with an abrupt onset and 

rapid decay. 

MOTOR VEHICLES means any self-propelled vehicle operated within the City, including but not limited to 

licensed or unlicensed vehicles, automobiles, minibikes, go-carts and motorcycles. 

NOISE: Any sound, whether naturally or artificially produced.

PERIOD shall mean the smallest increment of time for which the function repeats itself. 



PERSON: Any individual, firm, partnership, joint venture, association, corporation, municipal corporation, estate, 

trust or any other group or combination acting as a unit, and the plural as well as the singular number.

PUBLIC PREMISES: All real property, including appurtenances thereon, which is owned or control by any 

governmental entity, including all public right of ways, parks and waterways.

PUBLIC SAFETY WORK: Work immediately necessary to restore property to safe condition, or work required to 

protect persons or property from potential danger or damage, including snowplowing or work by a public or private 

utility when restoring utility service.

RESIDENCE: A building, or portion thereof, used for living quarters. Residence includes use for temporary living 

quarters, including but not limited to hotels and motels.

RESIDENTIAL UNIT: A single-family residence, or that portion of a multi-family residence, designed to provide 

living quarters for a single family.

SOUND AMPLIFICATION SYSTEM: Any device, instrument or system, whether electrical or mechanical or 

otherwise for amplifying sound or for producing or reproducing sound, including but not limited to any radio, 

stereo, musical instrument, compact disc, or sound or musical recorder or player. 

SOUND LEVEL OR NOISE LEVEL is the sound intensity measured with a sound level meter set to A-weighting

with the unit of measurement dB(A), or C-weighting with a unit of measurement dB(C).

SOUND LEVEL METER means an instrument including a microphone, an amplifier, an output meter, and 

frequency weighting networks for the measurement of sound levels which satisfies the pertinent requirements in 

American Standard Specifications for Sound Level Meters S1.4-1971 or the most recent revision thereof. 

6-08-01-02 NUISANCE NOISE RESIDENCES, BUSINESSES, VEHICLES

The following noise restrictions are hereby established for any area within the City and apply separate and 

apart from any other sections within this chapter:

A. Nuisance Noise from Residences and Businesses:

1. It is unlawful for any person to create any noise which would cause the noise level measured at either 

the property line or within the area of the property affected by the noise emission to exceed the following 

community noise standards: 



OPTIONS AVAILABLE FOR COUNCIL:

Council can choose different times or different noise decibel levels 

OPTION #1 (standard chart used in other city ordinances)

Zone Time Noise Standard 
dB(A) 

Residential 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 45 
Residential 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 55 
Commercial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 55 
Commercial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 65 
Industrial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 60 
Industrial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 70 

OPTION #2 (adds a C-weighting scale to address concerns over bass)

Zone Time Noise Standard 

Residential 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 45 dB(A) or 50 dB(C)
Residential 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 55 dB(A) or 60 dB(C)
Commercial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 55 dB(A) or 60 dB(C)
Commercial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 65 dB(A) or 70 dB(C)
Industrial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 60 dB(A) or 65 dB(C)
Industrial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 70 dB(A) 0r 75 dB(C)

a. If the measurement location is on a boundary between two (2) zoning districts, the lower noise 

standard shall apply.  

b. Where a zone has an approved use of mixed residential and commercial the noise standard level 

shall be:

OPTION A:  The residential standard of 45 and 55

OPTION B:  The commercial standard of 55 and 65

OPTION C:  Another standard as chosen by Council.  

2. For the purpose of enforcement of the provisions of this chapter, noise level shall be measured on the 

A-weighted or C-weighted scale, as applicable, with a sound level meter satisfying at least the applicable 

requirement for Type 1 sound-level meters as defined in American National Standard S 1.4-1971 or the 

most recent revisions thereof.  Prior to and after the measurement is taken, the meter shall be verified,

within the manufacturer’s recommended timeframe, and adjusted to ±0.5 decibel by means of an 

acoustical calibrator. 



B. Nuisance Noise from Vehicles:

No person shall operate either a motor vehicle or combination of vehicles at any time or under any condition 

of grade, load, acceleration or deceleration in such a manner as to exceed the following noise limit of the 

category of motor vehicle measured from:

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL IN TERMS OF WHERE THE MEASURMENT IS TO BE TAKEN FROM:

OPTION #1 a distance of fifty (50) feet, or more, from the center of the lane of travel,

OPTION #2 outside the lane of travel of the motor vehicle or further.

OPTION #3 from the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway where the vehicle is traveling.

OPTIONS FOR VEHICLE NOISE STANDARDS:

OPTION A (allows for a higher standard on streets where cars are allowed to go faster)

Location of Vehicle Posted Speed 
limit of 35 mph or 
less 

Posted Speed 
limit of more than 
35 mph 

(1) Any motor vehicle with a manufacturer's gross vehicle 
weight rating of 26,000 pounds or more, any combination of 
vehicles towed by such motor vehicle, and any motor-cycle 
other than an electric bicycle

88 dB(A) 92 dB(A) 

(2) Any other motor vehicle and any combination of vehicles 
towed by such motor vehicles

82 dB(A) 86 dB(A) 

OPTION B (does not have different standards based on the speed limit of the street)

(1) Any motor vehicle with a manufacturer's gross vehicle 
weight rating of 26,000 pounds or more, any combination of 
vehicles towed by such motor vehicle, and any motor-cycle 
other than an electric bicycle

88 dB(A) 

(2) Any other motor vehicle and any combination of vehicles 
towed by such motor vehicles

82 dB(A) 



C. Civil Penalties.  The civil fees for a responsible person(s) are as follows:

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO DETERMINE THE FINES FOR THIS VIOLATION COUNCIL CAN CHOOSE ANY 

AMOUNT INCLUSIVE OF ANY COURT FEES.  

OPTION X (same penalties as the Nuisance Party Ordinance)

1. For a first nuisance noise violation the fee is two hundred fifty dollars ($250.00), inclusive of any State 

or City fines, fees, assessments or surcharges.

2. For a second nuisance noise violation within one hundred twenty (120) days of the first nuisance 

noise violation the fee is five hundred dollars ($500.00), inclusive of any State or City fines, fees, 

assessments or surcharges.

3. For a third or subsequent nuisance noise violation within one hundred twenty (120) days of the 

second nuisance noise violation the fee is one thousand dollars ($1,000.00), inclusive of any State 

or City fines, fees, assessments or surcharges.

OPTION Z

1. For a first nuisance noise violation the fee is one hundred fifty dollars ($150.00), inclusive of any 

State or City fines, fees, assessments or surcharges.

2. For a second nuisance noise violation within one hundred twenty (120) days of the first nuisance 

noise violation the fee is two hundred dollars ($200.00), inclusive of any State or City fines, fees, 

assessments or surcharges.

3. For a third or subsequent nuisance noise violation within one hundred twenty (120) days of the 

second nuisance noise violation the fee is two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), inclusive of any 

State or City fines, fees, assessments or surcharges.

D.  Each day that a violation of this chapter is permitted to continue or occur by the defendant shall constitute 

a separate offense subject to separate citation pursuant to the provisions of this chapter.

E.  Other Remedies. Nothing in this section shall be construed as affecting the ability of the State to initiate or 

continue concurrent or subsequent criminal prosecution of any responsible persons or owner for any violations 



of the provisions of the City code or State law arising out of the circumstances necessitating the application of 

this section.

F. Hearing Procedures.

1. A person liable for the civil fee under this section may, within ten (10) days of receipt of 

notice of the violation, request a hearing with a Hearing Officer designated by the Presiding 

Magistrate of the Flagstaff Municipal Court.

2. The Hearing Officer shall set a time and place for the hearing as soon as practicable.

3. The hearing shall be conducted in an informal process to determine whether there is a 

sufficient factual and legal basis to impose the civil fee. The rules of evidence shall not apply; 

provided, that the decision of the Hearing Officer shall in all cases be based upon substantial 

and reliable evidence. All parties to the hearing shall have the right to present evidence. The

City shall have the burden of establishing by a preponderance of the evidence that a violation 

has occurred.

4. The decision of the Hearing Officer is final. A failure of the person notified of the violation to 

timely request a hearing or the failure to appear at a scheduled hearing shall constitute a waiver 

of the right to a hearing or to challenge the validity of the notice or violation.

A. The noise regulations of this Chapter shall apply on Monday through Friday between the hours of twelve 

o’clock (12:00) A.M. and six o’clock (6:00) A.M. and on Saturday and Sunday between the hours on one o’clock 

(1:00) A.M. and seven o’clock (7:00) A.M.

B. During the hours given in subsection (A), it shall be unlawful for any person, while outdoors or within a 

residential unit, to make or permit to be made any noise which is clearly audible within a residential unit other 

than that from which the noise may have originated.

C. The standards which shall be considered in determining whether a violation of this Section exists shall 

include the following:

1. The volume of the noise;

2. Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual;



3. Volume of background noise, if any;

4. The duration of the noise.

6-08-001-0003 GENERAL EXCEPTIONS

The following activities are exempted from the prohibitions stated in Section 6-08-001-0002:

A. Noise created by public safety work.

B. Sound made to alert persons to the existence of an emergency, danger or attempted crime including
noises of safety signals, warning devices and emergency pressure relief valves.

C. Noise associated with the normal traffic of motor vehicles, aircraft or the railroads.

D. Bells or chimes on public buildings.

E. D. Noise created by construction equipment operated upon public premises by or on behalf of any 

governmental entity when the welfare or convenience of the public requires the operation of such equipment at 

night.

E.      Air-conditioning equipment when it is functioning in accord with manufacturer's specifications and is in 
proper operating condition provided that no unit may cause the noise level measured inside any sleeping or 
living room inside any dwelling unit to exceed forty-five (45) dB(A) between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m., nor fifty-five (55) dB(A) between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; 

F.     Lawn maintenance equipment when it is functioning in accord with manufacturer's specifications and with
all mufflers and noise-reducing equipment in use and in proper operating condition; 

G.    Nonamplified noises resulting from the activities such as those planned by school, governmental or 
community groups; 

H.   Noises resulting from any authorized emergency vehicle when responding to an emergency call or acting in 
time of emergency; 

I.    Noises resulting from emergency work as defined in Section 6-08-001-0001; and

J.  Noises of church chimes or bells or chimes on public buildings.

6-08-001-0004 ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURE

Violations of this Chapter shall be prosecuted as civil violations of the Flagstaff City Code or in the same 

manner as other misdemeanor violations of the City’s Code. 



Nuisance 
Noise
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Nuisance Noise Ordinance
Introductions: Marianne Sullivan and Deputy Chief Paul Lasiewicki

Background

Options for Council to Consider:

General Nuisance Noise Options

Decibel Levels and Time Restrictions

A-Weighting and C-Weighting Options

Mixed Residential Commercial zones

Vehicular Nuisance Noise Options

Location for Measurements

Location of the Vehicle 

Options for Fines



Examples of Typical Sound Levels 

Type of Noise Decibel level Characterization

Jet Take-Off

Artillery Fire

Riveting

120-130 Deafening

Sonic Boom

Orchestra Music Fortissimo

Rock Band

100-120 Deafening

Truck Unmuffled

Loud Street Noise

Police Whistle 

80-100 Very Loud

Noisy Office

Quiet Typewriter

Average Radio

60-80 Loud

Noisy Home

Average Conversation

Quiet Radio

40-60 Moderate

Private Office

Quiet Home

Quiet Conversation

20-40 Faint

Rustle of Leaves

Wisper

Human Breathing

10-20 Very Faint



Measurements Around Town

Type of Noise Decibel Level Characterization

Noise from the Train 92 at 30 feet away Very Loud

Noise from Train Horn 96 at 100 feet away Very Loud

Police Siren 98 at 15 feet away Very Loud

Vehicle Horn 92 at 15 feet away Very loud

Traffic noise at Humphreys and 
Route 66

73 at 4:00pm from the 
sidewalk

Loud

Idling Diesel Truck 60 at 20 feet away Moderate



Nuisance Noise Ordinance 

Special Event Noise Restrictions
Flagstaff City Code Section 8-12-001-0004

Events at All Locations (Except Wheeler Park)

Amplification Must End at 10:00pm 

Decibel Limit is 90, Measured 100’ from 
Speakers 

Events at Wheeler Park

Amplification Must End at 9:00pm 

Decibel Limit is 85, Measured 50’ from Speakers 



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Residential, Commercial and Industrial limits
•Can Adjust the Time Limits or Decibel Limits 

•Option #1 (Standard Chart Used in Other City Ordinances)

Zone Time NoiseStandard
dB(A) 

Residential 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 45 

Residential 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 55 

Commercial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 55 

Commercial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 65 

Industrial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 60 

Industrial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 70 



Nuisance Noise Ordinance 

Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Limits
•Option #2

Zone Time Noise Standard 

Residential 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 45 dB(A) or 50 dB(C)

Residential 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 55 dB(A) or 60 dB(C)

Commercial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 55 dB(A) or 60 dB(C)

Commercial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 65 dB(A) or 70 dB(C)

Industrial 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. 60 dB(A) or 65 dB(C)

Industrial 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 70 dB(A) or 75dB(C)



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Mixed Use Zones

In areas where the use of property is mixed residential and 
commercial options are as follows:

Option A: Residential standards of 45 and 55

Option B: Commercial standard of 55 and 65

Option C: Another standard determined by Council in 
between the two standards.



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Motor Vehicles 
Options in terms of where the measurements should be 
taken:  

Option #1: A distance of 50’ or more from the center of the 
lane of travel.

Option #2: Outside of the lane of travel of the motor vehicle 
or further.

Option #3: From the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway where 
the vehicle is traveling.



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Motor Vehicles 
•Options for Vehicles

• Can base differences on the speed of the roadway or have one 
standard regardless of the posted speed

• OPTION #1
Location of Vehicle Posted Speed 

Limit of 35 mph or 

Less 

Posted Speed Limit of 

More than 35 mph 

(1) Any motor vehicle with a manufacturer's gross 

vehicle weight rating of 26,000 pounds or more, any 

combination of vehicles towed by such motor vehicle, 

and any motor-cycle other than a motor-driven cycle

88 dB(A) 92 dB(A) 

(2) Any other motor vehicle and any combination of 

vehicles towed by such motor vehicles
82 dB(A) 86 dB(A) 



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Motor Vehicles Continued
OPTION #2

(1) Any motor vehicle with a 

manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating 

of 26,000 pounds or more, any combination 

of vehicles towed by such motor vehicle, 

and any motor-cycle other than a motor-

driven cycle

88 dB(A) 

(2) Any other motor vehicle and any 

combination of vehicles towed by such 

motor vehicles

82 dB(A) 



Nuisance Noise Ordinance 

Civil Traffic Fines
Fines vary from the lowest of $104.00 to highest at $1,050.00

Most of the fines are $185.00

Failure to wear seat belt = $104.00

Speeding 1-10 miles over posted Limit = $185.00

Speeding 11-15 miles over posted limit = $203.00

Speeding 16-20 miles over posted limit = $231.00

Red light violation = $185.00



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Penalties 
OPTION #1

Same Penalties as currently in Nuisance Party Ordinance
• First offense $250.00 fine
• Second offense within 120 days of first offense  $500.00 fine
• Third offense within 120 days of second offense $1000.00 fine

•OPTION #2
• First offense $150.00
• Second offense within 120 days of first offense  $200.00 fine
• Third offense within 120 days of second offense $250.00 fine



Training, Certification, and Equipment Costs

• Our plan is to train one of our patrol lieutenants, all five officers who are assigned to our traffic 

enforcement squad, and three officers on each of our eight (8) patrol squads, for a total of 30 of the 

70 sworn officers specifically assigned to patrol. The training currently costs $625.00 per person.  

• For 30 Officers to attend the training, the cost will be:  $18,750.00

• If we only train two officers from each squad the cost will be: $13,750

We will need to purchase the decibel readers ($930 apiece) for each officer at an approximate cost of:  

$27,900

• The officers are required to re-cert every 2 years at a cost of $325 per re-certification.  

• Due to officer attrition and recertification, we will be asking for line item to conduct re-certifications 

and additional certifications (for new officers) as we replace officers who leave.  Our best estimate is 

that this yearly cost will be:  $5,000- $10,000



Nuisance Noise Ordinance

Questions?



  10.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Christine Cameron, Project Manager III

Date: 01/14/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE
Lone Tree Overpass Project Update

STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Present an intersection design update to City Council for the Lone Tree Overpass Project and
facilitate discussion. Staff is seeking direction on finalizing the intersection design.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
City Council awarded the Design-Build Contract for the Lone Tree Overpass Project with Ames
Construction on February 2, 2021.
Over the last year, the following work has been accomplished:  

Preliminary design of the bridge, roadway, and utilities.
Burlington Northern Sante Fe (BNSF) Railway coordination for the rail realignment.
US Army Corps of Engineers coordination for the future Rio de Flag alignment.
AZ Department of Transportation (ADOT) coordination for the new Lone Tree intersection
with Route 66.
Property acquisitions.
Economic Impact Analysis.
Beautification and public art procurement process.   
Public involvement, including a public meeting, individual meetings, City commission, and
committee meetings, and Council presentations.

This presentation will update the Council and the public on the preliminary design of the Butler and
Lone Tree intersection.

INFORMATION:
Connection to PBB Key Community Priorities/Objectives & Regional Plan:
Safe and Healthy Community - 

Foster a safe, secure, and healthy community.
Ensure the built environment is safe through the use of consistent standards, rules and regulations,
and land-use practices.

Inclusive and Engaged Community - 

Advance social equity and social justice in Flagstaff.  

Sustainable, Innovative Infrastructure - 

Deliver outstanding services to residents through a healthy, well-maintained infrastructure system.



Deliver outstanding services to residents through a healthy, well-maintained infrastructure system.
Utilize existing long-range plans that identify the community's future infrastructure needs and all
associated costs.
Identify smart traffic management, multi-modal transportation, and alternative energy opportunities.

Environmental Stewardship - 

Implement sustainable building practices and alternative energy and transportation options.
Implement, maintain and further the Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.

Regional Plan – Goal T.2.  - 

Improve transportation safety and efficiency for all modes.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
A previous City Council reviewed options for the Lone Tree Overpass bond project and directed Staff to
prepare ballot language for a $73M bond project to be funded through secondary property tax in the
2018 election, which was passed by the Flagstaff voters.

On February 2, 2021, the City Council awarded the first design phase agreement to Ames.
On September 7, 2021, the City Council awarded Amendment #1 to the design phase agreement.

Attachments:  Presentation
2018 Bond Documents
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 Introduction

 Approach

 Sustainability

 Intersection 
RefinementsA
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Introduction Highlights

 Public Involvement

» Lone Tree Corridor Alternatives Study

» Lone Tree Overpass Alternatives Study

» Lone Tree Overpass Final Design

 Public Comments Received - Overview

 Active Transportation Master Plan

 Economic Impact Study

 Council Direction 
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 Team Experience

 Project Overview

 Approach to 
Analysis

 Respond to 
Feedback

 Provide Data for 
EvaluationA

p
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c
h
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Project Summary – What this Project Provides

 1.8 Miles of new Bicycle Lane Miles (Off-Roadway)

 1.2 Miles of new Pedestrian Sidewalk

0.6 Miles of new FUTS connecting Route 66 to Sawmill
» Designed for E-Bikes, Class 2

Protected bike and pedestrian facilities along full length of Lone Tree 
Road

5



Project Summary – What this Project Provides

 0.3 Miles of new roadway between Butler Avenue and Route 66

 0.3 Miles of roadway widening between Butler Avenue and Sawmill Road

 1.8 new Roadway Lane Miles

 1 New Intersection at Lone Tree and Route 66

 3 New Rebuilt Intersections at Butler Avenue, Sawmill Road, and Franklin 
Avenue

6



Sustainability

7



 Project approach to 
Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) 

 Approach to VMT in 
Public Works and 
Transportation 
Infrastructure

 Alternative look 
using greenhouse 
gases
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Sustainability – VMT Goals

City of Flagstaff Goal

» Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) to 2019 VMT Levels

» VMT is measured/analyzed using regional network traffic models

Regional tools available for measuring VMT

» Project used MetroPlan’s Regional Model

 Developed before formal adoption of the Sustainability Goals

» Scenarios

 2019 No-Build Scenario (36,004 dwelling units, 12,093 commerce(ksf))

 2026 Build / No-Build Scenario | 37,768 dwelling units | 12,630 commerce(ksf) (~0.7%/yr)

 2040 Build / No-Build Scenario | 46,556 dwelling units | 16,357 commerce(ksf) (~1.3%/yr)
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Sustainability – Modeling Approach and Results

MetroPlan Regional Model Updates
» Incorporated Land-Use Changes (Hospital, Zoning, Etc.)

» Incorporated Identified Funded Capital Infrastructure into the 2040 model

» Evaluated a 2-Lane and 4-Lane Lone Tree Overpass Scenario for Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) analysis

Regional VMT Results (Given as per day)
» No significant change with Build Scenario (Lone Tree Overpass)

» 2040 Increases due to regional growth projections (standard approach) 

Year No-Build VMT Build VMT

2019 2,560,198 --

2026 2,604,834 + 2% 2,603,984 + 2%

2040 3,423,404 + 34% 3,434,924 + 34%
10



Sustainability – Induced Demand

 Induced Demand
» Induced Demand is increase in 

travel based on additional 
capacity / improved network

» RMI "SHIFT" Calculator based on 
new roadway capacity

» The City is working on their own 
calculator, not yet available

» LTO Project adds 1.8 lane-miles

» Increase of 2,800 – 5,500 VMT/day

 ~0.2% increase in network modeled

 Less than the 2026 Build year 
modeled

11



Sustainability – VMT Goals

How can VMT be incorporated into Public Works
» Typically, VMT is a PLANNING level decision

» Public Works projects involving roadway capacity balance new roadways with 
offsets elsewhere. For example, a new roadway is offset by:

 Roadway lane reductions on other street networks

 Increased Public Transportation

 Carpool and Ride Share Programs

 Increase Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure (Reduce Vehicle Trips)

» At a project level (after planning), it is difficult to reduce VMT impacts on a 
project.

» We can still evaluate greenhouse gas impacts at the intersection and network 
level, a secondary component of the City’s Carbon Neutrality Plan.

12



Sustainability – VMT Reductions

Options to reduce 
VMT Regionally

» Increased transit (bus)

» Increased FUTS 
connectivity / 
Pedestrian 
Improvements / Bike 
Facilities – PROJECT 
GOAL 

» Street Connectivity

» Corridor Changes 
Elsewhere

13



Sustainability – VMT in Network Model

28,992

26,326B = Build
NB = No-Build

Year VMT

2019 2,560,000

2026 B 2,605,000

2026 NB 2,604,000

2040 B 3,423,000

2040 NB 3,435,000

Significant reduction in 
Beaver Street and San 
Francisco Street Traffic
Potential 0.6mi offset

70% Reduction on Beaver 
and San Francisco

14



Sustainability – VMT in Network Model

32,061

31,837B = Build
NB = No-Build

Year VMT

2019 2,560,000

2026 B 2,605,000

2026 NB 2,604,000

2040 B 3,423,000

2040 NB 3,435,000

Reduction remains in the 
2040 year even with 

projected population 
growth

70% Reduction on Beaver 
and San Francisco
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Sustainability – GHG Emissions

Estimated Yearly Savings – 2026 Build Year

2026 Year 2-Lane LTO 4-Lane LTO 2-Lane LTO 4-Lane LTO

Fuel Used
(Gallons)

122,100 285,900 43,100 206,900

CO2 Emissions
(Tons)

1,100 2,600 390 1,860

With Induced Demand 
GHG Impacts Included

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Evaluation

» Compared 2-Lane LTO and 4-Lane LTO options

» Fuel consumption and emissions based on volume and congestion

» Based on MetroPlan Regional Model outputs 

16

With continued VMT growth, 
savings diminish over time. 
Per models used, savings 
reverse with 4-Lane scenario 
by 2040 and with 2-Lane 
scenario by 2047



Sustainability – Takeaways

 2026 VMT is approximately the same to 2019 VMT numbers (2% 
change overall)

Lone Tree Overpass project has a minimal impact on VMT compared 
to regional growth assumptions (0.2% vs 2%  2026 VMT growth)

There are offsets that are difficult to quantify that reduce impacts 
and others that can be taken to further reduce VMT impacts

» Project provides FUTS connectivity, Pedestrian and Bike facilities

4-Lane Lone Tree Overpass project potentially reduces greenhouse 
gas emissions compared to no-build or 2-Lane scenarios even with a 
conservative Induced Demand assumption

17



 Intersection Refinements 
and Analysis

18



 Review 4 refined 
intersection 
alternatives at Butler

 Identify 
Pedestrian/Cyclist 
User Impacts

 Identify Driver 
Impacts

 Identify Cost Impacts
G

O
A

L
S
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Sawmill 
Road

Project Overview

Lone Tree Road / 
Butler Avenue 

Focus of Intersection 
Evaluation

Lone Tree Road / 
Route 66

Concepts are similar 
but ADOT impacts 

some decision 
making

20



LTO & Butler – Intersection Options

Typical Approach

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (None)

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

• Raised median (S, W)

Full Build-Out

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn (EB, WB)

• Separated bike lanes (LTO & Butler)

• Raised median (S, W)

21
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LTO & Butler – Intersection Options

Single Left-Turn Lanes

• One left-turn lane (All)

• Channelized right-turn (EB, WB)

• Separated bike lanes (LTO & Butler)

• Raised median (All)

Balanced

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn (EB)

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

• Raised median (S, W)

22
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LTO & Butler – Intersection Options

Traditional Intersection

• Single left-turn lanes (All)

• Shared Through/Rights (All)

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

• Raised median (E, W)

23
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Modeling Approach – Peak Hour Analysis

24

Peak Hour is a Standard 
Modeling Approach

Ensures functionality for worst 
hour on AVERAGE day

Not worst hour of worst day of 
the year

Approximately 8.1% of ADT

Representative of 8%-15% 
increase over normal hourly 
traffic between 8am and 6pm



Approach to Multi-Modal Safety

25

NACTO considered most current standard for 
“safe” intersection

Geared towards designing for safety for all 
users and abilities

Off-System Bicycle Facilities follows ATMP



LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Vehicle Features

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (None)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)

26
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach | Looking NE

27
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Facing East | WB ApproachFacing West | EB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

East Leg 91 26.0 5.0

West Leg 88 25.2 4.8

Refuge Island only on Eastbound Approach.
Protected Cyclist Crossing.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph

28
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Facing South | NB ApproachFacing North | SB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

North Leg 91 26.0 5.0

South Leg 90 25.8 4.9

Refuge Island only on Northbound Approach.
Cyclist Crossing on roadway or with 
pedestrians.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph

29

1



LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

 Design Feature
» Pedestrian longest crossing distance 91 ft

» Pedestrian longest crossing time 26.0 s

» Bike longest crossing time 5.0 s

» Available Green Time 33.7s (EB/WB Thru-PM)

 Pedestrian crossing times are based on 3.5 ft/s | 2.4 mph
» Per the Manual for Uniform Traffic Control

» Assumes complete crossing during one single green phase

» Older Pedestrians, 2.8 ft/sec.(FHWA) Longest Crossing time 32.5 sec

 https://view.mylumion.com/?p=bjlavl98e9j4eceb

Ped /Bike
Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Ped Time
(sec)

Min. Bike 
Time
(sec)

North Leg 91 26.0 5.0

South Leg 90 25.8 4.9

East Leg 91 26.0 5.0

West Leg 88 25.2 4.8
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Year Total Vehicle 
Delay

(hours)

Fuel Used
(gallons)

2026 (PM) 58 57.0

2040 (PM) 111 91.8

Performance (2026 PM Peak)

» Overall Level of Service D

» Average Vehicle Delay: 46.9 sec

» Queuing: Longest queue 599 ft

Performance (2040 PM Peak)
» Overall Level of Service E

» Average Vehicle Delay: 70.7 sec

» Queuing: Longest queue 772 ft
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach
» Maximum Queues - 2026

»
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Comparison to Existing 
Intersection:  Rte 66 & Fourth 
Street

» Smaller roadway footprint

» Shorter crossing distances

» LTO & Butler has median refuge on 
West and South legs
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Vehicle Features

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW, NE)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

and Butler at the intersection

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection | Looking NE
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Facing East | WB ApproachFacing West | EB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

East Leg 69 19.8 3.8

West Leg 70 20.0 3.8

Refuge Island only on Eastbound Approach.
Protected Cyclist Crossing.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Facing South | NB ApproachFacing North | SB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

North Leg 86 24.6 4.7

South Leg 83 23.8 4.6

Refuge Island only on Northbound Approach.
Cyclist Crossing on roadway or with 
pedestrians.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

 Design Feature

» Pedestrian longest crossing distance 86 ft

» Pedestrian longest crossing time 26.4 s

» Bike longest crossing time 4.7 s

» Available Green Time 32.1s (EB/WB Thru-AM)

 Pedestrian crossing times are based on 3.5 ft/s | 2.4 mph
» Per the Manual for Uniform Traffic Control

» Assumes complete crossing during one single green phase

» Older Pedestrians, 2.8 ft/sec.(FHWA) Longest Crossing time 30.7 sec

 https://view.mylumion.com/?p=wo9hasekuwi9j76n

Ped /Bike
Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Ped Time
(sec)

Min. Bike 
Time
(sec)

North Leg* 86 24.6 4.7

South Leg* 83 23.8 4.6

East Leg* 69 19.8 3.8

West Leg* 70 20.0 3.8

* Not including distance/time to channelization island
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Year Total Vehicle 
Delay

(hours)

Fuel Used
(gallons)

2026 (PM) 59 58.2

2040 (PM) 111 74.7

Performance (2026 PM Peak)

» Overall Level of Service D

» Average Vehicle Delay: 47.8 sec

» Queuing: Longest queue 526 ft

Performance (2040 PM Peak)
» Overall Level of Service E

» Average Vehicle Delay: 70.7 sec

» Queuing: Longest queue 800 ft
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection
» Maximum Queues - 2026

Queues are similar to the 
Traditional intersection
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Comparison to Existing 
Intersection:  Rte 66 & Fourth 
Street

» Smaller roadway footprint

» Shorter crossing distances

» LTO & Butler has median refuge on 
West and South approaches 

» LTO & Butler has (2) Right Turn 
Channelized Islands to further 
reduce crossing distances
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (NB,SB, EB,WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW, NE)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

and Butler at the intersection

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (N,S,E, W)
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection | Looking NE
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Facing East | WB ApproachFacing West | EB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

East Leg 69 19.8 3.8

West Leg 70 20.0 3.8

Refuge Island only on Eastbound Approach.
Protected Cyclist Crossing.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Facing South | NB ApproachFacing North | SB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

North Leg 86 24.6 4.7

South Leg 83 23.8 4.6

Refuge Island only on Northbound Approach.
Cyclist Crossing on roadway or with 
pedestrians.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

 Design Feature
» Pedestrian longest crossing distance 86 ft

» Pedestrian longest crossing time 24.6 s

» Bike longest crossing time 4.7 s

» Available Green Time 32.1s (EB/WB Thru-AM)

 Pedestrian crossing times are based on 3.5 ft/s | 2.4 mph
» Per the Manual for Uniform Traffic Control

» Assumes complete crossing during one single green phase

» Older Pedestrians, 2.8 ft/sec.(FHWA) Longest Crossing time 30.7 sec

 https://view.mylumion.com/?p=wo9hasekuwi9j76n

Ped /Bike
Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Ped Time
(sec)

Min. Bike 
Time
(sec)

North Leg* 86 24.6 4.7

South Leg* 83 23.8 4.6

East Leg* 69 19.8 3.8

West Leg* 70 20.0 3.8

* Not including distance/time to channelization island
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Year Total Vehicle 
Delay

(hours)

Total Emissions
(gallons)

2026 (PM) 92 91.8

2040 (PM) 213 139.9

Performance (2026 PM Peak)

» Overall Level of Service E

» Average Vehicle Delay: 73.9

» Queuing: Longest queue 1,971 ft

Performance (2040 PM Peak)
» Overall Level of Service F

» Average Vehicle Delay: 135.7

» Queuing: Longest queue 2,041 ft
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection
» Maximum Queues - 2026

Queues extend back:
- North approach to Rte 66
- South approach past Franklin Ave
- East approach nearly to Beaver St
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Comparison to Existing 
Intersection:  Rte 66 & Fourth 
Street

» Similar to Full Build-Out

» Smaller roadway footprint

» Shorter crossing distances

» LTO & Butler has median refuges 
on North, South, East and West 
approaches

» LTO & Butler has (2) Right Turn 
Channelized Islands to further 
reduce crossing distances
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection 

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (NB, EB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection | Looking NE

51

4



LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection

Facing East | WB ApproachFacing West | EB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

East Leg 91 26.0 5.0

West Leg 77 22.0 4.2

Refuge Island only on Eastbound Approach.
Protected Cyclist Crossing.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection

Facing South | NB ApproachFacing North | SB Approach

Pedestrian / 
Cyclist 

Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Walking
Time
(sec)

Riding 
Time 
(sec)

North Leg 91 26.0 5.0

South Leg 84 24.0 4.6

Refuge Island only on Northbound Approach.
Cyclist Crossing on roadway or with pedestrians.

Walking Speed
2.4 mph
Riding Speed
12.4 mph
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection

 Design Feature

» Pedestrian longest crossing distance 91 ft

» Pedestrian longest crossing time 26.0 s

» Bike longest crossing time 5.0 s

» Available Green Time 32.1s (EB/WB Thru-PM)

 Pedestrian crossing times are based on 3.5 ft/s | 2.4 mph

» Per the Manual for Uniform Traffic Control

» Assumes complete crossing during one single green phase

» Older Pedestrians, 2.8 ft/sec.(FHWA) Longest Crossing time 32.5 sec

 https://view.mylumion.com/?p=a6f9737rtzjabsq5

Ped /Bike
Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Ped Time
(sec)

Min. Bike 
Time
(sec)

North Leg 91 26.0 5.0

South Leg* 84 24.0 4.6

East Leg 91 26.0 5.0

West Leg* 77 22.0 4.2

* Not including distance/time to channelization island
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection

Year Total Vehicle 
Delay

(hours)

Total Emissions
(gallons)

2026 (PM) 59 56.3

2040 (PM) 110 78.1

Performance (2026 PM Peak)

» Overall Level of Service D

» Average Vehicle Delay: 47.0 s

» Queuing: Longest queue 481 ft

Performance (2040 PM Peak)
» Overall Level of Service E

» Average Vehicle Delay: 70.2

» Queuing: Longest queue 1,225 ft
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection
» Maximum Queues - 2026

Queues are similar to the 
Traditional and Full Build-Out
intersections
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection

Comparison to Existing 
Intersection:  Rte 66 & Fourth 
Street

» Smaller roadway footprint

» Shorter crossing distances

» LTO & Butler has refuge median 
on West and South approaches

» LTO & Butler has (1) Right Turn 
Channelized Islands to further 
reduce crossing distances
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection 

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (All)

• Shared Through/Rights (All)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (E, W)
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection

 Design Feature

» Pedestrian longest crossing distance 77 ft

» Pedestrian longest crossing time 22.0 s

» Bike longest crossing time 4.1 s

» Available Green Time 45.2s (EB/WB Thru-PM)

 Pedestrian crossing times are based on 3.5 ft/s | 2.4 mph

» Per the Manual for Uniform Traffic Control

» Assumes complete crossing during one single green phase

» Slower Pedestrians, 2.8 ft/sec.(FHWA) Longest Crossing time 27.5 sec

 https://view.mylumion.com/?p=a6f9737rtzjabsq5

Ped /Bike
Crossing

Distance
(ft)

Ped Time
(sec)

Min. Bike 
Time
(sec)

North Leg 60 17.2 3.3

South Leg 67 19.1 3.7

East Leg 77 22.0 4.2

West Leg 77 22.0 4.2
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection

Year Total Vehicle 
Delay

(hours)

Total Emissions
(gallons)

2026 (PM) 145.5 100.3

Performance (2026 PM Peak)

» Overall Level of Service F

» Average Vehicle Delay: 117.4 s

» Queuing: Longest queue 1822 ft
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection

Comparison to Existing 
Intersection:  Rte 66 & Fourth 
Street

» Smallest roadway footprint

» Shortest crossing distances

» Butler has refuge median on East 
and West approaches

» Shared Through and Right Turns 
to reduce crossing distances
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection

➢ Eastbound queues extend back 
past San Francisco St

➢ Southbound queues extend 
onto Route 66

➢ Northbound queues extend 
back past Franklin Ave
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection

➢ SIMILAR CONCEPT BUT WITH 
DOUBLE SB AND WB DOUBLE 
LEFTS
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Approach to Safety – Bicycle Features

64

On-Street Bicycle Lanes Separated Bicycle Paths

Source: FHWA Office of Safety

• Most common bicycle facility in use in the US.
• Creates separation between bicyclists and automobiles.
• Increases predictability of user positioning and 

interaction.
Source: NACTO

Crash Reduction
Up to 49%

Source: CMF Clearinghouse (ID 10738)

Source: FHWA Office of Safety

• Fully separates bicycles users from vehicular 
roadway.

• ATMP provides corridors for vertical and horizontal 
separated bicycle facilities
• Lone Tree Road and Butler Avenue are to be 

vertical separated facilities in the project area

Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities

Further Crash Reduction
Up to 25%

Source: CMF Clearinghouse (ID 9250)
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Raised Median (Refuge Area) Leading Pedestrian Interval

Source: FHWA Office of Safety

• Provide a refuge for pedestrians, particularly those who are 
wheelchair-bound, elderly, or otherwise unable to completely 
cross an intersection within the provided signal time.

• Streets with raised medians, in both CBD and suburban areas, 
have lower pedestrian crash rates.
Source: ITE Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities

Crash Reduction
Up to 77%

Source: CMF Clearinghouse (ID 2219)

Source: FHWA Office of Safety

• Enhance the visibility of pedestrians in the 
intersection and reinforce their right-of-way 
over turning vehicles.

• Reduce pedestrian-vehicle collisions as much as 
60% at treated intersections

Source: NACTO

Crash Reduction
Up to 10%-19%

Source: CMF Clearinghouse 
(ID 9901-9918)

Approach to Safety – Bicycle Features
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Approach to Safety – Crossing Features
High Visibility Crosswalk Colored Bike Lane at Signalized Intersection

Source: saferoutesinfo.org

• High visibility crosswalks are visible from farther away 
compared to traditional crosswalks.

Crash Reduction
Up to 19%-40%

Source: CMF Clearinghouse 
(ID 4123-4124)

• Installation across turning conflict areas such as 
vehicle right turn lanes.

• Motorists increase yielding after colored lane 
treatment was installed.

Source: NACTO

Source: FHWA Office of Safety

Source: FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide
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Approach to Safety – Turn Lane Features
Dual Left-Turn Lanes Channelized Right Turn

• Appropriate for high left-turn volumes that cannot 
be adequately served in a single lane. 

• Protected-only left-turn phasing is used for most 
double-lane movements.

• Dual left-turn lanes with protected-only phasing 
generally operate with minimal negative safety 
impacts. Source: FHWA Signalized Intersection Guide

• Vehicular crash prediction for 
channelized right turn lane 
was slightly lower than 
traditional right-turn lanes 
but not statistically 
significant.

• Pedestrian crash prediction
for channelized right turn 
lane was approximately 70 
to 80 percent lower than 
traditional right-turn lanes.

• Pedestrians did not appear 
to have any difficulty 
crossing channelized right-
turn lanes.

Source: NCHRP Design Guidance for Channelized Right-turn Lanes

Source: CMF Clearinghouse
(IDs 282, 283, 284)

Crash Reduction
Up to 2% - 19%



Intersection Alternatives – Channelized Right Lanes

Pedestrian Benefits:

» Reduces distance for crossing main road

» Geometric Design limits vehicle speeds

➢ Not a Free-Flow Turn Lane

» Optimizes driver sight line to crosswalk

 Pedestrian Challenges:

» Difficulty for visually impaired to detect

oncoming traffic

Source:  FHWA PEDSAFE Pedestrian Safety Guide
and Countermeasure Selection System

CHANNELIZED RIGHT TURN LANE
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Intersection Alternatives – Dedicated Right Lanes
Yield Control                           Stop Control                                      Signalized

Pros:  Minimal delay for pedestrians            Pros:  Vehicles to stop, rather than yield                Pros:  Provisions for visually impaired.
and vehicles.                                                             at crosswalk.                            Signals to stop vehicles at crossing.

Cons:  Challenging for visually impaired     Cons:   Vehicles potentially stop twice and           Cons:  Pedestrians likely to cross against
Need for additional ped queues backing across crosswalk.                     signal if there are delays to the ped call.
warning signs.                                                           

Recommendation for either Yield Control or Signalized Control for Channelized Right Turn Lanes at LTO & Butler  
Source:  NCHRP Design Guidance for Channelized Right Turn Lanes 2014

(High Right Turn Volume and Ped Volume)
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Example in Action – Boulder, Colorado

Boulder, Colorado

» Standard Practice –Yield Control

» Can use Raised Crossings to 
further control speeds
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Other Safety Features
Advanced Signals

Increases understanding / 
signalization to multi-modal 

crossers

71

Extended Crossing

Extends time for slower crossers

Additional guidance for users of 
intersection

Leading Ped Phase with 
Right Turn Lane

Allows peds/bikes to have a 
protected phase



Intersection Alternatives – Takeaways

 All intersection alternatives have sufficient green time to allow 
pedestrians to cross in one cycle

 Intersection footprints are all smaller than the comparable 4th and Route 
66 intersection in Flagstaff  (and Ponderosa with Butler and Route 66)

 All intersection alternatives have protected pedestrian/cyclist crossings 
along Lone Tree Road / FUTS across Butler Avenue

 Channelized right islands and refuge islands decrease crossing distances 
for pedestrians and improve safety

 Stop or yield control at channelized right could allow pedestrians to cross 
to island independent of traffic signal 

 There is significant increase in vehicle delays and queue lengths in single 
left intersection alternative
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LTO & Butler – Intersection Summary

Evaluation Criteria Typical Full Build-Out
Single Left-Turn 

Lanes
Balanced Traditional

Protected/Separated Bicycle Facilities N/S Legs All Legs All Legs N/S Legs N/S Legs

Pedestrian Crossing Length/Time 26.0 s 24.6 s* 24.6 s* 26.0 s 21.5 s

Total Fuel Used (Gallons/Hr) (2026) 57.0 58.2 91.8 56.3 100.3

Vehicle User Delays (2026) 46.9 s 47.8 s 73.9 s 47.0 s 117.4 s

ROW Impacts None SW/NE/NW SW/NE/NW SW None

Construction Cost** $1,800,000 $2,100,000** $2,100,000** $1,900,000** Sim to Alt 1

Legend:
5 – Great

4 – Good

3 – Average

2 – Below Ave

1 - Poor
* Time is from channelized island to opposite curb       ** Does not include additional right-of-way costs
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Closing Comments 

 Consideration of Other Community Projects

 Schedule

 Project Cost Estimate

 Council Direction
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LTO & Butler – Typical Approach

Vehicle Features

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (None)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)
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LTO & Butler – Full Build-Out Intersection

Vehicle Features

• Two left-turn lanes (SB, WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW, NE)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

and Butler at the intersection

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)
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LTO & Butler – Single Left Intersection

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (NB,SB, EB,WB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW, NE)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

and Butler at the intersection

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (N,S,E, W)
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LTO & Butler – Balanced Intersection 

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (NB, EB)

• Channelized right-turn lanes (SW)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (S, W)
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LTO & Butler – Traditional Intersection 

Vehicle Features

• Single left-turn lanes (All)

• Shared Through/Rights (All)

Bicycle Features

• Separated bike lanes (LTO)

Pedestrian Features

• Raised median (E, W)
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To the Voters of the City of Flagstaff: 
 
This information pamphlet provides you with information regarding the City of Flagstaff's General Election of 
November 6, 2018, in which voters will select a mayor and three councilmembers, as well as a Special Election to 
consider propositions proposed by either the Flagstaff City Council or by initiative. The pamphlet has been printed 
in both English and Spanish. To request a Spanish version, contact the City Clerk’s Office at (928) 213-2076.  
 
This election will be held in conjunction with the statewide election. You may vote prior to the election date 
using early voting procedures or in person on the day of the election at your polling place. To cast your vote in 
person, make sure that you go to the address of the precinct in which you are registered or one of the three Vote 
Centers in Coconino County. Vote Centers are an alternative to the traditional precinct-assigned polling place. 
Voters from any precinct in the County may vote at one of the Vote Centers regardless of their residential 
address. The mailing label on this pamphlet will tell you your precinct-assigned polling place. The polls will open 
at 6:00 a.m. and close at 7:00 p.m. 
 
In order to be prepared to fully exercise your right to vote on November 6, 2018, you are urged to thoroughly read 
all the material contained within the pamphlet. Please keep in mind that questions may be printed on both sides of 
the actual ballot and candidate names may appear in a different order. 
 
The information provided in this document reflects the best information available to the City of Flagstaff at the time 
of its preparation. The descriptions of future programs and expenditures are based on currently available information 
and expectations. All such programs and expenditures are subject to future decisions and actions of the City 
Council. As such, the actual future programs and expenditures may vary from the descriptions herein. The actual 
ballot language, of any ballot proposition that is approved, is legally binding on the future actions of the 
City Council, and no monies may be expended except for the purposes described in such ballot. 
 
 
Stacy Saltzburg, MMC, Acting City Clerk 
211 W. Aspen Avenue, Flagstaff, Arizona 
(928) 213-2076 - ssaltzburg@flagstaffaz.gov 
 
 
 
 

Vote Centers for the November 6, 2018 
General Election 

 Early Voting Sites for the November 6, 2018 
General Election 

 
Flagstaff Mall 
4650 N US Highway 89 
Flagstaff, AZ 
 
NAU Walkup Skydome 
1705 S San Francisco Street 
Flagstaff, AZ 
 
Tuba City High School 
Warrior Pavilion 
67 Warrior Drive 
Tuba City, AZ 

  
Coconino County Elections Office 
110 E Cherry Ave 
Flagstaff, AZ 
(Monday - Friday 8:00 am - 5:00 pm) 
 
Coconino County Elections 
Eastside Office - Flagstaff Mall 
4650 N. US Highway 89 
Next to JCPenney 
Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
(Monday – Friday 10:00 am – 5:00 pm) 
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PRECINCTS AND POLLING PLACES – NOVEMBER 6, 2018 
 

 Precinct Physical 
Name Polling Place Location (Facility) Room Address 

 
Flagstaff 1 Harvest Bible Church Café/Fellowship Room 520 N Switzer Canyon Rd 
 (formerly Kingdomheirs Church) 

Flagstaff 2 Shepherd of the Hills Lutheran Church  1601 N San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 3 Federated Community Church Rees Hall 400 W Aspen Ave 

Flagstaff 4 Episcopal Church of the Epiphany Parish Hall 423 N Beaver St 

Flagstaff 5 Shepard of the Hills Lutheran Church  1601 N San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 6 DoubleTree by Hilton, Flagstaff 1175 W Route 66 

Flagstaff 7 Northland Christian Assembly Main Sanctuary 1715 W University Ave 

Flagstaff 8 Breath of Life Church  3500 N Fourth St  

Flagstaff 9 College America 399 S Malpais Ln 

Flagstaff 10 NAU Walkup Skydome & VOTE CENTER 1705 S San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 11 Northern AZ Church of Christ Back Meeting Room 2203 N East St 

Flagstaff 12 Murdoch Community Center  203 E Brannen Ave 

Flagstaff 13 NAU Walkup Skydome & VOTE CENTER 1705 S San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 14 NAU Walkup Skydome & VOTE CENTER 1705 S San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 15 Coconino County Health & Community Services Bldg. 2625 N King St 

Flagstaff 16 Breath of Life Church  3500 N Fourth St 

Flagstaff 17 Family Resource Center  4000 N Cummings St 

Flagstaff 18 Flagstaff Mall & VOTE CENTER  4650 US Highway 89 

Flagstaff 19 Christ's Church of Flagstaff  3475 E Soliere Ave 

Flagstaff 20 NAU Walkup Skydome & VOTE CENTER 1705 S San Francisco St 

Flagstaff 21 Church of the Resurrection  740 W University Heights Dr S 

Flagstaff 22 Covenant Church  3926 S Walapai Dr 

Flagstaff 23 Coconino Community College Board Room 2800 S Lonetree Rd 

Flagstaff 24 Country Club Terrace Apartment Homes Clubhouse 5404 E Cortland Blvd 

Flagstaff 25 Knoles Elementary School Activity Room 4005 E Butler Ave 

Flagstaff 26 Flagstaff Mall & VOTE CENTER  4650 US Highway 89 
 
Vote Centers are an alternative to the traditional precinct-assigned polling place. Voters from any precinct in the County may 
vote at one of the Vote Centers regardless of their residential address. 

Last Day to Register to Vote 10/09/2018 

Early Voting Begins 10/10/2018 

Last Day to Request an Early Ballot by Mail 10/26/2018 

Last Day to Vote Early 11/02/2018 
 

TO OBTAIN FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: 

Coconino County Elections Office 
110 East Cherry Avenue 
Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 

Telephone: (928) 679-7860 
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NOTICE TO VOTERS: The candidates listed below may not appear on your ballot in the same order as 
shown. 
 
To vote, fill in the oval next to your choices. To vote for an official write-in candidate, print the name in the 
space provided and fill in the oval. Do not exceed the number to elect. VOTE LIKE THIS:              No other 
marks will be valid or counted. 

 
 
 

 

 
MAYOR 

VOTE FOR NOT MORE THAN 1 
 

EVANS, CORAL J. 
 

  
Write-in 

 
 

COUNCILMEMBER 
VOTE FOR NOT MORE THAN 3 

 
ASLAN, AUSTIN 
 
DEASY, PAUL 
 
LAVIN, DENNIS 
 
MARTINEZ, ALEX 
 
SALAS, REGINA 
 
SHIMONI, ADAM 
 
  
Write-in 
 

  
Write-in 
 

  
Write-in 
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CANDIDATE STATEMENTS 
 

“The statements in this candidate pamphlet were reproduced as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, 
or punctuation. These statements represent the opinions of the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy 
of content.” 
 
 
 
 

CANDIDATE FOR MAYOR 
 

 
 
 
Mayor Coral Evans was elected to council in 2008 and mayor in 2016. She is the third generation of her family to 
live in Flagstaff. Her family (the Dorseys) have been an active part of the Flagstaff & greater Northern Arizona 
community since the early 1900’s. 
  
In addition to serving on council, Ms. Evans is the executive director of a nonprofit organization (the Sunnyside 
Neighborhood Association of Flagstaff, Inc.), a small business owner (Destiney’s Creations), and a published 
author. 
  
Presently Mayor Evans is pursuing a Ph.D. in education with an emphasis in sustainability. She also holds a 
master’s degree in business administration and a bachelor’s degree in business management. Mayor Evans is a 
graduate of the Flagstaff Leadership Program, a Flinn-Brown Foundations Fellow, and a Babson College Social 
Innovation Fellow. 
  
Her recognitions include the Chamber of Commerce Athena Award, the United Way of Northern Arizona Community 
Builder Award, and the Coconino Hispanic Advisory Council Cesar E. Chavez Community Award. In July 2018 the 
Arizona Business Magazine recognized Mayor Evans as one of Arizona's most influential women. 
  
Mayor Evans believes in a balanced approach to the stewardship of community resources. She is passionate about 
creating opportunities that allow for civic engagement, civil discord, community revitalization, and genuine 
sustainability and advancement for Flagstaff citizens. 
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CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name:  Austin Aslan 
 
Age:   42 
 
Education:  University of Arizona, BS Wildlife Management 
  University of Hawaii, Masters Conservation Biology 
  National Science Foundation Graduate Research Fellow 
 
Occupation:  Author 
 
Website:  www.austinaslanforflagstaff.com 
 
E-mail:  austin@austinaslanforflagstaff.com 
 
Dear Flagstaff resident,  
 

I’m honored to seek your vote for a seat on Flagstaff’s City Council. I'm a homegrown Northern Arizona local 
with 20 years of deep ties to Flagstaff. I hold a Masters degree in biology and my wife is an NAU professor in the 
School of Earth and Sustainability. 

 
I’m running to maintain Flagstaff’s community character and its thriving, small town vibe. Flagstaff faces 

accelerating threats to its DNA. Thanks to rising housing costs, the greed of outside developers, NAU’s top-down 
directive to expand, and a lack of forward thinking, locals are feeling abandoned. From police officers to firefighters, 
from teachers to hospitality staff—our workforce is struggling to make a living here. Change is always inevitable 
and often positive, but who should dictate the shape and speed of Flagstaff’s growth? Big Phoenix developers? 
ABOR (which governs NAU)? Or local residents?  

 
I believe that if you grew up in Flagstaff, you should feel welcome and able to stay. We must improve housing 

affordability, and more adequately fund at present levels our worthy public safety personnel, including our police 
officers and firefighters and other city employees. 

 
We shouldn’t have to whittle away at our forests and dark skies and neighborhood diversity to achieve 

economic vitality. I envision Flagstaff becoming a national leader in sustainability, while simultaneously increasing 
opportunities for local businesses and top-notch job-providers. 

 
I'm attracted to the non-partisan nature of the job. While others shout past each other at the national level, 

we are positioned locally to hash out solutions to problems we all share by listening to great ideas from all sides. 
Your vote will help me to lead a new council toward delivering smarter, more sustainable solutions to our 

current problems and those we can already see on the horizon. Thank you for your consideration. 
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CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name:  Paul Deasy 
 
Age:  32 
 
Education: MA Economics, MA Political Science, BA Economics, BS Political Science 
 
Occupation: Data Scientist/Policy Analyst 
 
Website: www.deasyforflagstaff.com 
 
Email:  pjdeasy1@gmail.com 
 
I moved to Flagstaff when I was 12 years old. My wife and I are now raising our 4 children here. Over time I came 
to realize that it is not enough to read to my children every night and go to every soccer game. To ensure my 
children can prosper in life, I have to directly influence the environment and community they grow up in, and I have 
a unique skillset to offer.  
 
As a data scientist specializing in policy analysis I have indirectly influenced government policies, providing the 
evidence and data to encourage evidence-based decision making. It has become clear though that empirical 
evidence is not at the forefront of many political decisions. We need elected officials who rely more on evidence 
than emotion, who rely on proof not preconception, and are proactive not reactive. It is through evidence-based 
decisions that we build a better future for our children, and I intend to do just that. 
 
Flagstaff has the highest educational attainment of any city in Arizona, yet our economy continues to rely on 
minimum wage jobs. We need middle class careers, particularly in science and technology, and we have the skills 
here already to do it. Additive manufacturing, app development, informatics and cybersecurity are among them. Not 
only should we foster more careers in these fields, we need to instill more science and technology into our basic 
government operations. 
 
Other local governments are doing just that, mixing recycled plastic in asphalt to double the longevity of roads, 
building biofuel generators that create industry demand for forest restoration efforts, and using smart technology, 
artificial intelligence and advanced road sensors to improve traffic conditions. Government resources should be 
used more efficiently, and the path to efficiency is paved in innovative technology. 

  



10 

CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name:   Dennis K. Lavin 
 
Age:   67 
 
Marriage status:  Married with two (2) children 
 
Occupation: Audit and Assurance Partner with an International Firm of Certified Public 

Accountants – retired status. 
 
Affiliated with Flagstaff and Arizona:  
Flagstaff - Full or part time since 1997.  
Arizona – Full or part time since 1976. 

 
I have no prior elected or appointed public positions 
 
I currently I serve as Chairman of the Audit Committee for a local credit union. This is a volunteer position. 
 
Over the years I have volunteered with a service organization; contributed to several community clean up events; 
and volunteered with youth organizations. 
 
I enjoy reading, to include a range of topics. Those topics include history, fiction, and current events. In addition, 
my wife and I enjoy the museums and theatre scene in our Community. We are blessed to have so much culture 
available in our Community. 
 
I am running for City Council to maintain our financial strength, support smart economic growth and job creation, 
and focus upon our infrastructure. Our current Flagstaff representatives have provided the community with a solid 
financial platform. I would offer my experience and skills with corporate governance, strategic planning, budgeting, 
and mentoring to grow Flagstaff’s financial strength over the next four years. Given the opportunity, I will strive to 
continue securing our financial stability and working collaboratively with our partners.  
 
These partners include federal, state, and county agencies; educational institutions; businesses; health providers; 
and our community and service organizations.  
 
Many of our residents are concerned with our infrastructure and how continued community growth will affect their 
daily lives. I will try to enhance how the Council’s message and goals are communicated to our community 
constituencies. 
 
Our talented City employees take pride in their contributions to our greater Flagstaff community. I will continue to 
support their efforts. 
 
Finally, I am a strong supporter of our public safety personnel. We as a community must support their vital role. 
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CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
My name is Alex H Martinez and I am 70 years old. My current position is Executive Vice President for Research 
and Development at Hyper-Edge Corporation. I am a serving commissioner on the Flagstaff Planning and Zoning 
Commission. I am a retired Public School Superintendent and retired US Navy Reserve Captain with 36 years of 
service. My 36 years of military service did not stop with active duty but has let me to volunteer in obtaining services 
for needy veterans. 
 
I am a 7th generation Arizonan whose family has deep roots in the state of Arizona and a strong sense of commitment 
to its future. I am a product of the Arizona Public Schools and University system. Our family has a strong belief in 
supporting the public educational system which directed me into the profession of public education. Our daughter 
and son have their Bachelor of Science Degrees and Master’s Degrees from Northern Arizona University and the 
University of Arizona. 
 
I have earned by Bachelor of Science, Master’s Degree and Doctoral Degree from the University of Arizona in 
Educational Administration. 
 
I am running for Flagstaff City Council as a citizen who want to address issues that cross over from partisan politics 
and develop comprehensive solutions that effect the safety and quality of life for all of us. It will be my responsibility 
to be focused on results while using a balanced approach to principles that will give out community peace of mind. 
The skills that I bring to the table would add to the council leadership. Our council needs to be outwardly focused 
and committed to issues that are clear and understandable using accurate data that is dedicated to our American 
culture and relevant to our city. 
 
My email is ahlamart38@gmail.com and my website is alexmartinezforflagstaffcitycouncil. 
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CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 
Name: Regina Salas 
 
Age:  44 
 
Website: https://www.reginasalasforflg.com/  
 
Email: ReginaSalasforFLG@gmail.com 
 
Occupation: Local business owner, I own ConnectEdge, a local consulting 
company helping small business and local nonprofits with business 
development, revenue development, capacity building and development. 

 
Education: NC State University - National Recreation & Park Association: Revenue Development and Management 
School, A two-year comprehensive professional development program on proven revenue management and 
development strategies and techniques, emphasis on marketing and events/program development 
 
ASU Lodestar Center for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Innovation: Nonprofit Development and Management training, 
workshop, and conference 
 
University of the Philippines School of Labor & Industrial Relations: Master of Industrial Relations, Thesis: “Industrial 
Relations Transformation: Philippine Airlines’ Flight to Industrial Peace and Profitability” 
 
St. Scholastica’s College, Manila, Philippines: Bachelor of Arts in English, Thesis: “Tolstoy’s Images of Women”, 
Campus Journalism Award of the Year Recipient 
 
I’m the only female and an independent candidate for City Council. I’m a mother, a businesswoman and an immigrant 
living and thriving in Flagstaff for the last 12 years. 
 
I’m running for office to offer my whole being to serve Flagstaff citizens and diverse communities. Born and raised in the 
Philippines, I bring diverse perspectives and wide worldview to the City leadership. My extensive background and 
experience in government (Philippine Congress, City of San Fernando and Coconino County), business sector, academe, 
and nonprofits are uniquely valuable capabilities: community and economic development, policy research and analysis, 
legislative development, budgeting, fiscal management, resource mobilization, labor dispute mediation, fundraising and 
friend-raising. 
 
Through pragmatic leadership with focus on local issues, I pursue LIVE THRIVE FLAGSTAFF. We live, thrive, grow, and 
evolve in Flagstaff in spite of the challenges we experience, whether we have lived here since birth, for 2 years or for 
over 20 years. I have the energy and ability to bring people together, discover, develop and seize opportunities that serve 
us and our communities.  
 
I bring forward the following priorities: 
 

 BUSINESS RETENTION & EXPANSION: LOCAL SMALL BUSINESS, TOURISM, DIVERSIFY ECONOMIC SECTORS 
 PLAN, MANAGE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH 
 FOSTER SYNERGY AND COOPERATION WITH PUBLIC AGENCIES AND PRIVATE ENTITIES  
 SUPPORT LOCAL NONPROFITS  
 PROTECT NATURAL AREAS, OPEN SPACE AND DARK SKIES 
 PURSUE QUALITY EDUCATION FOR CAREER/ENTREPRENEURSHIP READINESS AND WORKFORCE 

DEVELOPMENT  
 IMPROVE EFFICIENCY, TRANSPARENCY AND FISCAL MANAGEMENT OF THE CITY 
 

My passion for community advancement involves: Flagstaff Lodging & Restaurant Assoc., Flagstaff Chamber of 
Commerce, Flagstaff Independent Business Alliance, Local First Arizona, Flagstaff Communicators, Flagstaff CVB 
Marketing, Flagstaff Women’s Leadership Network, COCONUTS Robotics Team, United Way VITA, Victim Witness 
Services. 
 
I helped build, organize, fundraise and mobilize volunteers for the nonprofit Friends of Coconino County Parks supporting 
the County's efforts on land conservation, park development, volunteerism and recreation. 
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CANDIDATE FOR COUNCIL 
 

 
 
 
Name:  Adam Shimoni 
 
Age:  31 
 
Education: Bachelors in High School Special Education & Career Tech Education with a minor in 

Business from NAU 
 
Occupation: Business Owner, Teacher, Real Estate Agent, Community Organizer 
 
Website: www.ShimoniforCouncil.com 
 
E-Mail: ShimoniCampaign@gmail.com 
 
Flagstaff is a wonderful place to call home. The outdoors, diverse community, and quality of life are what makes 
our city so special. As Flagstaff grows, we face an increasing number of issues. I hear locals speak to the need for 
attainable housing, future water resources, economic development, and traffic congestion. I share these concerns, 
and I look forward to implementing long term solutions to these issues. My website, shimoniforcouncil.com, 
describes my top priorities and outlines action steps. We need leadership to address these subjects head on, and 
to plan for the future, collaborating to implement models for sustainable growth. 
 
To address our housing crisis, I hope to adjust the zoning code to ensure appropriate development, to negotiate 
with developers to construct affordable housing, and to advocate for building small homes. I will collaborate with 
NAU to find a better plan to accommodate their continued growth. To ease traffic congestion, I would support more 
road connections and a stronger public transit system. Future water resources is a strong concern of mine and one 
I hope to address through greater education and investment in conservation and re-use techniques.  
 
We are strongest when we engage and address these issues together. One of my goals as a candidate is to 
encourage a culture of political engagement. My years leading "Speak Up: Bridging the Gap between Local People 
and Local Politics," and serving on the board of Friends of Flagstaff’s Future have developed my passion for 
community involvement. My first bid for City Council in 2016, while only 59 votes shy from a win, furthered my 
understanding of engaging local communities and government. Check out my page, 
facebook.com/ShimoniForCouncil for community events and ways of sharing your voice. I look forward to the 
opportunity to serve and represent the people of Flagstaff. 
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PROPOSITION NO. 418 
 

INITIATIVE – SUSTAINABLE WAGES ACT 
 

COMPLETE TEXT OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
 

AMENDING TITLE 15, CHAPTER 15-01 OF THE FLAGSTAFF CITY CODE 
RELATING TO MINIMUM WAGE LAWS 

 
 
TEXT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT  
 
Be it enacted by the People of the City of Flagstaff, Arizona: 
 
15-01-001-0001 Short Title 
 
This act may be cited as the "The “Minimum SUSTAINABLE Wages Act." 
 
15-01-001-0002 Definitions 
 
A.  "City" is the City of Flagstaff. 
 
B.  "Office" is the department, division or office that the City shall establish, create or designate to enforce this 

chapter. 
 
C.  "Employ" includes to suffer or permit to work; WHETHER A PERSON IS AN INDEPENDENT 

CONTRACTOR OR AN EMPLOYEE SHALL BE DETERMINED ACCORDING TO THE STANDARDS OF 
THE FEDERAL FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT, BUT THE BURDEN OF PROOF SHALL BE UPON THE 
PARTY FOR WHOM THE WORK IS PERFORMED TO SHOW INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS 
BY CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE. 

 
D.  "Employee" is any individual who (1) works or is expected to work twenty-five (25) hours or more in any 

given calendar year within the geographic boundaries of the City for an employer and (2) is or was 
employed by an employer; BUT DOES NOT INCLUDE ANY PERSON WHO IS EMPLOYED BY A PARENT 
OR A SIBLING, OR WHO IS EMPLOYED PERFORMING BABYSITTING SERVICES IN THE 
EMPLOYER'S HOME ON A CASUAL BASIS. 

 
E.   "Employer" includes any corporation, proprietorship, partnership, joint venture, limited liability company, 

trust, association, political subdivision of the state, individual or other entity acting directly or indirectly in 
the interest of an employer in relation to an employee, and shall include the City, but does not include the 
state of Arizona or the United States. 

 
F.   "Minimum Wage" is the minimum wage rate as set under Section 15-01-001-0003 of this chapter. 
 
G.   "Tip" means a verifiable sum presented by a customer as a gift or voluntary gratuity in recognition of 

some service performed for the customer by the employee receiving the tip. 
 
H.   "Tipped Employee" means an employee who customarily and regularly receives more than $30 a month in 

tips, has been informed by the employer in writing about the tip notice provisions required by this chapter, 
and retains all tips that he or she receives. 

 
15-01-001-0003 Minimum Wage 
 
A.  Employers shall pay employees no less than the minimum wage, which shall be not less than: 
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1. BEFORE JANUARY 1, 2021, $10 an hour or $2 above the state minimum wage as provided for 
under Section 23-363, Arizona Revised Statutes, OR ITS SUCCESSOR STATUTE whichever 
is greater, on and after July 1, 2017; 

 
2. ON AND AFTER JANUARY 1, 2021, $11 an hour or $2 FIFTY CENTS PER HOUR above the 

state minimum wage as provided for under Section 23-363, Arizona Revised Statutes, OR ITS 
SUCCESSOR STATUTE. whichever is greater, on and after January 1, 2018; 

 
3.  $12 an hour or $2 above the state minimum wage as provided for under Section 23-363, Arizona 

Revised Statutes, whichever is greater, on and after January 1, 2019; 
 
4.  $13 an hour or $2 above the state minimum wage as provided for under Section 23-363, Arizona 

Revised Statutes, whichever is greater, on and after January 1, 2020; 
 
5.  $15 an hour or $2 above the state minimum wage as provided for under Section 23-363, Arizona 

Revised Statutes, whichever is greater, on and after January 1, 2021. 
 
B.  The minimum wage shall be increased on January 1, 2022 and on January 1 of successive years, by 

the increase in the cost of living. The increase in the cost of living shall be measured by the percentage 
increase as of August of the immediately preceding year over the level as of August of the previous 
year of the consumer price index (all urban consumers, U.S. city average for all items) or its successor 
index as published by the U.S. department of labor or its successor agency, with the amount of the 
minimum wage increase rounded to the nearest multiple of five cents. 

 
C.  In the event that the federal minimum wage is increased above the level of the minimum wage that is in 

force under this section, the minimum wage under this section shall be increased to match the higher federal 
wage, effective on the same date as the increase in the federal minimum wage, and shall become the new 
minimum wage in effect under this section. 

 
D.  Employees entitled to overtime pay under the federal Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 206, 

207, 213 are entitled to overtime pay under this chapter in accordance with federal law and 
regulations concerning overtime compensation under 29 U.S.C. §206, 297, 213. Such overtime pay 
shall be calculated based on the employee’s regular rate of pay or the minimum wage rate set forth 
in this section, whichever is higher. 

 
EC.  For any tipped employee who customarily and regularly receives tips or gratuities from patrons or others, 

the employer may pay a cash wage up to: $3 per hour less than the minimum wage rate set forth in 
this section on or after July 1, 2017. 

 
2.  $2.50 per hour less than the minimum wage rate set forth in this section on or after January 1, 

2022; 
 
3.  $2 per hour less than the minimum wage set forth in this section OR on after January 1, 2023; 
 
4.  $1.50 per hour less than the minimum wage set forth in this section on or after January 1, 2024; 
 
5.  $1 per hour less than the minimum wage set forth in this section on or after January 1, 2025. 

 
Provided, however, that the employer may only pay this lower cash wage if the employer can establish BY ITS 
RECORDS OF CHARGED TIPS OR BY THE EMPLOYEE'S DECLARATION FOR FEDERAL INSURANCE 
CONTRIBUTIONS ACT (FICA) PURPOSES that when adding tips received and retained to wages paid, the 
employee received not less than the minimum wage for all hours worked. and the employee has been informed 
in writing by the employer of the provisions of this Section. All tips received by tipped employees are the sole 
property of the tipped employee and shall be retained by the tipped employee, except that nothing in this section 
shall prohibit a valid tip pool under which tips are pooled and distributed among tipped employees, provided that 
only the amount actually retained by each employee shall be considered part of that employee's wages for 
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purposes of this Section. On after January 1, 2026, an employer shall pay a tipped employee not less than the 
minimum wage set forth in this section for all hours worked. 
 
15-01-001-0004 Notice and Recordkeeping Requirements 
 
A.  The Office shall publish and make available to employers all of the following, in English, Spanish and 

any language spoken by more than 5% of the workforce in the City: (1) a bulletin announcing the 
adjusted minimum wage rate for the upcoming year and its effective date no less than two months 
before its effective date; (2) a template bulletin for employers to post in the workplace informing 
employees of the current minimum wage rate and their rights to the minimum wage, including information 
about the right to be free from retaliation and the right to file a complaint and the contact information for 
the Office; and (3) a template notice suitable for use by employers in complying with subsections B 
and C of this section. 

 
B.  Every employer shall post the bulletin referred to in subsection A in a conspicuous place at any 

workplace or job site in English, Spanish and any language spoken by at least 5% of the employees 
at the workplace or job site. 

 
C.  Every employer shall also provide each employee, at the time of hire or by July 1, 2017 whichever is later, 

written notice of: the employer's business name, address, and telephone number; the employee's right to 
earn the minimum wage and the current minimum wage rate; the employee's right to be free from 
retaliation; AND the employee's right to file a complaint;- and the contact information for the Office where 
questions about rights and responsibilities under this chapter can be answered. If the employee's primary 
language is one spoken by at least 5% of the employees at the workplace or jobsite, the notice required 
by this subsection shall be provided in English and in the employee's primary language. 

 
D.  Every employer shall maintain payroll records showing the hours worked for each day worked, and the 

wages paid to all employees for a period of four years and shall allow the Office access to such records to 
monitor compliance. Failure to maintain such records and/or allow the Office reasonable access to such 
records shall raise a rebuttable presumption that the employer did not pay the required minimum wage and 
the employee's reasonable estimate regarding hours worked and wages paid shall be relied on, absent 
clear and convincing evidence otherwise. THE RIGHTS OF PERSONS TO INSPECT AND COPY THE 
RECORDS REQUIRED BY THIS CHAPTER SHALL BE AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 23-364(D) OF THE 
ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES OR ITS SUCCESSOR STATUTE. 

 
15-01-001-0005 Requirements 
 
A.  No employer or other person shall discharge or take any other adverse action against any person in 

retaliation for asserting any claim or right under this chapter, for assisting any other person in doing so, or 
for informing any person about their rights. Taking adverse action against a person within ninety days of a 
person's engaging in the foregoing activities shall raise a presumption that such action was retaliation, 
which may be rebutted by clear and convincing evidence that such action was taken for other permissible 
reasons. 

 
15-01-001-0006 Implementation, Investigation and Enforcement  
 
A. Administrative Hearing Process. To the extent allowable under state law, the City shall have the authority 

to coordinate implementation and enforcement of this chapter, including but not limited to establishing a civil 
administrative hearing process, including procedural rules; whereby the city shall receive employee 
complaints in writing and by telephone, investigate and prosecute complaints it deems meritorious and keep 
complainants notified regarding the status of the investigation. An administrative hearing judge shall hear 
and adjudicate the case and enter appropriate rulings pursuant to this chapter.  
 

A.B.  The Office may investigate any possible violations of this chapter by an employer or other person. Any 
person or organization may file an administrative complaint with the Office charging that an employer has 
violated this chapter as to any employee or other person. When the Office receives a complaint, it may 
review records regarding all employees at the employer’s worksite in order to protect the identity of any 
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employee identified in the complaint and to determine whether a pattern of violations has occurred. The 
name of any employee identified in the complaint shall be kept confidential as long as possible. Where the 
Office determines that an employee’s name must be disclosed in order to investigate a complaint further, it 
may do so only with the employee’s consent. SHALL FORWARD THE COMPLAINT TO THE ARIZONA 
INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION FOR INVESTIGATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS AS 
PROVIDED IN SECTION 23-364 OF THE ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES OR ITS SUCCESSOR 
STATUTE. THE OFFICE SHALL NOT HAVE AUTHORITY TO INVESTIGATE OR PURSUE 
ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS IN CONNECTION WITH ANY COMPLAINT THAT ALLEGES 
CONDUCT IN VIOLATION OF TITLE 23, CHAPTER 2, ARTICLE 8 OF THE ARIZONA REVISED 
STATUTES, OR THEIR SUCCESSOR STATUTES, IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER SUCH CONDUCT 
ALSO WOULD VIOLATE THIS CHAPTER. 

 
B. IF, AFTER INVESTIGATING A COMPLAINT FILED PURSUANT TO THIS CHAPTER OR STATE LAW, 

THE ARIZONA INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION FINDS THAT THE EMPLOYER HAS ENGAGED IN 
CONDUCT THAT VIOLATES TITLE 23, CHAPTER 2, ARTICLE 8 OF THE ARIZONA REVISED 
STATUTES, OR THEIR SUCCESSOR STATUTES, THE OFFICE MAY NOT ASSESS OR IMPOSE 
ADDITIONAL CIVIL PENALTIES OR REMEDIES UNDER THIS CHAPTER FOR THE SAME CONDUCT. 

 
C.  IF, AFTER INVESTIGATING A COMPLAINT FILED PURSUANT TO THIS CHAPTER OR STATE LAW, 

THE ARIZONA INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION FINDS THAT THE EMPLOYER HAS ENGAGED IN 
CONDUCT THAT DOES NOT VIOLATE TITLE 23, CHAPTER 2, ARTICLE 8 OF THE ARIZONA REVISED 
STATUTES, OR THEIR SUCCESSOR STATUTES, BUT THAT DOES VIOLATE THIS CHAPTER, THE 
OFFICE MAY ASSESS OR IMPOSE CIVIL PENALTIES OR REMEDIES UNDER THIS CHAPTER. 

 
C.D.  To the extent allowable by law, a civil action to enforce this chapter may be maintained in the Flagstaff 

Municipal Court or in any court of competent jurisdiction by the City or by any private party injured by a 
violation of this chapter. 

 
15-01-001-0007 Civil Penalties and Remedies 
 
A.  Any employer who fails to pay the wages required under this chapter shall be required to pay the employee 

the balance of wages owed, including interest thereon, and an additional amount equal to twice the 
underpaid wages as liquidated damages. 

 
B.  Any employer who retaliates against an employee or other person in violation of this chapter shall be 

required to pay the employee a penalty set by THE ARIZONA INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION, the Office or 
a court sufficient to compensate the employee and deter future violations, but not less than $250 for each 
day that the violation continued or until legal judgment is final. In any case where an Employee has been 
discharged in retaliation for exercising rights under this ordinance, the period of violation extends from the 
day of discharge until the day the Employee is reinstated, the day the Employee agrees to waive 
reinstatement or in the ease of an Employee who may not be rehired, from the day of discharge until the 
day legal judgment is final. 

 
C.  SUBJECT TO SECTION 15-01-001-006, Any employer who violates the recordkeeping, posting or 

other requirements that the Office may establish under this chapter shall be subject to CIVIL 
PENALTIES AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 23-364(F) OF THE ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, OR 
ITS SUCCESSOR STATUTE. CIVIL PENALTIES SHALL BE RETAINED BY THE AGENCY THAT 
RECOVERED THEM. a civil penalty payable to the City of at least $250 for a first violation, and least 
$1,000 for each subsequent or willful violation and may, if the Office or Court determines appropriate, 
be subject to special monitoring and inspections. In order to compensate the City for the costs of 
investigating and remedying violations under this chapter, the Office may also order a violating employer 
or person to pay to the City a civil penalty of not more than fifty dollars ($50.00) for each day and for 
each employee or person as to ꞏwhom a violation of this chapter occurred or continued. To the extent 
allowable by law, such funds shall be allocated to the Office and shall be used to offset the costs of 
implementing and enforcing this chapter. Not less than fifty percent (50%) of such funds, and of any 
other civil penalties assessed and retained by the City pursuant to this chapter, shall be earmarked for 
the funding of the community based outreach program provided for in this Section. 
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D.  The Office and the courts AND, SUBJECT TO SECTION 15-01-001-006, THE OFFICE, shall have the 
authority to order payment of such unpaid wages, liquidated damages, and civil penalties and to order 
any other appropriate legal or equitable relief for violations of this chapter. To the extent allowable by 
law, civil penalties paid to the City shall be retained by the Office and used to finance activities to 
enforce this chapter. A prevailing plaintiff shall be entitled to reasonable attorneys' fees and costs of 
suit from a violating employer. 

 
E.  A civil action to enforce this chapter may be commenced no later than two years after a violation last 

occurs, or three years in the case of a willful violation, and may encompass all violations that occurred 
as part of a continuing course of employer conduct regardless of their date. The statute of limitations 
for bringing a civil action shall be tolled during any investigation of an employer by the Office ARIZONA 
INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION or other law enforcement officer, but such investigation shall not bar a 
person from bringing a civil action under this chapter. The requirements of this chapter may also be 
enforced by the City Attorney. In such ease, unpaid wages and damages recovered shall be payable to 
the individual Employee as to whom the violation occurred. No verbal or written agreement or 
employment contract may waive any rights under this chapter. 

 
F.  The Office shall establish an education and outreach program in partnership with community based 

organizations to conduct education and outreach to employees and employers of their rights and 
obligations under this chapter. 

 
15-01-001ꞏ0008 Other Legal Requirements 15-01-001-0009 No Effect on More Generous Policies 
 
A.  Nothing in this chapter shall be interpreted or applied so as to create a conflict with Federal or State 

Law. 
 
B.  This chapter provides minimum requirements and shall not be construed to preempt, limit, or otherwise 

affect the applicability of any other law, regulation, rule, requirement, policy, or standard that provides 
for greater protections to employees. 

 
15-01-001-0009 No Effect on More Generous Policies 
 
A. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to discourage or prohibit the adoption or retention of a wage 

policy more generous than that which is required herein. 
 
B. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed as diminishing the obligation of an employer to comply with any 

contract, collective bargaining agreement, employment benefit plan, or other agreement providing more 
generous wages to an employee than required herein. 

 
15-01-001-0010 Savings Clause 
 
This act does not affect rights and duties that matured, penalties that were incurred and proceedings that were 
begun before the effective date of this act. 
 
15-01-001-0011 Severability 
 
If a provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not affect 
other provisions or applications of the act that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and 
to this end the provisions of this act are severable. 
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 418 
 
OFFICIAL TITLE: SUSTAINABLE WAGES ACT 
 
DESCRIPTIVE TITLE: Amendment to the Flagstaff City Code Chapter 15-01, Minimum Wage, reducing the 
current minimum wage in Flagstaff to at least the minimum hourly wage imposed by state law and eventually an 
additional fifty cents per hour; and making other provisions similar to parallel provisions in state law. 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of amending Chapter 15-01, Minimum Wage, of the Flagstaff 
City Code by reducing the current minimum wage to the state minimum wage until January 1, 2021, 
after which the minimum wage will be fifty cents per hour above the state minimum wage; and 
amending other provisions making Chapter 15-01 similar to state law. 

YES 

A NO vote shall have the effect of not amending Chapter 15-01, Minimum Wage, of the Flagstaff City 
Code and retaining the existing current minimum hourly wage and provisions approved by the voters 
in 2016.  

NO 

 
 

AS IT WILL APPEAR ON BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 418 
Proposed by initiative petition, amending Chapter 15-01, 
Minimum Wage, of the Flagstaff City Code 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of amending Chapter 15-01, 
Minimum Wage, of the Flagstaff City Code by reducing the 
current minimum wage to the state minimum wage until 
January 1, 2021, after which the minimum wage will be fifty cents 
per hour above the state minimum wage; and amending other 
provisions making Chapter 15-01 similar to state law. 
 
A NO vote shall have the effect of not amending Chapter 15-01, 
Minimum Wage, of the Flagstaff City Code and retaining the 
existing current minimum hourly wage and provisions approved 
by the voters in 2016. 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 

NO 
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ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION NO. 418 
 

The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
Voting YES on Prop 418 will preserve the character of the town we all love so much. In the last election, we voted 
to increase the state minimum wage by nearly $4 an hour. Prop 418 will preserve that raise and, recognizing the 
higher cost of living here, places FLG’s minimum wage 50 cents over the state level. 
 
Studies conducted by the University of Washington on Seattle’s minimum wage increase has shown the folks it was 
meant to help are actually being hurt by a combination of fewer hours, increased cost of living and jobs being cut. 
The costs to low-wage workers in Seattle outweighed the benefits by a ratio of three to one, according to the study. 
You have seen the impact of the increased minimum wage on the cost of things like child care, groceries and eating 
out. Those costs impact the very same low wage folks we had hoped to help the most. Remember, we’re only half 
way to the unsustainable $15.50 wage and without 418, you’ll see these and other costs continue to make FLG 
even more unaffordable for all of us.  
 
The evidence is clear, without 418, we’re hurting those who can least afford to live here. Flagstaff’s locally owned 
small businesses can’t afford to pay the highest minimum wage in the country. Your Yes vote on 418 will preserve 
FLG and ensure everyone is paid a fair wage. 
 
Rob Wilson 
 
----- 
 
Why is the minimum wage being confused with a livable wage? Minimum wage was never intended to be a livable 
wage. 
 
Minimum wage was created for individuals, like students, who are without the skills to do a job. As they learn the 
job becoming proficient, then their hourly pay would increase to match that skill. If we are looking at this as a livable 
wage, then new hires will have to have all the skills to perform the job they are applying for. It does not allow for 
training, but the job seeker must have all the skills needed to do the job from day one.  
 
I question why Flagstaff’s minimum wage needs to be $3.50/hr higher than the rest of Arizona? Prop 418’s $0.50/hr 
above Arizona is fair. Flagstaff’s City Code 15-01, requires Flagstaff to be $2.00/hr higher than the state’s minimum 
wage, why? What would occur here if the national objective for $15.00/hr occurs as AZ minimum wage is that 
Flagstaff’s minimum wage would automatically jump to $17.00/hr. Prop 418 corrects this too with the $0.50/hr above 
AZ minimum wage. This will adjust the wage to compensate for the increased cost of living without the domino 
effect of increases across the board in price increases, job loss, and deterring businesses from coming to Flagstaff. 
  
Prop 418 is a way to keep Flagstaff a city tourists will visit and spend money. Tourism is a vital part of Flagstaff’s 
economy and a driver for Flagstaff’s jobs. If our minimum wage hits $3.50/hr above our neighboring cities, our cost 
for anything will be too high in comparison and tourist and locals will go else ware to shop and jobs will go out of 
Flagstaff. 
  
Join me in voting YES for Prop 418. 
 
Steve Finch 
 
----- 
 
The Sustainable Wages Act, Prop 418, adjusts Flagstaff’s current $15.50 minimum wage to $12.50 to closely mirror 
our State minimum wage. A YES vote on Prop 418 will keep Flagstaff livable and affordable for residents, workers, 
non-profits, the schools and businesses alike. 
 
In 2017, the Greater Flagstaff Chamber joined numerous groups and citizens to collect 9000 signatures to qualify 
the Sustainable Wages Act for the ballot because many voters didn’t understand the effects of two wage laws and 
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the extraordinary negative situations $15.50 creates everywhere you turn. An additional 41% wage hike by 2022 is 
unsustainable and will cause employees to suffer, families to be disrupted, force people out of Flagstaff and create 
less services for the developmentally disabled. 
 
People everywhere are alarmed at Flagstaff’s higher cost of living the current $11 wage is causing and can’t imagine 
the inflation that $15.50 will cause. In addition, many employees lost full work weeks; some have lost their jobs 
entirely; non profits cut back services to the most disadvantaged and vulnerable people among us. The price of 
goods and services has increased as well as rents so the net benefit to the minimum wage worker is actually 
negative yet cost of living is escalated. This is a shame and we can turn this around together. 
 
The price of daycare has skyrocketed and elderly residents on fixed incomes are having a harder time to make 
ends meet. Flagstaff deserves better and we DO have a chance to vote again to keep Flagstaff competitive and 
vibrant. 
 
A YES vote on Prop 418 adjusts the minimum wage to closely mirror our state minimum wage, will restore balance 
to our mountain town and sustain the local quality of life we all value and cherish. 
 
Julie Pastrick, CEO 
Randon Cupp, Chairman 
Greater Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce 
 
----- 
 
What will it mean to vote YES?  A YES vote will make Flagstaff Livable, Affordable, and Workable.  
 
What will it mean if you vote NO? No would mean all Flagstaff students/residents/visitors will see inflated rental 
prices, increased food costs, business closures, job cuts, and loss of jobs. Construction costs will continue to rise, 
causing housing cost to go up, and prices will mimic New York and California. Nonprofit care providers will be forced 
to shut down. Health care cost goes up. Taxes will be increased to subsidize the city government budget.  
 
Two large Flagstaff employers will move jobs out of town to offset increased costs. This trend will cause concern 
for companies looking at Flagstaff to open new businesses here. Flagstaff becomes expensive and a financially 
undesirable place to be.  
 
This will also negatively impact fixed income citizens. Majority of whom are seniors. NAU student costs will 
continue to rise, while the 2000 students working for NAU will NOT receive any increase at all to offset the 
price rise.  They fall under the state minimum wage law. Flagstaff will quickly become uncompetitive with 
neighboring cities, causing tourism to go to lower-priced neighbors, impacting jobs and the tax base. This will 
increase the number of homeless citizens similar to California and Washington. 
 
Flagstaff cannot afford to continue on this path. We do not have high paying Industry jobs in this city. A NO vote will 
Negatively impact the future of Flagstaff, our students, businesses, citizens, and visitors. 
 
We are thankful to have tremendous support from our community. We are honored to represent this community 
and to be the voice of so many in Flagstaff to say:  VOTE YES on Prop 418.  Make Flagstaff Livable, Affordable, 
and Workable. 
  
Dhiru Robin Prema & Dino Dullbson 
Flagstaff Lodging & Restaurant Association  
 
----- 
 
Don’t Make People with Intellectual Disabilities Collateral Damage 
 
We urge you to vote YES on Proposition 418, Sustainable Wages Act, on behalf of the approximately 850 children 
and adults in Flagstaff with severe intellectual and developmental disabilities (I/DD), and their caregivers, who would 
be devastated if services for these individuals are stopped. 
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These services are funded by Medicaid, mostly through the federal government, and include residential placements 
(group homes), day programs, employment supports and in-home care. The services are not funded well and 
providers of these services have been struggling since the higher minimum wage was passed in Flagstaff. Three 
of the providers have left or stopped operations; several clients have had to move to Phoenix. Of course we believe 
that the caregivers affected by this increase deserve a higher wage, but the reality is that our funding won’t cover 
the current Flagstaff minimum wage increases. 
 
Amending the Flagstaff minimum wage to $0.50/hour over the State minimum wage accommodates the higher cost 
of living in Flagstaff, and helps prevent the loss of businesses and jobs, especially in our industry. Service providers 
for people with I/DD cannot increase prices to make ends meet, but, although it will be difficult, we believe we can 
survive the extra $0.50/hour. The next scheduled increase (if Prop 418 doesn’t pass) will be $1.00 over the State 
minimum wage, beginning 1/1/19. This is about a $400,000 increase in costs to Hozhoni and cannot be absorbed. 
 
Please join us in supporting Proposition 418. Don’t force people with intellectual and developmental disabilities from 
the only home many of them have ever known. Don’t “cleanse” Flagstaff of this vulnerable population. 
 
Monica Attridge   Lex Heerding 
CEO, Hozhoni Foundation   COO, Hozhoni Foundation 
 
----- 
 
The Flagstaff disabled community is in crisis. Families are terrified for the future of their loved ones with 
developmental disabilities. We MUST realize that although well intentioned, Flagstaff’s new minimum wage is doing 
irreparable damage to the disabled community here in Flagstaff.  
 
Since Flagstaff voted to increase the minimum wage, at least 42 disabled people have lost their jobs and continue 
to struggle finding employment. There has also been a 66% decline in community job placements for disabled 
workers in Flagstaff. This is not a State funding issue, it is a Flagstaff minimum wage issue. 
 
In the last 18 months of increased minimum wage, Flagstaff’s disabled community has experienced: 

 3 Providers have closed or relocated (30% of the Flagstaff Provider Network). 
 2 Day Programs have closed. 
 68 direct care positions have been eliminated. 
 8 Group Homes have relocated out of Flagstaff. 
 26 individuals with disabilities have been forced to relocate. 

 
Please keep in mind, the consequences above reflect a $.50 difference between the minimum wage in Flagstaff 
and the State minimum wage. In January 2019, the difference will double to $1.00, which will accelerate these 
trends. We will undoubtedly see more relocations of disabled individuals from their communities as more service 
providers close or leave town. 
 
By passing the current minimum wage in Flagstaff, voters did not intend to say that one segment of our working 
poor is more fit to live here than another. The path to livable wages should not be sought nor attained through the 
destruction of an entire segment of our community...especially our most vulnerable.  
 
I urge you to Vote Yes on Prop 418 and save Flagstaff’s most vulnerable. 
 
Quality Connections Inc. 
 
Armando Bernasconi  Gretchen Povlsen 
CEO    Board Chair 
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Nearly two years ago, Flagstaff voters were asked to increase the minimum wage – twice. Both a statewide law 
and a local ordinance were enacted on the same ballot. 
 
To be fair, without a statewide ballot proposition, it was unlikely that the state would have increased the minimum 
wage on its own.  
 
However, with the combined enactment of the statewide ballot proposition, the minimum wage in Flagstaff will grow 
to $15.50 by the year 2022, or $2.00 above the state minimum wage, whichever is greater. The Flagstaff minimum 
wage will be significantly higher than the rest of the state. 
Given the cost of living in Flagstaff, there is little doubt that proponents of the Flagstaff wage hike in 2016 had the 
best of intentions. 
 
That said, the adverse unintended impacts for various industries in Flagstaff have been significant – particularly for 
those that provide support services for individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities.  
 
Unlike most enterprises, these organizations, many of which are non-profits, do not set their own rates. The current 
reimbursement rates, set by the state, do not fully cover the increases in personnel costs. Regrettably, the 
simultaneous combination of the Flagstaff ordinance and the statewide increase in the hourly wage has forced 
providers to close facilities, reduce remaining services and generally threatens the long-term sustainability of 
operations in Flagstaff as a whole. 
 
Looking forward, a “yes” vote on Prop. 418 will re-establish the hourly wage in Flagstaff to $.50 above the statewide 
hourly wage (again, which was also increased in 2016). In our view, this a responsible approach to recognizing the 
cost of living in Flagstaff while minimizing the financial hardships and challenges for those organizations that are 
struggling to continue serving individuals with disabilities. 
 
Please vote yes on Prop. 418.  
 
Arizona Association of Providers for People with Disabilities 
Wendy Shaw, Vice Chair 
David Schwartz, Executive Director 
 
----- 
 
Please vote yes on Initiative 418 to amend the Minimum Wages Act to $0.50/hour over the State Minimum Wage. 
 
My name is Gloyes Lemons. My wife and our daughter Sherri who is 60+ years old, and I moved to Flagstaff so 
that Sherri could get the care that she requires. Sherri is profoundly intellectually and developmentally disabled and 
requires total care and she is unable to speak. Hozhoni Foundation provides all of this and so much more. Sherri 
lives in a group home and attends a day program Monday through Friday.  
 
We know that this is a very difficult decision for all of us but we urge you to vote yes on Proposition 418, on behalf 
of the approximately 800 children and adults with severe intellectual and developmental disabilities, and their 
caregivers who would be devastated if services for these individuals would be stopped. 
 
If this is Initiative is approved by the voters of Flagstaff it will help prevent the loss of businesses and jobs and 
greatly increase the chances of the Non-Profit Service Providers to be able to continue their critical services and 
care for the most challenged citizens of Flagstaff. 
 
We believe that Prop 418 should be passed as proposed by the City Council on March 21, 2017. 
 
Again, please vote yes on Prop 418. 
 
Gloyes Lemons 
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Please vote yes on Initiative 418 to amend the Minimum Wages Act to $0.50/hour over the State Minimum Wage. 
 
My name is Jane Lemons. My husband and our daughter Sherri who is 60+ years old, and I moved to Flagstaff so 
that Sherri could get the care that she requires. Sherri is profoundly intellectually and developmentally disabled and 
requires total care and she is unable to speak. Hozhoni Foundation provides all of this and so much more. Sherri 
lives in a group home and attends a day program Monday through Friday.  
 
We know that this is a very difficult decision for all of us but we urge you to vote yes on Proposition 418, on behalf 
of the approximately 800 children and adults with severe intellectual and developmental disabilities, and their 
caregivers who would be devastated if services for these individuals would be stopped. 
 
If this is Initiative is approved by the voters of Flagstaff it will help prevent the loss of businesses and jobs and 
greatly increase the chances of the Non-Profit Service Providers to be able to continue their critical services and 
care for the most challenged citizens of Flagstaff. 
 
We believe that Prop 418 should be passed as proposed by the City Council on March 21, 2017. 
 
Again, please vote yes on Prop 418. 
 
Jane Lemons 
 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION NO. 418 
 

The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
In November 2016, 54% of voters approved a pay raise for minimum wage workers in Flagstaff. Now, with dark 
money from the Koch brother’s front, American Encore, voters are being asked to overturn Flagstaff’s minimum 
wage ordinance. But since it went into effect just over a year ago, 14,000 workers in our community have seen their 
wages go up. That’s a wonderful thing for the poorest workers in our community, many of whom are single moms, 
struggling to feed and clothe their children on impossible wages. By 2022, the number of workers who will benefit 
will rise to 30,000. That’s a huge part of our population who, if we roll back the ordinance, will, once again, be trying 
to make it on starvation wages. It’s the wrong thing to do. And, as it turns out, business has been flourishing under 
the new law, including in those industries that have the most low wage workers. In the past year, revenue for retail 
has gone up by 7.3%; for hotel/motel it has gone up 11.7%; and revenue for restaurants is up by 8.7%. 
(https://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/View/58534/MAY‐‐2018‐REVENUE‐). And, according to a City of Flagstaff 
Management Services Report, 100 new businesses opened last year. 
 
This is all very good news. In November, voters again have the opportunity to do the right thing by the community’s 
poorest workers. And we now have a years worth of data confirming that it is economically the right thing too. Stand 
up for fairness and a strong economy. Stop the pay cuts. Vote No on Prop 418. 
 
Kim Curtis 
 
----- 
 
Prop 418 Deserves a ‘No’ vote 
 
Thankfully, voters like me across Arizona overwhelmingly agreed in 2016 to increase the state’s minimum wage, 
and the state is seeing economic growth because of this. In Flagstaff, however, because of the high cost of living, 
we needed to raise the wage even higher, to give working individuals the living wage they need to be able to live in 
our mountain town. Simply put, to lower Flagstaff’s wage, as proposed by Prop 418, will lower the standard of living 
for thousands of hard working people trying to live in Flagstaff, many of whom have families to support. 
   
I respect the businesses that must slightly alter their business model to accommodate higher wages of their 
employees, and will continue to patronize those businesses that treat their employees in a manner that allows them 
to live and work in Flagstaff. 
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Even in our public schools, the Flagstaff minimum wage ordinance, combined with additional state revenue, has 
enabled us to raise the wages of the lowest paid support professionals that work for our children, without any 
adverse impact on the district budget. 
 
Lastly, with a teenager eyeing the workforce who likely will work part of his life in Flagstaff, maintaining the 
scheduled minimum wage increases will benefit him as well as the thousands of other hard working low wage 
workers in Flagstaff. 
  
Keep Flagstaff healthy now and into the future – vote no on 418! 
 
Matt Nicholls 
 
----- 
 
Flagstaff and Arizona voters approved two separate minimum wage measures at the last election. Because of the 
interaction between the two, Flagstaff’s minimum wage would have increased to $12.00/hour in 2017. To soften the 
impact to local businesses and non-profits, the Flagstaff City Council amended the ordinance to have the minimum 
wage be $10.50 that year, while the state minimum wage was $10.00. “Both sides of the aisle” came together to 
approve this common-sense agreement, which required a council supermajority. 
The existing law is that our minimum wage gradually increases from 50-cent above the state minimum wage, to 
$15.00 total by January 2021. If Proposition 418 passes, our minimum wage would be reduced to the state minimum 
wage until then, but would be 50-cent higher after that. (That year, the state minimum wage will be $12.00 plus the 
one-year increase in the consumer price index.) 
 
The proposition would have other implications. For instance, it would remove the protection that the tips you leave 
at restaurants belong to the waiter or waitress, and not to the management. It would prevent the city from enforcing 
the minimum wage laws. 
 
Because of the higher cost of living in Flagstaff, the state minimum wage is inadequate here. Yes, many adults 
have to live on what they can make on the minimum wage! All workers, including those in the service industries, 
deserve a reasonable wage. 
 
Flagstaff businesses have thrived under the new law, including those sectors that employ the most low-wage 
workers. Workers now have more money to spend. The higher minimum wage has had negligible impact on 
consumer prices, but has significantly improved the life of our low-wage workers. 
 
To keep the current law, vote NO on Proposition 418. 
 
Jim McCarthy 
The views of Mr. McCarthy do not necessarily reflect those of the Flagstaff City Council. 
 
----- 
 
I am a voting resident of Flagstaff, AZ and am writing this statement AGAINST Proposition 418, the attempt to 
repeal Flagstaff’s minimum wage law, which passed with 54% of Flagstaff vote. This proposition goes against the 
wishes of local citizens, and is designed to only maintain the status quo for the wealthiest, and often, out-of-town 
business owners. The facts are that the Minimum Wage Law is working: 14,000 Flagstaff workers have received 
raises. While trickle-down economic theory has been shown repeatedly to NOT work, trickle-up theory does. The 
results of our minimum wage law is that permanent, salary-based jobs (not a part of the wage law) have also 
increased wages in town, to compete with the hourly-wages. Additionally, once fully implemented, the minimum 
wage law will have an economic impact of $90 million annually. When citizens are paid a livable wage, they are 
able to buy services and further contribute to our local economy. The impact to our businesses has been 
misrepresented; our Flagstaff business have continued to thrive, with all tourism sectors (most of the hourly-wage 
businesses) showing a 7% to 11% increase in 2017-2018. Finally, we should all be concerned about propositions 
and campaigns funded by single-interest groups. This repeal effort is largely funded (59%) through a Koch-brothers 
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front; this organization is designed to keep wealth with the top 1% of Americans, while harming the American public. 
We need Flagstaff laws to come from Flagstaff citizens. 
 
Amy Waltz 
 
----- 
 
I urge you to vote no on Proposition 418. Our local economy depends on thousands of workers who provide warm 
meals and clean beds to the Flagstaff tourist, care for both the elders and the youngest among us. Our best 
American value supports the idea that if you work hard, you can make it and improve your life. Flagstaff voters have 
supported this value by increasing the minimum wage. 
 
In 2016, 54 percent of Flagstaff voters approved increasing the local minimum wage to $15 by 2021, increasing the 
sub-minimum wage for tipped workers to the full minimum by 2026, protecting workers’ tips, and establishing local 
enforcement to prevent wage theft. The Flagstaff City Council later amended the law to bring the wage to $15.50 in 
2022, with cost-of-living increases in subsequent years. 
 
I remember years ago working as a carpenter celebrating a $2 an hour raise from a great boss. As a young person, 
it was a big deal to me and I worked harder because I knew that I was valued. As a voter, you can show Flagstaff 
workers that support our economy that we value their work by voting no on Proposition 418. 
 
Raising the minimum wage works. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, since Flagstaff voters approved 
increasing the minimum wage, Flagstaff’s unemployment rate is its lowest in nearly 10 years, since May 2008. 
Flagstaff’s economy has grown while 14,000 Flagstaff workers have received raises. Many who were working at 
$8.05 an hour just a year-and-a-half ago are now up to the more livable $11 an hour. 
 
Use your vote to help grow our local economy by voting no on Proposition 418. 
 
Sources: https://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.az_flagstaff_msa.htm 

https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_22380.htm#00-0000 
 
Andy Bessler 
 
----- 
 
Vote NO on Proposition 418 to protect working families. 
 
In the General Elections of 2016 nearly 54% of voters in a record turnout voted to raise the minimum wage in 
Flagstaff to $15 an hour by 2021 and eliminate the much lower tipped wage. The local initiative that passed 
establishes a law enforcement process at the local level and enables the City to work with Community partners to 
educate employers and employees.  
 
Proposition 418 would repeal all these provisions and limit the minimum wage to be no more than $0.50 above the 
state minimum wage.  
 
According to the Bureau of Labor statistics, Flagstaff average wages are 14% less than the rest of the state and 
national averages. It has been well documented for decades that the cost of living in Flagstaff is 20% more than 
national averages. With a 34% wage gap, $15 an hour is still not a livable wage. One in four children rely on our 
local food banks for the meals they need and 20% of our labor force earns less than $10/hour and 40% are working 
for less than $15 an hour. 
 
The City of Flagstaff reports show economic growth in 2017—after the new wages went into effect. Comparing 2016 
with 2017, sales tax revenue from sectors that primarily employ minimum wage workers has increased by 6.5% in 
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restaurants and bars, 4% in retail, and 13.4% in hotels and motels. Additionally, the number of new businesses—
as evident by new business licenses that have a Flagstaff address—increased by 5% in 2017.  
 
Misinformation funded with dark money from the billionaire Koch brothers front American Encore will contradict the 
facts and convince people to vote against their own best interests. Keep the local economy growing and our 
workforce out of poverty.  
 
Vote NO on Proposition 418. 
 
Eric Souders 
 
----- 
 
I’ll be voting NO on Prop 418, the misleadingly-labeled “Sustainable Wages Act.” We must honor the democratic 
process and respect the will of the voters from 2016, in which they decisively declared their support for raising 
Flagstaff’s minimum wage. The 2016 measure has been working. Wages have increased for the lowest paid 
workers in town, new businesses have opened, and sales tax revenues for restaurants and hotels are up. Why fix 
what is not broken? 

A higher minimum wage greatly benefits Flagstaff’s workforce. It increases the sub-minimum wage for tipped 
workers, it protects workers tips, and it establishes local enforcement mechanisms to protect workers’ rights and 
prevent wage theft. These undeniably positive outcomes for Flagstaff residents would disappear if Prop 418 were 
to pass. 

I hope you will join me in voting NO on Prop 418. 
 
Austin Aslan 
 
----- 
 
Flagstaff has a higher cost of living than the rest of the state, and therefore needs a higher minimum wage. It is the 
responsibility of both large and small businesses to pay workers a living wage. Vote NO on 418! 
 
Dara Marks Marino 
 
----- 
 
Over the past 10 years, I worked closely with Latino community members working in the service industry. In that 
time, community members told me about the wide spread practice of wage theft. From their accounts, wage theft 
occurs in different ways, including people fired and not getting money owed, getting paid in cash and below the 
minimum wage, and being refused sick leave or compensation for vacation time. Currently, the City of Flagstaff has 
the ability to investigate minimum wage theft. If Prop 418 passes, it will kill local enforcement, thus rendering it much 
easier for some businesses to take advantage of workers. I urge you to vote no on Prop 418. 
 
Luis Fernandez 
 
----- 
 
We should all be very proud that a majority of Flagstaff voters chose to raise the minimum wage to $15/hr. by 2021. 
That decision speaks volumes about our sense of fairness and our desire to address economic insecurity in our 
community. It changed the lives of 14,000 Flagstaff residents for the better.  
 
We are living at a time when the economy is robust, when revenues in our local community are up almost 11% on 
average, when over 100 new businesses have been established in the last year. And yet, even in this period of 
economic prosperity, those backing Prop. 418 want to take money away from our lowest paid workers. 
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We did the math: Flagstaff voters chose to increase minimum wage so that a person working 40 hours/week will 
finally earn about $32,000/year (before taxes). Prop. 418 would reduce this income by $6,000/year, pushing salaries 
back down to $26,000/year. It is just plain cynical to call Proposition 418 the “sustainable wages act.” It is anything 
but that.  
 
We are proud to live in a community that recognizes that the best way to address economic insecurity is through 
structural change. The working poor need decent wages, not charity. We urge you to vote no on 418.  
 
Marcus P. Ford & Sandra Lubarsky 
 
----- 
 
VOTE NO on Proposition 418. Thanks to the #MeToo movement, the world has opened its eye to the prevalence 
and pervasiveness of sexual violence. The restaurant industry is a breeding ground for sexual harassment to occur 
as workers are reliant on tips to survive. Women make up the largest percentage of subminimum wage earners and 
are forced to comply with the desires of their customers to make a living, no matter how lurid or objectifying. This 
has led to more instances of sexual harassment in restaurants than any other industry. Our current minimum wage 
ordinance eliminates the sub-minimum tipped wage over time, enabling tipped workers to earn the full minimum 
wage plus tips. Prop 418 keeps the lower tipped wage in place, thus keeping these workers dependent solely on 
tips to earn a living. Workers should be able to make a living without the dependence on the whims of their 
customers. In the states that have one minimum wage for all workers, like California and Alaska, the rate of sexual 
harassment is HALF of what it is in states like Arizona. If Prop 418 passes, then tipped wage workers will remain at 
risk for experiencing sexual harassment in the workplace. VOTE NO on Prop 418.  
 
Thanks so much, 
 
Bonn Baudelaire 
 
----- 
 
VOTE NO ON PROP 418. This supposed “sustainable wages act” is a farce. It was created under the pretense that 
a livable wage is bad for Flagstaff businesses and the community. That is not true. 14,000 workers have received 
raises, many of whom were working for $8.05 an hour are now making a more livable wage at $11 an hour. What 
this means is that these people are now able to put more money into the local economy. In just one year, all 
industries in Flagstaff have gone up in revenue by 10.89%. Working families in Flagstaff deserve to be able to go 
out to eat and shop local retail, and Flagstaff business owners will be able to thrive because more money in the 
hands of consumers means more business for everyone. Vote NO on PROP 418. 
 
Julia Collier 
 
----- 
 
I find it unconscionable that wealthy people (billionaires, in fact!) would fight to keep poor people poor. In our little 
town of Flagstaff we have voted openly and democratically to set minimum wage requirements for the most needed, 
not so that can buy land or travel abroad. No! So that the poor among us can begin to live healthy lives by minimizing 
the chronic stress of not having enough, by allowing nutritious food to become a real part of their lives, and by 
getting off government assistance and start living with a sense of dignity and personal accomplishment. With this 
approach we can truly build our town in a much needed way. If we authentically desire to make America great again, 
we can do this here in our mountain town. Let us start with the PEOPLE FIRST! And all their CHILDREN! 
 
Most people do our best to catch and capture the goal and dream of being self-sufficient, providing for our children, 
and building a future based on individual independence. With the individual's hard work and a livable wage WE 
CAN DO IT! YES WE CAN! 
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Please do not deny this world of opportunity by taking money AWAY FROM THOSE WHO NEED AND DESERVE 
IT THE MOST!! 
 
Vote NO ON 418!! 
 
John Viktora 
 
----- 
 
I was lied to by a paid circulator who tried to get me to sign the petition to get 418 on the ballot. He told me that 418 
wouldn’t lower the minimum wage, that it would just exempt some small businesses. I knew this was false and I told 
him. He responded: “That’s what they’ve been telling us to say.” Prop 418 people had already been gathering 
signatures for weeks when this paid circulator lied to me about the initiative. Before that time, other voters had 
already complained about circulators lying to them. Why was this lying allowed to continue? How many voters were 
lied to about what is in Prop 418? Prop 418 should never have made it onto the ballot because we can’t trust that 
the signatures were gathered honestly. Please don’t reward the deceptive tactics the 418 people used. Vote No on 
418. 
 
James Taylor 
 
----- 
 
Raising wages raises the economy. 
 
When people have more money to buy things, they buy more things. Businesses make more money when people 
buy their products. When we raise workers wages, workers have the money to buy products. This increases 
business profits and businesses spends more.  
 
For example, a bartender whose wages increase will have the extra money to go out for coffee, the increase in 
business to the coffee shop means the barista has the money to spend at a restaurant, the increase in business to 
the restaurant means the waiter has the money to go to the pub. Everyone wins. Multiply this by 14,000 workers 
who have received a wage increase and you can see how raising wages raises the economy. 
 
Lowering wages means people have less money to spend at local business and local businesses suffer. Proposition 
418 will lower wages in Flagstaff and hurt our local economy. Please join me in voting no on proposition 418. 
 
Walter Yuhl 
Adjunct Professor at Clark University, Faculty of Economics 
 
----- 
 
I am writing to urge my fellow citizens to oppose Proposition 418. By voting NO, we will keep our 2016 minimum 
wage law on the books. We need to recognize the impact of this law. 14,000 Flagstaff workers have received a 
raise. We need to recognize that Flagstaff has a high cost of living. We are a tourist destination and tourists help 
bear the cost of this wage increase. 
 
Despite the dire predictions of some business owners, we have not seen an economic disaster for local businesses. 
In fact, businesses have thrived with substantial increases in revenues. For example, all industries had a 10.89% 
increase in revenues for the year ending in May 2018, when compared to the same period the previous year. 
Further, our unemployment rate is the lowest in nearly 10 years. 
 
We need to keep on track with our 2016 minimum wage law. All work is valuable and workers should be paid a 
living wage. Poverty is devastating to individuals and families. Our area has a high rate of children living in poverty—
almost ¼ of the child population. The Flagstaff rate of child poverty is 18.3% of persons under 18. 
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Keep Flagstaff growing by supporting our minimum wage law. Vote NO on Proposition 418, which would repeal our 
minimum wage law. 
 
Dorothy Renstrom 
 
----- 
 
I am writing to urge a NO vote on Proposition 418. Prop 418 not only reduces the minimum wage approved by 
Flagstaff voters in November of 2016, but it eliminates worker protections against wage theft that are built into our 
minimum wage law. Nationally, workers are robbed of $15 billion dollars annually by employers who fail to pay 
legally earned wages. In Flagstaff to date, nearly two dozen complaints have been filed with the local Office of Labor 
Standards by workers claiming that they were not paid properly by their employer. Prop 418 removes the provision 
in the law for local enforcement of wage disputes and forces housekeepers, servers, cooks, car wash attendants, 
retail employees and others in the lowest paid occupations to appeal to distant, unaccountable state or federal 
agencies for a resolution of their claim. 
 
The current law is working for Flagstaff's hard-working employees. It is also working for the many law-abiding 
employers who pay their employees properly. Why should they be forced to compete with employers who violate 
the law and steal wages from their employees? That is exactly what will happen if Prop 418 is passed and workers 
have no local protections against wage theft.  
 
Let's support Flagstaff's workers and law-abiding employers. Join me in voting NO on Prop 418. 
 
Joseph Bader 
 
----- 
 
I will vote NO on Proposition 418. In November 2016, 54 percent of Flagstaff voters approved a new minimum wage 
ordinance that raised our local minimum wage to $15 per hour by 2021. The City Council subsequently increased 
that to $15.50 per hour by 2022. This was an effort to address stagnant wages and increasing poverty in Flagstaff, 
affecting 1 in 4 children.  
 
In response, the corporate lobby and a dark-money group in Phoenix connected to the billionaire Koch bros empire, 
launched a petition to overturn the will of Flagstaff voters. They called it the “Sustainable Wages” Act because the 
only way they can get people to support their phony initiative to decrease the wages is to confuse the voters. Prop 
418 REPEALS the Flagstaff minimum wage law almost entirely. It lowers the minimum wage, repeals the provision 
for increasing the sub-minimum tipped wage to the full minimum wage, and eliminates all local enforcement of the 
law. 
 
Flagstaff has prospered since our new law went into effect. Wages are increasing for those who need it most. By 
2021 almost 30,000 workers will have received wage increases that they would not have received otherwise. New 
businesses are opening, unemployment is at its lowest point since May 2008, sales tax revenue is up, and “Help 
Wanted” signs are displayed everywhere, indicating a demand for labor. 
 
Prop 418 threatens our current prosperity and economic growth. Let's not go backwards. Send a message to the 
 
business lobby that their anti-worker program isn't welcome here. Please join me in voting NO on Prop 418. 
 
Eva Putzova  
The views of Ms. Putzova do not necessarily reflect those of the Flagstaff City Council. 
 
----- 
 
Proposition 418 does not have the interests of our community at heart. I moved to Flagstaff sixteen years ago, in 
2002, to take a faculty position at NAU. I was struck by the low standard of living of too many city residents compared 
to the other university towns of comparable size in which I've worked and studied. It’s disgraceful, especially when 
one learns how many people in Flagstaff are working two jobs to survive because the wages are so low relative to 
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the cost of living. Despite the unsubstantiated arguments for Prop 418, evidence shows that higher wages stimulate 
the economy. When people have a disposable income, they can afford to patronize establishments that need 
business. This is self-evident, and our minimum wage increase has proven it, with Flagstaff industries boasting an 
average revenue increase of 10.89% as of May 2018. A number of businesses have expanded, and last year over 
100 new ones opened their doors in Flagstaff.  
  
Moreover, Prop 418 would remove many employee protections such as those relating to overtime pay, which are 
currently based on federal law. It would also end protections against wage theft, a huge problem for service industry 
workers, especially those in hotels and motels. Employers could once again expect them to work off the clock. Prop 
418 would also dissolve the important Office of Labor Standards, which received eighteen claims in the first two 
months of 2018 alone. Flagstaff relies on tourism, and we must take care of the people who are the backbone of 
this industry. 
  
Greta Murphy 
 
----- 
 
Please vote ‘NO’ on Proposition 418, and protect the minimum wage increase that Flagstaff voters passed in 2016.  
 
No one who works a full time job should be living in poverty. The minimum wage has not kept up with inflation, and 
because of that, workers earning minimum wage are less and less able to support themselves as time goes on. 
Increasing the minimum wage to $15.50 by 2022 goes a long way toward putting minimum wage workers on a more 
solid footing. 
 
Businesses and business owners have a moral responsibility that is more than just maximizing their own profits. A 
business should be a public good where everyone benefits: workers earn enough to make a living, consumers pay 
a fair price for goods and services, and the owners and/or shareholders make a fair profit. Having a living minimum 
wage just ensures that the workers’ part of the equation does not get lost in the competition of the “free market.”  
 
Paying workers a living wage is not only the right thing to do, it is the right thing to do to improve the economy as a 
whole. If people living paycheck to paycheck have more money to spend, more will be spent and go back into the 
community.  
 
Flagstaff voters approved the increased minimum wage in 2016, and now outside interests are pouring money into 
this effort to undo that decision; we should not allow that to happen. The state’s minimum wage law is also under 
attack, so it is crucial that we do what we can as a city.  
 
Vote ‘NO’ on Proposition 418, defend workers’ rights and help establish a living wage for all. 
 
Phil Dudas 
 
----- 
 
In 2016, despite the dire warnings of the Chamber of Commerce, Flagstaff's citizens passed Proposition 414, raising 
the local minimum wage to a level more in keeping with Flagstaff's high cost of living. In the two years since Flagstaff 
has seen both an increase in the number of new businesses as well as a decrease in unemployment. Unfortunately, 
Flagstaff has also seen the introduction of Proposition 418, the falsely named “Sustainable Wages Act” whose only 
goal is to maintain Flagstaff's status as “Poverty With a View.”  
 
If you were to stand on any street corner in Flagstaff, the sheer number of “Now Hiring” signs might lead you to 
think that the proponents of Prop 418 haven't even been to Flagstaff lately—and you'd be right. The fact is that well 
over half of the money used to fund Prop 418 came from a Phoenix-based group—including the money paid to the 
out-of-town petition circulators who collected the signatures necessary to get Prop 418 on the ballot in the first 
place. 
 
I am tired of Phoenix telling Flagstaff how we should run our city, and of the dire predictions that come out of Phoenix 
every time we act to make our city an even better place to live and work. Phoenix complained when we became an 
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International Dark Skies City that they wouldn't be able walk the streets at night. They complained when we banned 
smoking in restaurants that they couldn't enjoy their meal. They even complained when we passed the BBB tax, 
because the money they spent in Flagstaff would only be used to fund Flagstaff parks. And now they're complaining 
that we want our workers to be paid a fair wage. 
 
  Don't let Phoenix decide how we run Flagstaff. Vote “NO” on Prop 418. 
 
Kelly Poe Wilson 
 
----- 
 
As a successful small business owner in Flagstaff, I am writing to urge you to join me in voting NO on Proposition 
418. Prop 418 would lower Flagstaff's minimum wage, reduce the tipped wage earned by our hard working tipped 
workers, and eliminate local worker protections against wage theft. It would also harm our local economy. Since the 
passage of our minimum wage ordinance in November of 2016, the increased wages have fueled healthy economic 
growth in Flagstaff. Over 100 new businesses have opened, and sales tax revenues have increased 10.89% over 
the previous year. 
 
I started my cleaning company TRUE SHINE, LLC 1.5 years ago. I have seen my business grow since the minimum 
wage increased and I already pay my staff $15 per hour. I have plans to expand and continue to grow as the 
minimum wage increases and people have more money to spend.  
 
If Proposition 418 passes it will have an adverse impact on both workers and local businesses. Even though Prop 
418 would not directly affect the people who work for me (because we already pay more than the minimum wage), 
we stand in solidarity with those who would be affected. We have a moral, as well as an economic imperative, to 
VOTE NO on Proposition 418. 
 
Lorena Zeilman 
 
----- 
 
Flagstaff voters already decided what they want their wages to be, and local businesses have listened. 14,000 
Flagstaff workers have received raises, with many going from $8.05 to $11.00 per hour – a significant amount. In 
addition, Flagstaff has added over 100 new businesses despite the alarmist cries from those that have so much 
fear and so little regard for the American worker. Speaking of which, American Encore, the Koch Brothers funded, 
Phoenix based group behind Proposition 418 has a history of laundering money. It makes sense that a large 
corporate empire like the Koch empire, would do everything they can to keep money out of the pockets of the hourly 
wage earner. If 418 passes, you can expect that even if the Federal minimum is raised, Flagstaff wouldn’t see that 
raise. In addition. The current rule that say tips belong to the employees would go away, paving the way for wage 
theft by restaurants. These and many other reasons are why we can’t let 418 pass. 
 
Don’t let ANYONE take away our raises in Flagstaff – remember unemployment is at the lowest it’s been in 10 
years. Don’t believe the hype. Flagstaff can, and will continue to improve the quality of life for all residents, as long 
as dark money and fear mongers stay out of the way. ‘Raising wages doesn’t kill jobs. It’s just a thing rich people 
say to poor people.’ – Nick Hanauer, self-made billionaire 
 
Vote NO on Proposition 418 
 
Naima Schuller 
 
----- 
 
I urge you to vote NO on Proposition 418. Prop 418 would repeal all the major provisions of our local minimum 
wage ordinance passed by 54% of the voters in November of 2016. Over 14,000 workers in our town have received 
a raise to date, including many of our poorest residents. Most low wage workers are women and people of color. It 
would be ethically reprehensible to lower their wages and once again make them vulnerable to wage theft like they 
were before we passed our minimum wage law.  
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Why should housekeepers and their children be kept in poverty while hotel owners take advantage of their 
inexpensive labor? The economy of Flagstaff has benefited, and will continue to benefit, from a more just minimum 
wage. Many of us are tired of Flagstaff being described as “poverty with a view,” as if our community's poverty were 
somehow a badge of honor. Flagstaff's high cost of living provides no comfort to the people who work in this town 
struggling to pay rent. Everyone deserves a livable wage. Let’s tell the Chamber lobby and the billionaire Koch 
brothers that Flagstaff is not for sale. 
 
Vote NO on Proposition 418. 
 
Robert Neustadt 
 
----- 
 
Everything the Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce and their dark money campaign told us as they whipped up fear 
about Flagstaff’s minimum wage increase was a lie, plain and simple. Same with the AZ Chamber’s fearmongering 
about the statewide increase. Flagstaff is booming. Arizona is booming. And both are booming *especially* in the 
sectors of the economy most affected by higher minimum wages: food service, retail, and lodging. The lost jobs 
that the Chamber floated like bogeymen above our heads have instead turned out to be… more jobs. And thanks 
to Flag’s minimum wage campaign, more and more of those jobs are offering greater dignity to those who work 
them, as they earn more livable wages.  
 
While it is true that minimum wage alone can’t solve all of Flagstaff’s economic problems, that’s not an excuse to 
avoid doing what’s right: using one powerful tool in the toolbox for addressing inequality by giving fair pay for a 
day’s work. Some have blamed rising rental costs on the higher minimum wage, but the data actually shows that 
the largest increase in rental prices over the past several years came between 2013 and 2015, months before the 
higher minimum wage came into effect. We will always struggle with high rental and housing costs because of our 
highly desirable location and difficulty expanding, combined with the fact that Arizona law prevents us from 
mandating affordable housing on developers. 
 
But keeping our higher minimum wage schedule is a no-brainer for our town’s future vitality as well. Once all of the 
increases have kicked in, these higher wages will generate $90 million annually in Flagstaff, money that will be 
 
spent mostly locally to stimulate our economy, generating still further economic activity and growth. 
 
So vote no on Prop 418 and stop the pay cuts! 
 
Derek Born 
 
----- 
 
The Coconino County Democratic Party OPPOSES Proposition 418. Prop 418 repeals all the essential provisions 
of the Flagstaff minimum wage law passed by 54% of the voters in November 2016. Prop 418 would reduce 
Flagstaff’s minimum wage to only $0.50 an hour above the state minimum wage and remove the gradual increase 
in the tipped wage to the full minimum wage thereby maintaining the wage for tipped workers at $3 per hour below 
the minimum wage. It would also remove the clause stating that tips received by tipped employees are their sole 
property, and remove the provision for the Office of Labor Standards and the city attorney to coordinate 
implementation, investigation, and enforcement regarding the minimum wage law. 
 
A survey of our precinct committeepersons who make up the voting membership of the party has demonstrated 
majority opposition to Proposition 418 and in addition, the City Council has already adopted amendments to the 
minimum wage law which further the purposes approved by voters while also giving businesses time to adjust to 
the combined impact of state and local minimum wage increases. In light of these developments, and after careful 
deliberation, the Coconino County Democratic Party urges the voters of Flagstaff to vote NO on Proposition 418. 
 
Nathan Jones 
Chair of Coconino County Democratic Party 
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No on 418 
 
Vote No on Prop 418. Inequality of wealth is skyrocketing. The situation is now so bad that the USA is back to levels 
of inequality worse than at any time since the 1920’s. The very richest Americans have taken virtually all of the 
gains of economic growth in the last ten years. They were also just granted massive tax cuts by Congress. By voting 
no on 418, you can give poor people a chance to survive in a society where inequality means shorter life spans, 
more emotional and psychological problems, less exercise, higher rates of smoking, higher crime rates, higher high 
school dropout rates, higher rates of employee turnover and absenteeism at work, higher rates of federal spending 
on public assistance programs and decreasing tax revenue. As ordinary people can barely consume, it even cuts 
back on economic growth. Raising the minium wage benefits exactly those workers most likely to put their additional 
wages straight back into the economy. If approved, Prop 418 will:  

• Reduce Flagstaff's minimum wage immediately  
• Kill any increase in the tipped wage 
• Overturn local protection of workers' tips from employer misuse 
• Abolish local enforcement of minimum wage laws 
• Allow some shady businesses to get away with wage theft 

 
Don’t vote for a Koch brothers funded poison pill designed to turn Flagstaff into the latest victim of the 1%.  
 
Steve Zavodnyik 
 
----- 
 
Friends of Flagstaff’s Future has long been a supporter of economic prosperity in this community, which is why we 
strongly oppose Proposition 418. The quality of work from employees and the overall quality of our community suffer 
when there is high turnover. It is more costly for businesses in the long-term for employees to leave Flagstaff for 
communities with better financial livability. Our cost of living is 15-20% higher than other metropolitan areas in 
Arizona; our wages should reflect that to keep trained workers here.  
 
F3 supports our local businesses and their contribution to the unique character of Flagstaff. We want them to be 
able to provide the best customer service to establish repeat business; this comes from skilled employees who 
know their jobs well, who can more fully participate in Flagstaff activities, and who are able to focus on their jobs. A 
living wage, by reducing the stress of high rents and other expenses, allows employees to be full members of our 
community.  
 
As soon as our living wage law was passed by voters in 2016, it was attacked by outside groups. Those who 
predicted economic catastrophe with any increase in minimum wage have been proven wrong. Instead of boarded-
up shops, we have over 10% growth in all industries -the largest gains coming from service industries that pay the 
higher minimum wage. Instead of long unemployment lines, we have the lowest rate in over a decade.  
 
20% of Flagstaff employees have already received a raise and a substantial improvement in their quality of life. 
Within the next four years, many more are expected to see the benefits of an increased minimum wage. Friends of 
Flagstaff’s Future wants this economic prosperity for both employees and businesses to continue. Don’t let its name 
fool you, vote NO on 418. 
 
Friends of Flagstaff’s Future 
 
Emily Melhorn   Michael Caulkins 
Vice President   President 
 
----- 
 
For decades we've been told that if we give money to the rich, they will invest the money, and it will trickle down, 
and we will all prosper. On this theory round after round of tax cuts have gone to those at the top, and handouts to 
corporations have exponentially increased.  
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It hasn't worked. Inequality is increasing; the middle class is vanishing. Once upon a time, people with minimum 
wage jobs could buy a modest home and raise a family. No more. Now people work two or three jobs just to make 
ends meet. 
 
They tell us we haven't gone far enough, that the job creators are still hobbled by their tax burden. Just give the rich 
a little more, and surely they will finally be sated, and the excess will overflow back to the rest of us. Turns out if 
you give more to the wealthiest, they have no reason to spend it; they already spend as much as they want. 
 
In contrast, when the poorest earn more money, they spend. First they buy food, healthier and in greater variety. 
They buy their kids new clothes and books and bicycles. They finally go for that checkup. The money spreads 
through the community. We are already seeing the effects in Flagstaff: revenue reported to the city tax office is up 
nearly 11% compared to last year. Many businesses are expanding and opening new locations. Unemployment 
has dropped and “now hiring” signs are everywhere. 
 
Business owners forget that employees are also customers, that if they want their customers to spend money, those 
customers need to make money first. They fixate on the expenditure side of the balance sheet, and don't notice that 
revenues are increasing. They see one side of the equation, and scare themselves. Remember this when you vote. 
 
Jody Clements 
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PROPOSITION NO. 419 

 
CONTINUATION OF SALES TAXES – ROADWAY, PEDESTRIAN, 

BICYCLE, AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 
 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 
(For more information see Frequently Asked Questions below) 

 
Since 2000, the Flagstaff City Council has collected City Transportation Sales Taxes for roads, pedestrian, bicycle, 
and safety improvements at a combined rate of 0.426% or 42.6 cents on a $100 retail purchase. That combined 
sales tax is scheduled to end on June 30, 2020. 
 
History of City Road Funding 
Historically, the City of Flagstaff funded all road projects with state-shared monies from the Highway User Revenue 
Fund (HURF). These state-shared revenues, as well as federal transportation revenues are generated primarily 
from taxes on gas and diesel fuel. The buying power of these taxes has been declining for several decades. At the 
same time, transportation project construction and repair costs have been increasing. Additionally, cars and trucks 
have become more fuel efficient, so fuel tax revenues have not kept pace with the increasing overall miles of travel 
on the roads. The State has also diverted some highway monies from road projects to pay for other state services 
that have directly reduced the City’s annual revenues from HURF. 

 Adjusted for inflation, the buying power of a dollar in fuel taxes today is only 54% of what it was worth in 
1990. The steady decline of these major funding sources is straining street and road budgets for all levels 
of government (city, county and state), including the City of Flagstaff. 

 Arizona ranks among the lowest states in combined federal and state gasoline tax rates. 
 Over that last 15 years, the State has diverted over $4 million in state-shared highway revenues that would 

otherwise come to Flagstaff due to transfers to other state purposes. 
 The City is not authorized to collect its own gas tax. 

Recognizing the importance of a good transportation system to City residents and the pending expiration of the 
current City Transportation Sales Taxes, the City Council voted to place a question on the November 6, 2018 
election ballot seeking authority to continue the current City Transportation Sales Taxes, at the existing rate of 
0.426% (42.6 cents on a $100 purchase), for roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and safety improvements. The estimated 
costs of these improvements and more-detailed descriptions of the proposed projects are as follows: 
 
Project Description: 
If Proposition 419 is approved by the voters, the City Transportation Sales Tax will fund new streets, widened 
streets, pedestrian and bicycle projects, safety improvements, and street operations, including but not limited to, 
traffic signal technology. To accommodate vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and buses, new and widened streets will 
be proposed to be built as “complete streets” that incorporate:  
 Adjacent curbs, gutters, sidewalks, bicycle paths; 
 Pedestrian safety projects, transit facilities; and 
 Utilities under or near streets being constructed or repaired using City utility program funding. This ensures 

efficiency so that the City’s Water Services Division (water, wastewater, and storm water) does not have to 
cut into recently improved streets. 

The costs listed below are estimates only, based on City staff projections. Spending priorities for all transportation 
projects are established annually by the City Council based on regular public input, debate, and consideration as a 
part of the City’s annual budget process. 
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New Streets Projects 
Several new streets will be added, if Proposition 419 is approved. These new streets will allow traffic to balance 
across the city to help improve circulation and manage congestion. They will also provide alternate routes for many 
reasons, such as accidents, major events, and construction. Pedestrian, bicycle, and transit movements will be 
provided for on or along the new streets. 
 
Some of the new streets will include John Wesley Powell Boulevard from I-17 to Lake Mary Road and John Wesley 
Powell Boulevard from Lone Tree Road to Fourth Street at Butler Avenue. These streets have been identified as 
needed in the City’s and region’s major plans and by various City commissions. 
 
This alternate route allowing east-west travel south of I-40 and connecting I-17 to Lone Tree Road and Fourth Street 
will support access to employment at the airport. Travelers to and from downtown, including winter tourists, will be 
able to better access Lone Tree Road. Long distance bicyclists may access Lake Mary Road and US Highway 89A. 
Traffic from residential and commercial development south of I-40 and east of I-17 can be distributed to multiple 
north-south routes. 
 
If Proposition 419 is approved, approximately $61 million is proposed to be spent on new streets. Private funding 
is expected to pay a significant portion of the cost of John Wesley Powell Boulevard and Fourth Street between 
Lone Tree Road and Butler Avenue. It is also expected that the City will negotiate with private partners along these 
corridors for partial funding of other public improvements along and near those corridors, such as parks, fire stations, 
and police stations. 

Street Widening Projects 
A number of possible street widening projects will add two new lanes to several current two-lane roadways. Many 
locations will be landscaped with center medians and parkways between the street curb and sidewalk. Some 
intersections will be improved to be more efficient. Some streets that are part of the permanent transit network, will 
have transit related improvements. 
 
Some of the streets that will be widened include Lone Tree Road, Butler Avenue between I-40 and Fourth Street, 
and West Route 66. The street widenings will correct some existing bottlenecks and challenging or unpredictable 
traffic merges. Capacity will be added at intersections to improve efficiency and operational improvements like traffic 
signals added where warranted. 
 
If Proposition 419 is approved by the voters, approximately $96 million is proposed to be spent on street widening 
projects. Additional funding through public-private partnerships is expected to help complete some of the projects. 
Partnerships with adjacent land owners, Arizona Department of Transportation, and Northern Arizona University 
will be pursued where appropriate. 

Pedestrian & Bicycle Projects 
Improvements to bicycle and pedestrian pathways are important to make Flagstaff a more livable community. 
Various sidewalks, bike lanes, and Flagstaff Urban Trails System (FUTS) trails may be built where there are 
currently gaps in these systems and additional, enhanced street-level street crossings will be added for safety. 
Some pedestrian/bicycle bridges and tunnels will be added to improve travel times and safety. These projects will 
occur across the city. 
 
Continuous, uninterrupted, and safe travel encourages more pedestrians and bicyclist travel. The improvements 
will also make it easier to get to some bus stops. 
 
If Proposition 419 is approved by the voters, approximately $54 million is proposed to be spent directly on pedestrian 
and bicycles facilities. This is beyond the new sidewalks, bike lanes, and crossings that will also be built in 
conjunction with new and widened streets. 
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Street Operations 
Safe and efficient street operations require constant monitoring and technology upgrades. If Proposition 419 is 
approved by the voters, funds may be used to partner with agencies like the Arizona Department of Transportation 
and Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority, the transit authority, on mutually beneficial 
projects. Developers building new subdivisions and commercial buildings will contribute their fair share to nearby 
transportation improvements like traffic signals and the City will use these monies to complete street improvements. 
Traffic signals will be added, older signals will be enhanced with new technology, and new street lights will be 
installed to maintain the City’s commitment to maintaining Flagstaff’s “Dark Skies”. Improved traffic light technology 
allows better traffic management at intersections and quickly identifies problems in the signal system. Neighborhood 
and corridor plans will be developed with public input on new or improved facilities. 
 
The City’s Street Section will respond to the changing needs and pressures over the life of the City Transportation 
Sales Tax. Having funding available for partnership opportunities allows the City to respond immediately to 
opportunities when they occur and allows local tax dollars to do more. 
 
If Proposition 419 is approved by the voters, approximately $55 million will be spent on street operations. 
 
The information provided in this document reflects the best information available to the City of Flagstaff at the time 
of its preparation. The descriptions of future programs and expenditures are based on currently available information 
and expectations. All such programs and expenditures are subject to future decisions and actions of the City 
Council. As such, the actual future programs and expenditures may vary from the descriptions herein. The actual 
ballot language, of any ballot proposition that is approved, is legally binding on the future actions of the 
City Council, and no monies may be expended except for the purposes described in such ballot question. 
 
City Transportation Sales Tax Facts 
 Rate – If approved, the City Transportation Sales Tax rate will remain 0.426%, which is the equivalent of 42.6 

cents on a $100 purchase. Because the City Transportation Sales Tax will be a continuation of the existing 
tax at the existing rate, the City’s total sales tax rate for general and transportation purposes will not increase. 

 Length – If approved, the continuation of the City Transportation Sales Tax will be for a period of 21 years 
from July 1, 2020 until June 30, 2041, if approved. 

 Revenue generation – The City Transportation Sales Tax is projected to generate approximately $266 million 
over the 21-year period, including anticipated inflation. The amount actually generated will be dependent on 
economic conditions during the period. 

 Borrowing – If approved, the City may borrow to fund some projects secured by the City Transportation Sales 
Tax revenues. The financing proceeds will be used to expedite some of the larger projects. This way, critical 
projects can be completed sooner and will cost less. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
(For more information see Summary Analysis above) 

 
Questions about Proposition 419 – Continuation of Sales Taxes – Roadway, Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Safety 
Improvements 
 
1. Why is the City of Flagstaff sending this proposition to the voters? 

Flagstaff’s City Transportation Sales Taxes, first approved by voters in 2000, expires on June 30, 2020. These 
taxes provide most of the funding for roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, and safety projects in the City as well as 
general transportation system operations. If the taxes are not continued, most transportation projects in the City 
will stop. Additionally, the proposed projects that will be funded, if determined by the City Council, have been 
identified in the Flagstaff’s voter approved General Plan, Flagstaff Regional Plan 2030: Place Matters. 
 
The City Charter requires voter approval to levy a city sales tax, such as the City Transportation Sales Tax. 
 

2. What is the City Transportation Sales Tax? 
The City of Flagstaff imposes a dedicated sales tax rate for general transportation purposes. This tax rate is 
referred to as the City Transportation Sales Tax. First approved by City voters in 2000, it has funded a significant 
number of roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian projects, including the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass, the 
connection of Soliere Avenue to Fourth Street, and the improvements to West Street. 
 
The City Transportation Sales Taxes originated when City voters passed three separate transportation sales 
tax ballot questions in 2000. The three ballot questions concerned Safe to School and Pedestrian and Bike 
Projects, the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass, and Traffic Flow and Safety Projects. The combined sales tax 
rate for the three ballot questions was 0.426%, or 42.6 cents on a $100 purchase. If approved, Proposition 419 
would continue the City Transportation Sales Tax at that same rate through 2041. The City’s sales tax is a 
transaction privilege tax on the gross revenues generated by retail sales and other taxable activities. 
 
If approved, Proposition 419 would continue the City Transportation Sales Tax at the existing rate of 0.426% or 
42.6 cents on a $100 purchase.  
 

3. Why is the City sending this proposition to the voters now? 
The City Transportation Sales Taxes, first approved by voters in 2000, expires on June 30, 2020. 
 
The Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission met through the last winter and spring and 
recommended to the Flagstaff City Council that a question to continue the City Transportation Sales Tax at the 
current tax rate level be placed on the November 6, 2018 election ballot. The Commission met numerous times 
and  
 Received public comment;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the existing conditions of the City’s street, transit, pedestrian, and 

bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the anticipated future conditions of the City’s street, transit, 

pedestrian, and bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed and discussed the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional 

Transportation Plan;  
 Reviewed a wide range of proposed transportation projects and needs in the city;  
 Reviewed and discussed plans and policies frequently used in transportation planning; 
 Reviewed and discussed the funding and financing of the City’s transportation systems and projects;  
 Reviewed, discussed, and initially prioritized a range of transportation needs within the city and possible 

transportation solutions; and 
 Discussed and prioritized specific alternative solutions to meet the transportation challenges confronting 

the City. 

The work of the Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission relied on the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan that was an extensive transportation planning effort 
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over 24 months. The Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan was supported by a steering committee of 
community leaders, presentations to numerous City and County commissions, and several surveys. 
 

4. Who will pay for the proposed transportation projects and what will they cost? 
If Proposition 419 is approved by the voters, any person, resident or non-resident, purchasing taxable goods 
within the city limits would continue to pay the City Transportation Sales Tax during the life of the tax extension. 
It has been estimated, that as much as fifty percent (50%) of City sales tax collections are on purchases made 
by non-residents.  
 

5. Why is the City considering issuing bonds for these proposed transportation projects? 
Bonds will allow the City to accelerate some of the larger projects, so they can be completed sooner, rather than 
later. Without the bonds, it could mean waiting up to 15 to 20 years for the completion of some projects. 
 

6. Has the City considered raising the gas tax to pay for proposed roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and safety 
improvements? 
State law prohibits cities from levying a gas tax; only state and federal governments can do that in Arizona. 
 

7. Isn’t there State funding for transportation projects like these? 
There has not been a significant increase in state highway user taxes in over 25 years and over that time the 
“buying power” of state shared highway revenues has significantly declined. That is one of the reasons that the 
original City Transportation Sales Taxes were submitted to Flagstaff voters in 2000. 
 

8. Why is the City considering continuing to use a sales tax to fund transportation? 
If Proposition 419 is approved, every person and business purchasing taxable goods or engaging in taxable 
activities within the city would continue to pay the sales tax. This includes visitors to Flagstaff as well as people 
who live outside the city limits and come into Flagstaff to work, shop, and socialize and who all use city streets. 
Many Arizona cities rely on sales taxes to pay for a portion of their transportation costs. 
 

9. How much will City sales taxes increase if Proposition 419 is approved? 
Proposition 419 is to continue the existing City Transportation Sales Tax, so the sales tax rate will not increase 
if Proposition 419 is approved. The current total City retail sales tax is now 2.051%. It will remain 2.051% if 
Proposition 419 is approved and no other sales tax increases are approved. 
 

10. How much will City sales tax total if Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If only Proposition 419 – Continuation of Transportation Sales Tax is approved, the overall City sales tax will 
remain 2.051%. If Proposition 420 – Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax is also approved, the overall City sales tax 
will increase to 2.281%. If both Proposition 420 – Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax and Proposition 421 – 
Increasing Transit Services are also approved, the overall City sales tax will increase to 2.431%. 
 
The City also levies a dedicated Bed, Board, and Beverage sales tax of 2.0%. If Proposition 419 is approved 
the total City tax on lodging, restaurants, and bars will remain 4.051%. 
 

11. What would the total state, county, and city sales tax rate on lodging, restaurants, and bars be, if 
Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved, the total state, county, and city sales tax rate (with the City’s 
2% BBB tax) in Flagstaff on lodging, restaurants, and bars will increase from 10.951% to 11.331%. 
 

12. Why can city residents only vote on this increased tax when county residents will also pay? 
State law does not allow citizens who reside outside city limits to vote in city elections. County residents will 
only pay this tax on goods purchased within the city limits. 
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13. What will ensure that the new tax money is being spent on these proposed transportation projects? 
The ballot language is legally binding. By law, the City may only spend the voter-authorized revenues for the 
improvements stated in the ballot question. 
 

If Proposition 419 is approved, future City Councils will review, consider, and determine which projects proposed 
by City staff and commissions will be approved and receive necessary allocations for completion. This process 
will occur both at regular City Council meetings where public comment will be received, as well as through the 
budget process which includes a public hearing and City Council consideration/debate. Ultimately it will be future 
City Councils that determine which proposed projects will be approved, which real estate will be acquired, and 
how the money from the continuing sales tax will be spent. 
 

14. How can we be sure there is enough money to complete these proposed projects? 
In its projections, City staff has used conservative estimates of future revenue collections and inflation. The City 
has also been conservative in their proposed project cost estimation. The City will report to the public regularly 
to discuss transportation spending priorities. Any differences between expected revenue and actual revenues 
will be discussed by the Council and with the public regularly when reports are given at City Council meetings. 
 

15. Does a “yes” vote on one proposition require a “no” vote on the other propositions? 
No, each ballot item is a separate question. Voters may vote either “yes” or “no” on each proposition. The several 
potential projects and programs described in Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are designed to work together to 
improve the overall transportation system. But each proposed project that would be funded by Propositions 419, 
420, and 421 is also designed to stand on its own. In this election, voters have the opportunity to decide whether 
it is important to undertake all, some, or none of these projects at this time. 
 

16. Have City voters previously supported additional expenditures for transportation? 
Yes. In 1988, City of Flagstaff voters approved bonds for several transportation improvements. 
 

In 2000, City voters approved several sales tax increases to fund general street improvements, pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements, safety projects, the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass, and the start of the City’s transit 
system. 
 

In 2008 and 2016 voters approved an expansion and then extension of transit sales tax. 
 

In 2014, voters approved a sales tax for road repair and street safety improvements. 
 

The City Transportation Sales Taxes, approved by voters in 2000, for general street improvements, pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements, safety projects, and the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass expire in less than two 
years. 
 

17. What is the purpose of the proposed projects? 
The roadway, pedestrian, bicycle and safety improvements projects are designed to address bottlenecks, 
needed connections, and facilities for pedestrians, and bicycles. If approved, Proposition 419 will also fund for 
a number of smaller projects designed to improve traffic flow and safety citywide. 
 

18. The City is asking for an extension, what do these taxes currently fund? 
The 0.426% City Transportation Sales Tax, approved in 2000 that ends in 2020, funded the Fourth Street 
Railroad Overpass, Traffic Flow & Safety improvements, Safe-to-School improvements, and other Pedestrian 
and Bike Projects. 
 

19. Which proposed projects will be built first? 
That will ultimately be a decision made by the City Council. If Proposition 419 is approved, those proposed 
projects for which engineering has been completed and that are already identified in City-adopted plans will 
likely be started first. A possible example of this is the Butler Avenue widening project between I-40 and Fourth 
Street. Smaller projects like new traffic signals and safety improvements will likely be built on an as-needed 
basis. 
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 419 
 
Purpose: Continuation of Sales Taxes for Roadway, Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Safety Improvements  
 
Shall the City Council have the authority to amend the Tax Code of the City to continue the levy of three existing 
transaction privilege/sales taxes expiring in 2020 as a single “transportation” transaction privilege/sales tax rate of 
0.426% ($0.00426), to be in effect for a period of 21 years beginning July 1, 2020, to be used for the following 
purposes:  
 

 design, construction, reconstruction, improvement, and maintenance of roadways;  
 construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of walkways, bike paths, pedestrian and bicycle crossings;  
 technology and signing;  
 acquisition of necessary real estate and related interests;  
 all incidental costs including relocation costs; 
 debt service on debt incurred for such purposes  

 
and authorizing the incurrence of debt to accelerate such purposes? 
 

 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving the continuation of a levy of a transportation 
sales tax at the same cumulative rate of 0.426% as the current taxes to be in effect for a 
period of 21 years beginning July 1, 2020, for roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and safety 
improvements, and authorizing the incurrence of debt to accelerate such purposes. 

CONTINUATION OF 
SALES TAXES, YES

A NO vote shall have the effect of disapproving a levy and allowing the existing 
transportation sales taxes to expire on July 1, 2020. 

CONTINUATION OF 
SALES TAXES, NO

 
 

AS IT WILL APPEAR ON BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 419 

A measure referred to the people by the Flagstaff City Council 
relating to continuation of a Sales Tax for Roadway, 
Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Safety Improvements 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving the continuation of 
a levy of a transportation sales tax at the same cumulative rate of 
0.426% as the current taxes to be in effect for a period of 21 years 
beginning July 1, 2020, for roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and 
safety improvements, and authorizing the incurrence of debt to 
accelerate such purposes 
 
A NO vote shall have the effect of disapproving a levy and allowing 
the existing transportation sales taxes to expire on July 1, 2020 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 

NO 

 
 
 



44 

ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION NO. 419 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These arguments 
represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
Renewal of the transportation tax at the current rate is needed. This will provide continued system wide 
improvements to reduce congestion, extend elements of a transportation grid that has grown and affects all modes 
of transportation, and continue the expansion of bicycle/pedestrian and safety measures throughout the City.  
 
I sit on many regional transportation organizations and am aware of the need. The improvements fit long-term plans 
that started with the Transportation element of the 2001 Regional Plan. A yes vote will allow plans for corridors to 
move up and be funded, roads to be part of a much-needed grid, and for pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
which are an attribute Flagstaff provides for its residents and visitors. Safety is also at the forefront of consideration 
as modifications are planned for the system. Please vote yes on question 419. 
 
Matt Ryan 
Coconino County Supervisor 
 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION NO. 419 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These arguments 
represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
I urge you to vote NO on Proposition 419. While I am fully supportive of investing in our transportation infrastructure 
in order to improve our system, I do not feel that this tax renewal was developed in a way that will ensure our 
transportation system meets the needs and desires of Flagstaff citizens, and yet we will be locked into this tax for 
21 years, while transportation systems and options will be changing rapidly. The commission that evaluated the 
projects that this tax money would be used for did not take into consideration greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) 
nor vehicle miles traveled (VMT), two metrics that will greatly impact your quality of life. The process also excluded 
the Sustainability Section at the City, meaning that it was siloed in the transportation department and did not take 
into account the developing Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP). If this proposition was to be defeated, we 
would have an opportunity to restart the process with greater input from the Sustainability Section and the directive 
of the CAAP and place it on the ballot in the next election. A different proposition could provide clear direction and 
actions on transportation that aim to reduce GHGs and VMTs, rather than continue to build more and wider roads 
and continue our reliance on single passenger vehicles. 
 
Dara Marks Marino 
 
----- 
 
We urge a NO vote on Proposition 419.  
 
We recognize transportation planning is not only a key function of the state and federal government, but also local 
government. However, we contend that the process the city used to determine whether to put this sales tax on the 
ballot was flawed for several reasons.  
 
First and foremost, the City staff didn’t bring forward any information to the Citizen’s Transportation Tax Commission 
about greenhouse gas emissions and climate change despite the fact that the City Council has directed the City to 
produce a Climate Action and Adaptation Plan.  
 
Second, we know from surveys that the people in Flagstaff strongly support bicycling and pedestrian infrastructure, 
yet the amount of the sales tax that will be used to address these needs is woefully inadequate.  
 
Third, we believe that if this sales tax is approved, it will actually create MORE TRAFFIC congestion and not less 
because of the City’s failure to engage in the difficult, yet very important, transportation planning conversations with 
City and County residents. 
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Because this is a 20-year tax, we urge voters to think carefully about whether doing things the way we’ve always 
done them, just because we’ve always done them that way, is the right approach. We believe that Flagstaff faces 
unprecedented transportation challenges and a NO vote will ensure that our community will get the chance it 
deserves to craft a real plan that incorporates important sustainability values BEFORE we vote to continue to collect 
the transportation sales tax. Let’s engage in smart transportation planning and then the City could ask the voters to 
approve this tax in 2020. 
 
Flagstaff-Northern Arizona Group  
Sierra Club 
 
Joseph Shannon  Marcia Burns   Bob Baldwin 
Chair   Treasurer  Conservation 
 
----- 
 
I oppose Proposition 419 because the sales tax in Flagstaff is already too high (currently 8.951% for most goods 
and 10.951% for the privilege of eating out). If the three city sales tax propositions on this ballot pass, our new sales 
tax will be 9.331% for most goods and 11.331% for eating out (fast food, restaurant, bar, etc.). Flagstaff's restaurant 
sales tax rate already is one of the highest in the country.  
 
Do not fall for the City's, "it's only $0.46 on a $100 purchase." That's how we got to our currently high sales tax rate. 
Pennies add up. 
 
The City states that every new sales tax will end in "x" number of years, but they never expire. They always come 
back up for renewal and/or an increase. Renewals are increases. 
 
Further, the City states in this "information" pamphlet (prepared by City staff with the help of a $350/hour Phoenix 
consultant) that 50% of the City sales tax is paid by non-residents. Even if true, that does nothing to lower the tax 
burden on Flagstaff residents.  
 
In addition to Prop. 419, there are at least six other tax increases on the ballot.  
 
Not mentioned in this information pamphlet is the City's $100 million unfunded Public Safety Personnel Retirement 
System (PSPRS) liability as well as the Rio de Flag project. The City will likely put these on the 2020 ballot thus 
increasing our sales tax another 1% or more. This is irresponsible and inexcusable.  
 
Sales tax is regressive and disproportionately impacts the poor and those on fixed incomes. Flagstaff is already an 
expensive place to live and the City/Council is on track to continue making it even more unaffordable. 
 
I urge you to vote no on Proposition 419. 
 
Robert Miller 
Retired CPA 
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PROPOSITION NO. 420 

 
SALES TAX – LONE TREE RAILROAD OVERPASS 

FROM BUTLER AVENUE TO ROUTE 66 
 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 
(For more information see Frequently Asked Questions below) 

 
Since 2000, the Flagstaff City Council has collected City Transportation Sales Taxes for a range of transportation 
purposes, including the construction of the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass that connects East Route 66 and Fourth 
Street to Butler Avenue. Those City Transportation Sales Taxes are scheduled to end on June 30, 2020. 
 
Recognizing the importance of a good transportation system to City residents, the City Council voted to place a 
question on the November 6, 2018 election ballot seeking authority to increase the City sales tax by 0.23%, or 23 
cents on a $100 purchase and authorize the issuance of bonds to finance the completion of the Lone Tree Railroad 
Overpass. If approved, the 0.23% sales tax would be referred to as the Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax. The 
estimated costs of these improvements and more detailed descriptions of the projects are as follows: 
 
Project Description: 
If Proposition 420 is approved by the voters, the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass – a bridge connecting Butler Avenue 
to East Route 66 over the railroad tracks at Lone Tree Road – will be constructed. A new traffic signal will be located 
at the connection with East Route 66. The Overpass will have multiple lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, and a Flagstaff 
Urban Trail System (FUTS) trail. Connections to the pedestrian and bicycle Santa Fe Trail along East Route 66 will 
also be made. Local street connections under the Overpass will also be completed.  
 
The City is proposing to issue bonds to be repaid with the dedicated 0.23% City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax. 
By issuing bonds, the City will be able to complete the Overpass in six to eight years rather than possibly more than 
18 to 20 years. 
 
The Lone Tree Railroad Overpass would connect Lone Tree Road to East Route 66 over the railroad tracks starting 
from Butler Avenue. The connection at East Route 66 would be at the top of the hill between Downtown and Switzer 
Canyon Drive. 
 
The Lone Tree Railroad Overpass will help traffic flow better throughout the city. Significant amounts of traffic are 
expected to shift from South Beaver Street and South San Francisco Street to Lone Tree Road and the new 
Overpass. Travelers will be able to use Lone Tree Road instead of Milton Road to access Downtown or medical 
facilities via nearby Switzer Canyon Drive. If John Wesley Powell Boulevard is extended to the Flagstaff Airport, 
peak traffic may be redirected to I-17 via the Overpass, Lone Tree Road, and John Wesley Powell Boulevard. 
 
If Proposition 420 is approved by the voters, all monies generated by the 0.23% sales tax rate will be dedicated for 
the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass design, construction, right of way acquisition, and financing.  
 
Description of the proposed City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax and specific restrictions on use of proceeds 
If Proposition 420 is approved by the voters, the City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax will be restricted to specific 
uses related to the construction of the Overpass. Further, if approved, the City Council through policy establishment 
in the regular course of regular City Council meetings, public comment, and City Council consideration and 
determination, will ensure that these dedicated, City sales tax revenues are applied to the purposes set forth in the 
ballot question through annual monitoring by the City Council as a part of the City’s existing budget process that 
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requires a public hearing and annual City Council approval. The City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax will fund the 
development and construction of the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass, related right of way acquisition, relocation costs, 
and other project related costs. 
 
In addition, proceeds from the dedicated City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax may also be used for financing-related 
costs, including interest and borrowing related costs. 
 
The information provided in this document reflects the best information available to the City of Flagstaff at the time 
of its preparation. The descriptions of future programs and expenditures are based on currently available information 
and expectations. All such programs and expenditures are subject to future decisions and actions of the City 
Council. As such, the actual future programs and expenditures may vary from the descriptions herein. The actual 
ballot language, of any ballot proposition that is approved, is legally binding on the future actions of the 
City Council, and no monies may be expended except for the purposes described in such ballot question. 
 
City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax Facts 
 Rate – If approved, the Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax rate will be 0.23%, which is equivalent of 23 cents on 

a $100 purchase. The current City retail sales tax is 2.051%. If Proposition 420 is approved, the City retail 
sales tax will increase to 2.281%. 

 Length – If approved, the City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax will be for a period of 20 years from 
July 1, 2019. 

 Revenue generation – If approved, the City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax is projected to generate 
approximately $131.5 million over the 20-year period, including anticipated inflation. The amount actually 
generated will be dependent on economic conditions during the period. 

 Borrowing – If approved, the City may borrow funds secured by the dedicated City Lone Tree Overpass 
Sales Tax revenues. The financing proceeds will be used to expedite the construction of the Overpass. This 
way, the project can be completed sooner and will cost less by avoiding years of inflation. It is estimated that 
the project cost saving, by avoiding future inflation, will largely offset the borrowing costs. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
(For more information see Summary Analysis above) 

 
Questions about Proposition 420 – Sales Tax – Lone Tree Railroad Overpass 
 
1. Why is the City of Flagstaff sending this proposition to the voters? 

The City Charter requires voter approval to levy a city sales tax, such as the dedicated City Lone Tree Overpass 
Sales Tax. 
 

2. What is the City Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax? 
The City of Flagstaff has imposed dedicated sales taxes for transportation purposes since 2000. The City 
Transportation Sales Tax, was first approved by City voters in 2000, and funded a variety of projects including 
the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass. Since 2000, City voters have approved additional dedicated sales taxes 
for specific transportation purposes. If approved, the Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax would be another dedicated 
City sales tax for a specific transportation purpose. The City’s sales tax is a transaction privilege tax on the 
gross revenues generated by retail sales and other taxable activities. 
 
If approved by voters, Proposition 420 would increase the overall City Sales Tax by 0.23% or 23 cents on a 
$100 purchase and dedicate the revenues from the increase to completing the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass. 
 

3. Why is the City sending this proposition to the voters now? 
The Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission met through the last winter and spring and 
recommended to the Flagstaff City Council that a question to approve constructing a Railroad Overpass 
connecting East Route 66 and Butler Avenue at Lone Tree Road be placed on the November 6, 2018 election 
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ballot. The Commission met numerous times and  
 Received public comment;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the existing conditions of the City’s street, transit, pedestrian, and 

bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the anticipated future conditions of the City’s street, transit, 

pedestrian, and bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed and discussed the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional 

Transportation Plan;  
 Reviewed a wide range of proposed transportation projects and needs in the city;  
 Reviewed and discussed plans and policies frequently used in transportation planning; 
 Reviewed and discussed the funding and financing of City’s transportation systems and projects; 
 Reviewed, discussed, and initially prioritized a range of transportation needs within the city and possible 

transportation solutions;  
 Discussed and prioritized specific alternative solutions to meet the transportation challenges confronting 

the City; and  
 Identified the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass as an integral part of the City’s overall transportation plan. 

The work of the Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission relied on the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan that was an extensive transportation planning effort 
over 24 months. The Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan was supported by a steering committee of 
community leaders, presentations to numerous City and County commissions, and several surveys. 
 

4. How does Proposition 420 – the proposed Lone Tree Railroad Overpass – work with Proposition 419 – 
Roadway, Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Safety Improvements? 
The projects that will be funded by both propositions are intended to work together seamlessly to improve the 
City’s overall transportation system. Some of the road improvement projects that will be funded by Proposition 
419, such as widening Lone Tree Road from Butler Avenue to John Wesley Powell Boulevard, extending John 
Wesley Powell Boulevard west to the Airport and I-17 and east to Fourth Street (with significant expected 
developer funding), directly connect to the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass. These connections would provide 
important alternate routes to congested areas and help residents get to and from places to work, shop, and 
play. 
 

5. Who will pay for the proposed Lone Tree Overpass and what will it cost? 
If Proposition 420 is approved by the voters, any person, resident or non-resident, purchasing taxable goods 
within the City limits would pay the additional sales tax during the life of the tax increase. It has been estimated, 
that as much as fifty percent (50%) of City sales tax collections are on purchases by non-residents.  
 

6. Why is the City considering issuing bonds for the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass? 
Bonds will allow the City to accelerate the construction of the Overpass so that it could possibly be completed 
within six to eight years, rather than possibly more than 18 to 20 years. By issuing bonds for the Lone Tree 
Railroad Overpass there will be interest expense associated with the borrowing. There could be approximately 
$41 million in interest expense over the life of the bonds. However, by constructing the Overpass sooner the 
City will avoid significant construction cost inflation that likely exceeds the cost of interest expense. 
 

7. Has the City considered raising the gas tax to pay for the proposed Lone Tree Railroad Overpass? 
State law prohibits cities from levying a gas tax; only state and federal governments can do that in Arizona. 
 

8. Isn’t there state funding for transportation projects like these? 
There has not been a significant increase in state highway user taxes in over 25 years and over that time the 
“buying power” of state-shared highway revenues has significantly declined. That is one of the reasons that the 
original City Transportation Sales Taxes were submitted to Flagstaff voters in 2000. 
 

9. Why is the City considering using a sales tax to fund transportation? 
Every person and business purchasing taxable goods or engaging in taxable activities within the City will pay 
the sales tax. This includes visitors to Flagstaff as well as people who live outside the city limits and come into 
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Flagstaff to work, shop, and socialize and who all use city streets. Many Arizona cities rely on sales taxes to 
pay for a portion of their transportation costs. 
 

10. How much will City sales taxes increase if Proposition 420 is approved? 
The current City retail sales tax is 2.051%. If Proposition 420 is approved, the City retail sales tax will increase 
by 0.23% to 2.281%, if no other sales tax increases area approved. 
 

11. How much will City sales taxes total if Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If only Proposition 419 – Continuation of Transportation Sales Tax is approved, the overall City sales tax will 
remain 2.051%. If Proposition 420 – Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax is also approved, the overall City sales tax 
will increase to 2.281%. If Proposition 419 – Continuation of Transportation Sales Tax is approved, Proposition 
420 – Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax is approved, and Proposition 421 – Increasing Transit Services is 
approved, the overall City sales tax will increase to 2.431%. 
 
The City also levies a dedicated Bed, Board, and Beverage sales tax of 2.0%. If all three propositions are 
approved the total City tax on lodging, restaurants, and bars will be 4.431%. 
 

12. What would the total state, county, and city retail sales tax rate be, if Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are 
all approved? 
If Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved, the total state, county, and city retail sales tax rate in Flagstaff 
will increase from 8.951% to 9.331%. 
 

13. What would the total state, county, and city sales tax rate on lodging, restaurants, and bars be, if 
Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved, the total state, county, and city sales tax rate (with the City’s 
2% BBB tax) in Flagstaff on lodging, restaurants, and bars will increase from 10.951% to 11.331%. 
 

14. Why can only city residents vote on this increased tax when county residents will also pay? 
State law does not allow citizens who reside outside the city limits to vote in city elections. County residents 
will only pay this tax for goods purchased within the city limits. 
 

15. What will ensure that the new tax money is being spent on the proposed Lone Tree Railroad Overpass? 
The ballot language is legally binding. By law, the City may only spend the voter-authorized revenues for the 
improvements stated in the ballot question. 
 
If Proposition 420 is approved, future City Councils will review, consider, and determine if a Lone Tree Railroad 
Overpass project will be approved and receive necessary allocations for completion. This process will occur 
both at regular City Council meetings where public comment will be received, as well as through the budget 
process which includes a public hearing and City Council consideration/debate. Ultimately it will be future City 
Councils that approve the specifics related to a proposed railroad overpass project and how the money from 
the sales tax would be spent for that purpose. 
 

16. How can we be sure there is enough money to complete the proposed Lone Tree Railroad Overpass? 
In its projections, City staff has used conservative estimates of future revenue collections and inflation. The City 
has also been conservative in their proposed project cost estimation. The City will report to the public regularly 
to discuss transportation spending priorities. Any differences between expected revenue and actual revenues 
will be discussed by the Council and with the public regularly when reports are given at City Council meetings. 
 

17. Does a “yes” vote on one proposition require a “no” vote on the other propositions? 
No. Each ballot item is a separate question. Voters may vote either “yes” or “no” on each proposition. The 
several projects and programs described in Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are designed to work together to 
improve the overall transportation system. But, each project to be funded by Propositions 419, 420, and 421 is 
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also designed to stand on its own. In this election, voters have the opportunity to decide whether it is important 
to undertake all, some, or none of these projects at this time. 
 

18. Have City voters previously supported additional expenditures for transportation? 
Yes. In 1988, City of Flagstaff voters approved bonds for several transportation improvements.  
 
In 2000, City voters approved several sales tax increases to fund general street improvements, pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements, the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass, and the start of the City’s transit system. 
 
In 2008 and 2016 voters approved an expansion and then extension of transit sales tax. 
 
In, 2014, voters approved a sales tax for road repair and street safety improvements. 
 
The City Transportation Sales Taxes, approved by voters in 2000, for general street improvements, pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements, and the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass expires in less than two years. 
 

19. Why construct the proposed Lone Tree Railroad Overpass? 
The Lone Tree Railroad Overpass could provide 1) an additional north-south route between Butler Avenue and 
Route 66; 2) another route near the heavily congested Downtown that will not be interrupted by trains; and 3) 
an alternative route to Milton Road for peak winter traffic and for many daily commuters to locations like Northern 
Arizona University, the Aspen Place at Sawmill Shopping Center, and Southside. 
 

20. Why not make improvements to Milton Road? 
Milton Road improvements are also needed. However, the Arizona Department of Transportation owns Milton 
Road and is currently working with the City, other partners, and the public to determine exactly what 
improvements should be made. Until the study is completed, it cannot be determined what each partner’s share 
might be and what, if any, city taxes will be needed. The Lone Tree Railroad Overpass would allow Lone Tree 
Road to serve as an alternative route to Milton and planners consider it part of the long-term solution for 
Downtown and Milton Road traffic congestion.  
 

21. Why is the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass so expensive? 
In order to get the roadway high enough over the railroad, the railroad tracks need to be lowered and East Route 
66 needs to be raised. Much of the ground under and around the Overpass is developed and will be more costly 
to acquire than if it were vacant. 
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 420 
 
Purpose: Sales Tax for Lone Tree Railroad Overpass from Butler Avenue to Route 66 
 
Shall the City Council have the authority to amend the Tax Code of the City to levy a transaction privilege/sales tax 
at a rate of 0.23% ($0.0023) to be in effect for a period of 20 years beginning July 1, 2019, to be used for the Lone 
Tree Railroad Overpass from Butler Avenue to Route 66, including the following purposes:  
 

 design, construction, reconstruction, improvement and maintenance of bridges and overpasses, adjacent 
streets, highways, walkways, trails and bike paths; 

 lighting, landscaping, technology and signing; 
 acquisition of necessary real estate and related interests;  
 all incidental costs including relocation costs;  
 debt service on debt incurred for such purposes 
 

and authorizing the incurrence of debt to accelerate such purposes? 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving a levy of a sales tax at a rate of
0.23% to be in effect for a period of 20 years commencing July 1, 2019, for the 
design, construction and maintenance of the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass from 
Butler Avenue to Route 66, and authorizing the incurrence of debt to accelerate 
such purposes. 

SALES TAX INCREASE, YES

A NO vote shall have the effect of not approving a levy of a sales tax at a rate of
0.23% to be in effect for a period of 20 years commencing July 1, 2019, for the 
design, construction and maintenance of the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass from 
Butler Avenue to Route 66. 

SALES TAX INCREASE, NO

 
 

AS IT WILL APPEAR ON BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 420 

A measure referred to the people by the Flagstaff City Council 
relating to a sales tax levy for Lone Tree Railroad Overpass 
from Butler Avenue to Route 66 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving a levy of a sales tax 
at a rate of 0.23% to be in effect for a period of 20 years beginning 
July 1, 2019, for the design, construction and maintenance of the 
Lone Tree Railroad Overpass from Butler Avenue to Route 66, 
and authorizing the incurrence of debt to accelerate such 
purposes 
 
A NO vote shall have the effect of not approving a levy of a sales 
tax at a rate of 0.23% to be in effect for a period of 20 years 
beginning July 1, 2019, for the design, construction and 
maintenance of the Lone Tree Railroad Overpass from Butler 
Avenue to Route 66 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 

NO 
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ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION NO. 420 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
The Lone Tree Avenue proposal will provide mitigation of traffic congestion on Milton Avenue as a parallel corridor. 
This is especially important as Milton and the areas west experience more intensified traffic due to higher densities 
of approved subdivisions to the west. The Lone Tree overpass is a critical element needed for the Lone Tree 
corridor. A yes vote for the overpass will provide relief for downtown traffic as an additional alternative to cross the 
tracks and access the south. This also includes Hwy 180 and snow play traffic that goes through downtown. The 
proposed corridor provides secondary relief for the east side of the University, which currently acts as a barrier to 
traffic flow, as well as relief for the Community College. It will provide broader access and alternatives north, south, 
east and west, as it aligns with JW Powell and 4th street improvements and alternate routes developed through a 
broader grid. 
 
I sit on many regional transportation organizations that have made recommendations to mitigate congestion, while 
considering multimodal options and improvements. Lone Tree overpass is a critical piece of the grid and is needed 
to create corridors that have been recommended since the Transportation element of the 2001 Regional Plan. 
Please vote yes on question 420. 
 
Matt Ryan 
Coconino County Supervisor 
 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION NO. 420 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
I strongly urge you to vote NO on Proposition 420. Building a new overpass at Lone Tree will effectively dump more 
vehicles right into the most congested part of downtown, while costing you more on every purchase you make for 
the next 20 years. This overpass will increase greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled and will not 
improve your quality of life. There are definitely ways to solve our transportation problems, but building more and 
wider roads is not the answer. If you always do what you’ve always done, you’ll always get what you’ve always got. 
In this case: if you keep building more and wider roads, you will keeping getting more and more traffic and 
congestion. 
 
Dara Marks Marino 
 
----- 
 
I oppose Proposition 420 because the sales tax in Flagstaff is already too high (currently 8.951% for most goods 
and 10.951% for the privilege of eating out). If the three city sales tax propositions on this ballot pass, our new sales 
tax will be 9.331% for most goods and 11.331% for eating out (fast food, restaurant, bar, etc.). Flagstaff's restaurant 
sales tax rate already is one of the highest in the country.  
 
Do not fall for the City's, "it's only $0.23 on a $100 purchase." That's how we got to our currently high sales tax rate. 
Pennies add up. 
 
The City states that every new sales tax will end in "x" number of years, but they never expire. They always come 
back up for renewal and/or an increase. Renewals are increases. 
 
Further, the City states in this "information" pamphlet (prepared by City staff with the help of a $350/hour Phoenix 
consultant) that 50% of the City sales tax is paid by non-residents. Even if true, that does nothing to lower the tax 
burden on Flagstaff residents.  
 
In addition to Prop. 420, there are at least six other tax increases on the ballot. 
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Not mentioned in this information pamphlet is the City's $100 million unfunded Public Safety Personnel Retirement 
System (PSPRS) liability as well as the Rio de Flag project. The City will likely put these on the 2020 ballot thus 
increasing our sales tax another 1% or more. This is irresponsible and inexcusable.  
 
Sales tax is regressive and disproportionately impacts the poor and those on fixed incomes. Flagstaff is already an 
expensive place to live and the City/Council is on track to continue making it even more unaffordable. 
 
I urge you to vote no on Proposition 420. 
 
Robert Miller 
Retired CPA 
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PROPOSITION NO. 421 

 
SALES TAX – INCREASING TRANSIT SERVICES 

 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

(For more information see Frequently Asked Questions below) 
 

Since 2000, the Flagstaff City Council has collected a dedicated City Transit Sales Tax, frequently referred to as 
the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax, for the funding of the Mountain Line system. 
 
History of City Transit Funding: 
In 2000, City voters approved a ten-year sales tax dedicated for public transportation – the Mountain Line Transit 
Sales Tax – that funded the initiation of the Mountain Line transit system. 
 
In 2008, voters approved an extension of the sales tax for Mountain Line operations and four sales tax increases 
for four additional Mountain Line improvements, including the purchase of hybrid-electric vehicles, establishing the 
Mountain Link high-capacity transit route connecting NAU to Woodlands Village and Downtown, and service to new 
areas. 
 

Proposition Rate 
Cents per $100 

Purchase 
2008 Increase per 

$100 Purchase 
Improvement 

Prop. 401 .00175 17.5 cents None Existing Service 
Prop. 402 .00020 2.0 cents 2.0 cents Hybrid Vehicles 
Prop. 403 .00020 2.0 cents 2.0 cents Additional Areas 
Prop. 404 .00040 4.0 cents 4.0 cents Additional Areas 
Prop. 405 .00040 4.0 cents 4.0 cents Increased Frequency 

 
The 2008 election increased the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax rate to .0295% or 29.5 cents on a $100 purchase. 
 
In 2016, City voters approved an extension of the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax at the existing rate of 0.295% 
for an additional ten years through June 30, 2030. 
 
Project Description: 
Based on Mountain Line’s Five-Year Transit Plan, public outreach and surveys, greater bus frequency and 
expanded service hours are the most requested transit enhancements. If Proposition 421 is approved by the voters, 
it will provide funding for a cross-town bus approximately every 15 minutes during business hours and reduce wait 
times by one-half to approximately 30 minutes or less at most locations. In addition, buses would run later on 
weekdays and weekends. Proposition 421, if approved, will also fund improvements to keep transit moving 
efficiently by building bus-only lanes and providing traffic signal prioritization in select areas. 
 
The full range of transit improvements will be made possible by leveraging the transit tax revenue with a $1 million+ 
per year commitment from Northern Arizona University to fund a Universal Access Pass (UPASS) program. The 
UPASS would provide free transit for all NAU students, which could help address congestion and parking 
challenges. 
 
If Proposition 421 is approved by the voters, bus ridership is expected to increase due to increasing bus frequency, 
extended hours of service, and implementing the UPASS program. An enhanced transit system can lead to a more 
robust multimodal community and may have a positive impact on congestion. 



56 

If Proposition 421 is approved by the voters, all monies generated by the 0.15% sales tax rate will be dedicated to 
increasing bus frequency, extending hours of service, and transit related capital improvements. Over the past 14 
years, Mountain Line has leveraged the existing transit tax monies to secure nearly $56 million in federal funding. 
It is expected that similar leverage may be possible in the future.  
 
Description of the Proposed Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax Increase and specific restrictions on use of 
proceeds 
If Proposition 421 is approved by the voters, the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax will be restricted to specific uses 
related to the operations of the Mountain Line system. Further, the City will ensure that these dedicated Mountain 
Line Transit Sales Tax revenues are applied to the purposes set forth in the ballot question through annual 
monitoring by the City Council as a part of the City’s existing budget process that requires a public hearing and 
annual City Council approval. The increase in the dedicated Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax will fund increased 
frequency of busses, expanded hours of service on many Mountain Line routes, and important capital 
improvements. 
 
The information provided in this document reflects the best information available to the City of Flagstaff at the time 
of its preparation. The descriptions of future programs and expenditures are based on currently available information 
and expectations. All such programs and expenditures are subject to future decisions and actions of the City 
Council. As such, the actual future programs and expenditures may vary from the descriptions herein. The actual 
ballot language, of any ballot proposition that is approved, is legally binding on the future actions of the 
City Council, and no monies may be expended except for the purposes described in such ballot question. 
 
Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax Facts 
 Rate – If approved, the increase in the Mountain Line Transit Sales rate will be 0.15%, which is equivalent of 

15 cents on a $100 purchase. The current City retail sales tax is 2.051%. If Proposition 421 is approved, the 
City retail sales tax will increase to 2.201%. 

 Length – If approved, the increase in the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax will be for a period of 11 years from 
July 1, 2019, until June 30, 2030. June 30, 2030 is when the existing Mountain Line Sales Tax expires. 

 Revenue generation – If approved, the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax is projected to generate 
approximately $40.7 million over the 11-year period, including anticipated inflation. The amount actually 
generated will depend on economic conditions during the period. 

 
 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 
(For more information see Summary Analysis above) 

 
Questions about Proposition 421 – Sales Tax – Increasing Transit Services 
 
1. Why is the City of Flagstaff sending this proposition to the voters? 

The City Charter requires voter approval to levy a city sales tax. 
 

2. What is the City Transit Sales Tax? 
The Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax is dedicated to supporting the Mountain Line public bus system and the 
Mountain Lift van services for people with disabilities. The Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax was first approved 
by City voters in 2000 and funded the initiation of the Mountain Line transit system. City voters approved rate 
increases in 2008 and extended the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax in 2016. The current Mountain Line Transit 
Sales Tax rate is 0.295%. 
 
Proposition 421, if approved, would increase the existing City Transit Sales Tax of 0.295% by 0.15% or 15 cents 
on a $100 purchase to a total of 0.445% or 44.5 cents on a $100 purchase. 
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3. Why is the City sending this proposition to the voters now? 
The Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission recommended to the Flagstaff City Council that a 
separate question to increase the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax by 0.15% be placed on the 
November 6, 2018 election ballot. The Commission met numerous times, and  
 Received public comment;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the existing conditions of the City’s street, transit, pedestrian, and 

bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed, analyzed, and discussed the anticipated future conditions of the City’s street, transit, 

pedestrian, and bicycle systems;  
 Reviewed and discussed the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional 

Transportation Plan;  
 Reviewed a wide range of proposed transportation projects and needs in the City;  
 Reviewed and discussed plans and policies frequently used in transportation planning; 
 Reviewed and discussed the funding and financing of City’s transportation systems and projects; 
 Reviewed, discussed, and initially prioritized a range of transportation needs within the City and possible 

transportation solutions; 
 Discussed and prioritized specific alternative solutions to meet the transportation challenges confronting 

the City; and  
 Identified the Mountain Line System as an integral part of the City’s overall transportation network. 

The work of the Flagstaff Citizens’ Transportation Tax Commission relied on the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan that was an extensive transportation planning effort 
over 24 months. The Blueprint 2040 Regional Transportation Plan was supported by a steering committee of 
community leaders, presentations to numerous City and County commissions, and several surveys. The 
Governing Board of the Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (NAIPTA), 
referencing NAIPTA’s 5-Year Plan, also recommended to the Flagstaff City Council that a transit sales tax 
proposition be placed on the November 6, 2018 election ballot. 
 
Mountain Line transit services are an integral part of the City’s overall transportation plan and are intended to 
work seamlessly with many of the projects that will be completed if Propositions 419 and 420 are approved. 
 

4. What will the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax cost? 
If approved by voters, Proposition 421 would increase the current Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax of 0.295% 
by 0.15% or 15 cents on a $100 purchase. Because there is an existing Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax of 
0.295%, if Proposition 421 is approved the total Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax for all purposes would increase 
to 0.445% or 44.5 cents on a $100 purchase. 
 

5. What will happen to Mountain Line if Proposition 421 is not approved? 
If Proposition 421 is not approved, the existing Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax of 0.295% will continue to 
support Mountain Line.  
 

6. Why are taxes used to pay for the Mountain Line system? 
The Mountain Line system, like roads, bridges, and airports, is supported with tax dollars. NAIPTA, the operator 
of the Mountain Line system, also leverages the local transit tax to secure federal grants and funding to help 
fund the Mountain Line system operations and improvements. Northern Arizona University has committed to 
paying more than $1 million per year to fund a Universal Access Pass (UPASS) program to open up free transit 
for all students, if Proposition 421 is approved, which could help address congestion and parking challenges. 
While Mountain Line passengers pay a fare to ride, that revenue is not enough to fund the system. 
 

7. Why is the City considering using the sales tax to fund Mountain Line bus service? 
Mountain Line bus service impacts everyone, including visitors and people from neighboring communities who 
are working or shopping in Flagstaff. A sales tax means all would contribute to paying for the system. 
 

If Proposition 421 is approved, every person and business purchasing taxable goods or engaging in taxable 
activities within the city will pay the Transit Sales Tax. This includes visitors to Flagstaff as well as people who 
live outside the city limits and come into Flagstaff to work, shop, and socialize. Many Arizona cities rely on sales 
taxes to pay for a portion of their transit costs. 
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8. Has the City considered raising property taxes or increasing fares to pay for the transit system? 
Yes. However, the Transit Advisory Committee, the Governing Board of NAIPTA, and the Citizens’ 
Transportation Tax Commission all recommended increasing the Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax. 
 
Fares are reviewed, adjusted, and increased by the NAIPTA Board as needed. An increase in fares usually 
decreases ridership. 
 
The Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax is dedicated to funding the Mountain Line system. 
 
State law does not authorize NAIPTA to levy a property tax.  
 

9. Who will pay for the Mountain Line Sales Tax, if Proposition 421 is approved? 
If Proposition 421 is approved, any person, resident or non-resident, purchasing taxable goods within the city 
limits would pay the additional sales tax during the life of the tax increase. It has been estimated, that as much 
as fifty percent (50%) of City sales tax collections are on purchases by non-residents. 
 

10. How much will City sales taxes increase if Proposition 421 is approved? 
The current City retail sales tax is 2.051%. If Proposition 421 is approved, the City retail sales tax will increase 
to 2.201%, if no other sales tax increases are approved. 
 

11. How much will City sales tax total if Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If only Proposition 419 – Continuation of Transportation Sales Tax is approved, the overall City sales tax will 
remain 2.051%. If Proposition 421 – Increasing Transit Services is also approved, the overall City sales tax will 
increase to 2.201%. If Proposition 419 – Continuation of Transportation Sales Tax is approved, Proposition 420 
– Lone Tree Overpass Sales Tax is approved, and Proposition 421 – Increasing Transit Services is approved, 
the overall City sales tax will increase to 2.431%. 
 
The City also levies a dedicated Bed, Board, and Beverage sales tax of 2.0%. If all three propositions are 
approved the total City tax on lodging, restaurants, and bars will be 4.431%. 
 

12. What would the total state, county, and city retail sales tax rate be, if Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are 
all approved? 
If Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved, the total state, county, and city retail sales tax rate in Flagstaff 
will increase from 8.951% to 9.331%. 
 

13. What would the total state, county, and city sales tax rate on lodging, restaurants, and bars be, if 
Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved? 
If Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are all approved, the total state, county, and city sales tax rate (with the City’s 
2% BBB tax) in Flagstaff on lodging, restaurants, and bars will increase from 10.951% to 11.331%. 
 

14. Why can only city residents vote on this increased tax when county residents will also pay? 
State law does not allow citizens who reside outside city limits to vote in city elections. County residents will 
only pay this tax for goods purchased within the city limits. 
 

15. What will ensure that the new tax money is being spent on increasing the amount of buses and 
frequency of buses? 
The ballot language is legally binding. By law, the City may only spend the voter-authorized revenues for the 
improvements stated in the ballot question. 
 
If Proposition 421 is approved, future City Councils will review, consider, and determine if the funding provided 
to increase the frequency of buses, extend hours of service, and transit related capital improvements will be 
approved and receive necessary allocations of funding from this proposed increase. This process will occur 
both at regular City Council meetings where public comment will be received, as well as through the budget 
process which includes a public hearing and City Council consideration/debate. Ultimately it will be future City 
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Councils that approve the specifics related to how the money from the sales tax would be spent to accomplish 
the purpose as stated in the ballot question. By law, the City may spend the voter-authorized revenues only for 
the improvements stated in the ballot question. 
 

16. How can we be sure there is enough money to increase the number of buses and frequency of buses? 
In its projections, City staff has used conservative estimates of future revenue collections and inflation. The City 
has also been conservative in their proposed project cost estimation. The City will report to the public regularly 
to discuss transportation spending priorities. Any differences between expected revenue and actual revenues 
will be discussed by the Council and with the public regularly when those reports are given at City Council 
meetings. 
 

17. Does a “yes” vote on one proposition require a “no” vote on the other propositions? 
No. Each ballot item is a separate question. Voters may vote either “yes” or “no” on each proposition. The 
several projects and programs described in Propositions 419, 420, and 421 are designed to work together to 
improve the overall transportation system. But, each project to be funded by Propositions 419, 420, and 421 is 
also designed to stand on its own. In this election, voters have the opportunity to decide whether it is important 
to undertake all, some, or none of these projects at this time. 
 

18. Have City voters previously supported additional expenditures for transportation? 
Yes. In 1988, City of Flagstaff voters approved bonds for several transportation improvements. 
 
In 2000, City voters approved several sales tax increases to fund general street improvements, pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements, safety projects, the Fourth Street Railroad Overpass, and the start of the Mountain Line 
transit system. 
 
In 2008 and 2016 voters approved an expansion and then extension of Mountain Line Transit Sales Tax. 
 
In, 2014, voters approved a sales tax for road repair and street safety improvements. 
 

19. Why increase Mountain Line transit services in Flagstaff? 
Mountain Line serves a growing population and helps reduce the number of cars on the roads. Between 2001 
and 2018 Mountain Line system ridership grew from 114,274 to more than two million riders. 
 

20. What level of Mountain Line service will Proposition 421 fund, if approved? 
Mountain Line’s current service level is 363 days annually, with eight bus routes traveling the City from 6:00 a.m. 
to 10:15 p.m. on weekdays and from 7:00 a.m. to 8:15 p.m. on weekends and holidays. It also supports special 
services for people with disabilities in handicapped equipped vans and in taxis at current levels. 
 
If approved by voters, Proposition 421 will fund more buses, more often. It will fund a cross-town route bus every 
15 minutes during business hours and reduce wait times by one-half to 30 minutes or less at most locations. It 
also provides weekday service until 11:00 p.m. and weekend service until after midnight. These increases are 
designed to make transit a more viable option for Flagstaff residents and visitors to access jobs, community 
events, social activities, and medical appointments. 
 

21. Why are no new routes being considered as a part of Proposition 421? 
Mountain Line’s five-year planning process revealed that the current routing system was efficient and showed 
the advantages of increasing frequency and hours of service on those existing routes.  
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 421 
 
Purpose: Sales Tax for Increasing Transit Services 
 
Shall the City Council have the authority to amend the Tax Code of the City to levy a transaction privilege/sales tax 
at a rate of 0.15% ($0.0015) to be in effect for a period of 11 years beginning July 1, 2019, for increasing public 
transportation including constructing, acquiring, operating, and maintaining equipment and facilities for more 
frequent transit service within the City of Flagstaff? 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving a levy of a sales tax at a rate of
0.15% to be in effect for a period of 11 years beginning July 1, 2020, for increasing 
transit services within the City of Flagstaff. 

SALES TAX INCREASE, YES

A NO vote shall have the effect of not approving a levy of a sales tax at a rate of
0.15% to be in effect for a period of 11 years beginning July 1, 2020, for increasing 
transit services within the City of Flagstaff. 

SALES TAX INCREASE, NO

 
 

AS IT WILL APPEAR ON BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 421 

A measure referred to the people by the Flagstaff City Council 
relating to a Sales Tax Levy for Increasing Transit Services 
 
A YES vote shall have the effect of approving a levy of a sales 
tax at a rate of 0.15% to be in effect for a period of 11 years 
beginning July 1, 2019, for increasing transit services within the 
City of Flagstaff 
 
A NO vote shall have the effect of not approving a levy of a sales 
tax at a rate of 0.15% to be in effect for a period of 11 years 
beginning July 1, 2019, for increasing transit services within the 
City of Flagstaff 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 NO 
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ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION NO. 421 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
Public transit in Flagstaff serves a critical need: mobility for NAU students and staff, flexible travel options for 
residents, and support of business, cultural, and recreational needs for everyone. Everyone wins with transit. 
 
Proposition 421 will expand and improve transit options. The highest rated improvements by residents will include 
extending bus service along West Route 66 to Woody Mountain Road, extending Mountain Line service hours later 
in the evening, and improving bus frequency throughout the service area. Additional improvements will include later 
night service, and better weekend service. Overall, this additional funding will improve services by nearly 50%!
 Everyone wins. 
 
Transit is a solution to gridlock, while providing better access along Milton through downtown, along 4th Street, and 
services to Flagstaff Mall and Woodlands Village. And in so doing, it will address the growing challenges of parking 
and congestion throughout Flagstaff. It's a win-win. 
 
Also, by approving Proposition 421, it leverages additional dollars for the next 11 years from federal and local 
sources. The funding ensures that buses, technology, on-street facilities including enhancing the Downtown 
Connection Center, and specialized services -- will improve. Everything wins. 
 
And approval of Proposition 421 supports other regional transportation solutions, too, as the improvements 
proposed are part of a larger community planning effort. These transit solutions are coordinated with local, regional, 
and state planning programs. This proposition ensures a coordinated solution. Everyone wins. 
 
By supporting Proposition 421, you win. Vote yes on Proposition 421. 
 
Christopher Bridges   Rebecca J Miller 
AzTA Vice President   AzTA Executive Director 
 
----- 
 
Frequency and dependability are key factors leading to a successful transit system. NAIPTA has exceeded 
2,000,000 annual ridership systemwide. NAIPTA needs to expand its frequency and routes to broaden its 
dependability. 
 
A successful transportation system includes all modes of transportation and our transit system is one of those 
modes that assists additional modes including roads! NAIPTA is serving visitors, commuters/workforce, our elderly 
and youth, schools and the full range of our socioeconomic structure. It transports commuters to small businesses, 
larger department stores and supermarkets. Whether it’s carrying workforce or consumer, NAIPTA has a positive 
effect on our economy. They have also provided a reduced carbon footprint for the region. 
 
As a County Supervisor, I have been a part of the incremental growth of this system since it began as a small 
system the County ran. A yes vote will allow for the next step in improving and insuring that we have a system that 
can help absorb additional growth, as well as provide a needed piece to our regional transportation system. Please 
vote yes on question 421. 
 
Matt Ryan 
Coconino County Supervisor 
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION NO. 421 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
I urge you to vote NO on Proposition 421. While I am a huge proponent of investing in public transportation as well 
as a frequent user of the bus system, there are two problems with this proposition. 1) There are no plans in place 
to improve our transportation system in a way that prioritizes the flow of buses. The passing of this proposition will 
effectively put many more buses on roads that do not have dedicated bus lanes, resulting in buses that are stuck 
in traffic with the rest of us. 2) Jeff Meilbeck (from NAIPTA) specifically told the Transportation Tax Commission that 
NAIPTA had enough funding coming in from the last tax increase. So I am unclear why they are asking for a second 
tax increase when they just received one in the last election. 
 
Instead, voting no on this proposition will improve the odds that in the next election cycle we can better fund NAIPTA 
while at the same time providing funding for a better-functioning transportation system in Flagstaff. There absolutely 
are ways to improve the system, but a tax increase right now before the City’s transportation department has been 
given clear direction on real solutions simply means higher taxes, rather than developing true solutions. 
 
Dara Marks Marino 
 
----- 
 
I oppose Proposition 421 because the sales tax in Flagstaff is already too high (currently 8.951% for most goods 
and 10.951% for the privilege of eating out). If the three city sales tax propositions on this ballot pass, our new sales 
tax will be 9.331% for most goods and 11.331% for eating out (fast food, restaurant, bar, etc.). Flagstaff's restaurant 
sales tax rate already is one of the highest in the country.  
 
Prop. 421 is a transit tax on top of an existing transit tax. The City seems unable to operate within its budget or 
properly prepare long-range forecasts.  
 
The City states that every new sales tax will end in "x" number of years, but they never expire. They always come 
back up for renewal and/or an increase. Renewals are increases. 
 
Further, the City states in this "information" pamphlet (prepared by City staff with the help of a $350/hour Phoenix 
consultant) that 50% of the City sales tax is paid by non-residents. Even if true, that does nothing to lower the tax 
burden on Flagstaff residents.  
 
In addition to Prop. 421, there are at least six other tax increases on the ballot. 
 
Not mentioned in this information pamphlet is the City's $100 million unfunded Public Safety Personnel Retirement 
System (PSPRS) liability as well as the Rio de Flag project. The City will likely put these on the 2020 ballot thus 
increasing our sales tax another 1% or more. This is irresponsible and inexcusable.  
 
Sales tax is regressive and disproportionately impacts the poor and those on fixed incomes. Flagstaff is already an 
expensive place to live and the City/Council is on track to continue making it even more unaffordable. 
 
I urge you to vote no on Proposition 421. 
 
Robert Miller 
Retired CPA 
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PROPOSITION NO. 422 
 

 
 

SECONDARY PROPERTY, AD VALOREM TAX – GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
IMPROVING HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

 
 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 
(For more information see Frequently Asked Questions below) 

 
Background on Housing Affordability in Flagstaff 
The City has recognized the issue of the high cost of housing in Flagstaff for many years. As long ago as 1959, City 
planning documents identified the need for additional housing units that residents could afford. 
 
The 2016 Arizona Department of Housing Study 2016 Housing At-a-Glance recognized Flagstaff as one of the high-
priced housing areas in the state. Of major Arizona cities, Flagstaff’s median home price was second highest only 
to Scottsdale. The study also recognized that Flagstaff was one of only a handful of Arizona cities where a police 
officer, making the median salary for that city’s police department, could not afford a median priced home. 
 
A 2016 survey of the largest employers in the Flagstaff area and their stakeholders, conducted for the Economic 
Collaborative of Northern Arizona (ECoNA) by the Northern Arizona University W. A. Franke College of Business, 
showed that half of all respondents were considering leaving Flagstaff because of high housing costs. Of those 
“considering leaving”, a large majority (67.8%) were renter households. 
 
For the approximately 5,900 respondents to the survey, housing and housing affordability were critical issues. 
“Almost four-fifths of respondents also indicated that affordable workforce housing was a personal concern to them,” 
as reported in ECoNA’s 2017 Housing Attainability for the Flagstaff Workforce Report. 
 
The Report also summarized the analysis and findings of Werwath & Associates on behalf of ECoNA. Those 
findings include: 
 Flagstaff’s cost of living is 14.1% above the national average, driven by housing costs 36% above the national 

average. 
 43% of households (which includes renters) in Flagstaff are cost burdened and paying more than 30% of their 

incomes for housing. 
 60% of renter households in Flagstaff are cost burdened. 
 22% percent of the population in Flagstaff is considered “extremely low income.” 
 The 2016 median sales price for a single-family home was $350,000, requiring an income over $90,000 a 

year to purchase. 
 The 45% homeownership rate is strikingly low compared to the statewide average of 63% and national 

average of 64%. 
 Sales of single-family homes below $250,000 shrunk by more than 50% between 2014 and 2016. 
 Sales of single-family homes below $200,000 decreased by 60% between 2014 and 2016. 
 There were only 15 homes listed under $250,000 citywide and only six listings below $200,000 in May of 

2017; 1% of all single-family listings. The cost and availability before or after this date may be different. 
 Only 2.6% of market rate rental units were available to rent and no income restricted units were vacant in 

February-March 2017. 
 Reported rental rates exceed what is considered Fair Market Value for the US Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) by between $200 and $400 a month depending on unit size. 
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The ECoNA study recommended (among other things): 
 Create dedicated local funding sources, both public and private, that can support more workforce housing 

creation and create mechanisms such as a workforce housing trust fund to recapture and recycle this funding. 
 Create locally funded down payment assistance programs that serve a broader range of incomes than current 

sources. 
 Engage the business community to proactively advocate for new housing developments that meets workforce 

needs, in addition to direct investment of resources. 
 
Program Description: 
 
Current City Housing Programs 
The City of Flagstaff’s Housing Section works to improve local housing affordability, in conjunction with several non-
profits and agencies, by supporting:  
 Affordable home ownership opportunities;  
 Down payment assistance programs; 
 An owner-occupied housing rehabilitation program for health and safety repairs; and 
 The creation of new affordable rental and ownership units though development incentives.  

The Homebuyer Assistance Program provides qualified, first time home buyers down payment and closing cost 
assistance that must be repaid at the time the house is a) sold, b) refinanced for cash out, or c) no longer owner 
occupied. 
 
The Owner-Occupied Housing Rehabilitation Program funds health and safety repairs, accessibility 
improvements, and efficiency/weatherization improvements for qualified, low-income homeowners. Rehabilitation 
projects can range from furnace replacement to large multi-system projects addressing issues throughout the home. 
The majority of rehabilitation costs are paid with a zero-interest rate loan funded by the City with Community 
Development Block Grant funds. The loan does not have to be repaid until the home is a) sold, b) refinanced for 
cash out, or c) no longer owner occupied. 
 
The Incentive Policy for Affordable Housing and the Flagstaff Zoning Code offer financial and regulatory incentives 
through reimbursement and/or waivers of City development fees to assist private development of affordable housing 
units. The financial incentives and waivers lower the cost of development and thereby allow a percentage of units 
to be more affordable. 
 
Future Housing Affordability Programs, if Proposition 422 is approved. 
The ballot language of Proposition 422 is very broad and speaks generally to why the City wants to borrow $25 
million to address housing affordability issues. The ballot language identifies three specific areas to be addressed 
through the issuance of bonds: 
 Increasing the number of housing units affordable for more residents in the City by construction, rehabilitation, 

redevelopment, and acquisition of land for housing units; and the related infrastructure;  
 Assisting more Flagstaff residents to afford housing by making loans and grants for the construction, 

rehabilitation, redevelopment, and acquisition of housing units; and the related infrastructure; 
 To pay all costs and expenses properly incidental thereto and to the issuance and sale of bonds. 

A Housing Bond Committee will be established to advise the Council on the best ways to respond to changing 
market conditions to meet the legal obligations described in the ballot question. The initial programmatic solutions 
described in this document could change as the Flagstaff City Council considers these and other programmatic 
recommendations as developed through the City budget process to implement policy direction. 
 
The City Council will likely continue the existing housing programs, described above, if Proposition 422 is approved 
by City voters. Additional programs may be added and may include programs such as the following: 
 An Affordable Housing Units Development Assistance Program that will provide financial support to 

builders/developers of new housing units (home and apartment) to lower the cost of construction/development 
and thereby allow the units to be more affordable for more households in Flagstaff. The assistance to 
builders/developers will take a number of forms, including, but not limited to: gap funding for costs directly 
incurred in construction or rehabilitation of housing units; assistance to both for-profit and non-profit 
developers, contractors, builders, governmental agencies, and partnerships; assistance for both rental and 
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owner occupied housing units; and assistance in the acquisition, development/redevelopment, and 
rehabilitation of existing housing and housing infrastructure. 
 

 A Homeownership Assistance Program that will provide expanded eligibility for qualified, first time home 
buyers down payment and closing cost assistance. The down payment and closing cost assistance will be 
provided in the form of a repayable loan. The new program will expand on the City’s current programs to 
permit households with incomes above 80% of the area median household income to be eligible. Currently, 
the 80% of area median household income standard is set by HUD and prevents many Flagstaff working 
families, like those of teachers and firefighters, from qualifying for the down payment and closing cost 
assistance. 

Because the down payment and closing cost assistance is eventually repaid, the monies can be reused for 
future homebuyers and the program could effectively become a revolving fund. 

 
The Importance of Program Flexibility and Adaptation Over Time 
The City’s response to housing affordability must be flexible to respond to changing conditions in the housing and 
mortgage markets. A program or approach that is effective at one point in time, with one set of market conditions, 
may be less effective as market conditions change. Therefore, different approaches must be used to assist 
households with housing affordability at different times. It is important to note that the ballot language allows the 
City, at the direction of the City Council, with advice from the Housing Bond Committee, to modify the particular 
programs being offered to assist with changing market conditions and housing affordability over time. 
 
Housing Bond Committee 
If Proposition 422 is approved, the City Council will appoint a Housing Bond Committee to advise the Council on 
the programs funded by Proposition 422. 
 
It is anticipated that the Housing Bond Committee will be composed of a variety of community members representing 
different interests and different areas of housing and housing market knowledge. Possible committee members 
could include: an at-large member, a realtor, a mortgage lender, a subject matter expert, a low-income community 
member, a moderate-income community member, a developer/builder, and a Flagstaff Housing Authority Board 
member. 
 
The ultimate responsibility for the Housing Affordability Programs funded by Proposition 422 will rest with City 
Council. The programs will be monitored annually as a part of the City’s existing budget process, which requires a 
public hearing and annual City Council approval. 
 
The information provided in this document reflects the best information available to the City of Flagstaff at the time 
of its preparation. The descriptions of future programs and expenditures are based on currently available information 
and expectations. All such programs and expenditures are subject to future decisions and actions of the City 
Council. As such, the actual future programs and expenditures may vary from the descriptions herein. The actual 
ballot language, of any ballot proposition that is approved, is legally binding on the future actions of the 
City Council, and no monies may be expended except for the purposes described in such ballot question. 
 
City Secondary Property Tax Facts 
 Tax Rate – Even with the approval of Proposition 422, the total secondary property tax rate for the City is 

expected to remain $0.8366 per $100 of assessed value if property values remain stable. It is estimated that 
the Housing Affordability portion of the total $0.8366 secondary property tax rate for the City will require a 
projected average annual secondary property tax of $0.2360 per $100 of assessed value over the estimated 
twenty-year life of the bonds. The average home in Flagstaff was assessed at $200,859 (10% residential 
assessment rate = $20,086) in the current tax year and the owner of such a home would continue to pay 
approximately $168 per year in total secondary property taxes for the general obligation debt of the City based 
on the $0.8366 secondary property tax rate. The Housing Affordability portion will be approximately $47 per 
year based on the $0.2360 portion of the secondary property tax rate. 

 Length – The City secondary property tax for the Housing Affordability portion is projected to be for 20 years, 
from tax year 2020. 

 Borrowing Amount – The City may borrow an amount not to exceed $25 million secured by the City 
secondary property tax to fund the Housing Affordability programs. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
(For more information see Summary Analysis above) 

 
Questions about Proposition 422 – Improving Housing Affordability 
 
1. Why is the City of Flagstaff sending this proposition to the voters? 

Arizona law requires that bonds, like the bonds that pledge City property taxes for repayment, be voter approved. 
These bonds will be repaid with secondary ad valorem property taxes and are commonly called “general 
obligation bonds”. A general obligation bond is a contract between a bondholder, who, in effect, lends the City 
money, and the City, which pledges to repay it. It is a “general obligation” of the City. Repayment is by secondary 
property taxes levied on all taxable property in the City. Legally, the tax is unlimited in rate and amount. 
 

2. How do General Obligation Bonds work? 
If Proposition 422 is approved by the voters, the bonds will be issued and sold periodically. The bonds will be 
issued when funds are needed for a specific project or purpose, in the actual amount needed for such specific 
project or purpose, but the total amount of bonds issued may not exceed the amount approved by voters, in this 
case $25 million. Money received from the issuance and sale of the bonds may only be used for the purposes 
specified in the bond ballot question. 
 
Some of the costs may be paid from other City sources that will reduce the amount of property taxes required. 
 
Present and future residents’ property taxes will be used to repay the bonds over a period of time - usually 20 
years - in the same manner that homeowners pay off a home mortgage over time. 
 
The total amount of general obligation bonds the City may have outstanding at any one time is limited by the 
State Constitution. The limit is based on a percentage of the value of all taxable property, within the City and is 
described in more detail below. The remaining, available, constitutional bond capacity of the City, for all 
permitted purposes is almost $200 million. 
 

3. What are primary and secondary property taxes? 
The City collects two types of property taxes. Primary property taxes are generally used to support the 
maintenance and operation budgets for local governments, such as cities, counties, school districts, and 
community college districts. Secondary property taxes assessed by cities must be voter approved and are 
generally used pay for bond issues, budget overrides, and special districts. Each year’s property tax bill has a 
separate primary and secondary property tax rate for the City as well as most other local governments. 
 

4. What is the City Secondary Property Tax? 
The City collects a secondary property tax to repay City general obligation bonds. 
 
The current City secondary property tax rate is $0.8366 per $100 of assessed value of property. That rate is 
currently repaying the principal and interest on the City’s outstanding general obligation bonds that total 
$40,579,560 in principal amount. 
 

5. Is my secondary property tax rate expected to increase if Proposition 422 is approved? 
No. The City’s secondary property tax rate is expected to remain $0.8366 per $100 of assessed value, if property 
values remain stable. 
 
Some existing City general obligations bonds will be fully repaid before the bonds are issued and the portion of 
the existing secondary property taxes that was repaying those existing general obligation bonds will be 
redirected to repaying the bonds. 
 
While Arizona Revised Statutes require the City to make a disclosure that the issuance of the bonds will result 
in a property tax increase sufficient to pay the annual debt service on the bonds, the City intentionally established 
the amount of the bonds and the timing of bond sales such that the City’s secondary property tax rate would not 
need to be increased, if property values remain stable. The City has consistently timed the issuance of new 
bonds with the full repayment of prior bonds in order to keep the secondary property tax rate constant. 
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6. Will my total secondary property tax increase if my property value goes up? 
Property owners whose property value, for tax purposes, increases will experience higher taxes even with the 
City’s constant secondary property tax rate. 
 
It is important to note that other local governments also collect secondary property taxes that property owners 
pay. Whether the total of all secondary property taxes goes up depends in part, on the actions of other local 
governments and other questions that may be on the ballot. The City cannot speak to the impact of changes in 
primary property tax rates or in secondary property tax rates as a result of other ballot questions. 
 
The City’s secondary property tax rate has remained constant at $0.8366 per $100 of assessed valuation since 
the 2006 tax year. 

 

City of Flagstaff 

Secondary Property Tax Rate 
    

Tax Year  Tax Rate 

2004 $0.9801  

2005 $0.8766  

2006 to 2018 $0.8366  
 

7. Why is the City sending this proposition to the voters now? 
The City has recognized the issue of the high cost of housing in Flagstaff for many years. As long ago as 1959, 
City planning documents identified the need for increased amounts of housing that residents could afford. 
 
The 2016 Arizona Department of Housing Study 2016 Housing At-a-Glance recognized Flagstaff as one of the 
high-priced housing areas in the state. Of major Arizona cities, Flagstaff’s median home price was second 
highest only to Scottsdale. The study also recognized that Flagstaff was one of only a handful of Arizona cities 
where a police officer, making the median salary for that city’s police department, could not afford a median 
priced home. 
 
A 2016 survey of the largest employers in the Flagstaff area and their stakeholders, conducted for ECoNA, by 
the Northern Arizona University W. A. Franke College of Business showed that half of all respondents were 
considering leaving Flagstaff because of high housing costs. 
 

8. Who will pay for the new Housing Affordability programs and what will they cost? 
For the current tax year, the City levied a $0.8366 per $100 of assessed value secondary property tax to repay 
existing, outstanding bonds.  
 
The average home in Flagstaff was assessed at $200,859 (10% residential assessment rate = $20,086)in the 
2017 tax year and will pay approximately $168 per year in total City secondary property taxes based on the 
$0.8366 secondary property tax rate for such year. 
 

9. Why is the City considering issuing bonds for these Housing Affordability programs? 
Proposition 422 asks the voters to give the City authority to issue bonds to be repaid with secondary property 
taxes, so it will have a dedicated funding source for Housing Affordability programs. The City does not have 
many ways to raise large sums of money to address important needs. Bonding is one method available, with 
voter approval. 
 

10. Aren’t there state and federal funds for Housing Affordability programs like these? 
Both the state and the federal government have programs for affordable housing, both rental and owned. 
However, in many cases Flagstaff residents who need affordable housing are not eligible because of the 
federally established income qualification limits. 
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11. Why is the City considering using a property tax to fund Housing Affordability programs? 
The City has chosen to fund Housing Affordability programs with general obligation bonds, if approved. The 
City’s general obligation bonds are repaid with secondary property taxes. For additional information, see 
“CERTAIN REQUIRED INFORMATION ABOUT GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS” below. 
 

12. Will City property taxes increase if Proposition 422 is approved? 
No. The City’s secondary property tax rate is expected to remain $0.8366 per $100 of assessed value, if property 
values remain stable. Some existing City general obligations bonds will be fully repaid before the Bonds are 
issued and the portion of the existing secondary property taxes that was repaying those existing general 
obligation bonds will be redirected to repaying the bonds. The City will time the issuance of new general 
obligation bonds as old general obligations bonds are completely repaid and in order to keep the tax rate 
constant. 
 

13. What will ensure that the new tax money is being spent only on Housing Affordability programs? 
The ballot language is legally binding. By law, the City may only spend the voter-authorized revenues for the 
purposes stated in the ballot question. 
 
If approved, funds under Proposition 422 will only be spent after public City Council meetings are held where 
public comment is received, and decisions are ultimately made by the City Council to appropriate the funds for 
housing affordability purposes. The monies may not be used for any other uses. Future City Councils will make 
ultimate decisions on which programs are created, which housing programs are implemented, and how the 
money from the Bonds will be spent. 
 
The City Council will also name a Housing Bond Committee, if Proposition 422 is approved, that will make 
recommendations on how the money should be used according to the purposes stated in the ballot question. 
The Housing Bond Committee will assist the City Council to make sure the housing programs established are 
consistent with the purposes stated in the ballot question and that such purposes are accomplished effectively 
despite variations in the economy, housing, and rental markets. 
 
It is important to note that the ballot language allows the City, at the direction of the City Council, with advice 
from the Housing Bond Committee, to modify the particular programs being offered to assist with housing 
affordability over time. Such programs must be flexible to respond to changing conditions in the housing and 
mortgage markets. Programs that are very effective in some time periods and circumstances can be ineffective 
during different market conditions and therefore different approaches must be used to assist with housing 
affordability. 
 

14. How will the Flagstaff City Council be involved with Proposition 422, if it is approved? 
The City Council, with advice from the Housing Bond Committee and City staff, will be responsible for making 
the policy decisions regarding the expenditure of the funds in public meetings about how the Proposition 422 
monies will be spent and for appropriating the funds through the annual budget process. These decisions by 
City Council will be made through the normal process of public Council meetings where the public may 
comment. 
 

15. How can we be sure there is enough money to achieve the goals of the Housing Affordability? 
In its projections, the City has used conservative estimates of future revenue collections and inflation. The City 
will adjust the Housing Affordability programs to the amount of funding available over time. The City will report 
back to the public regularly to discuss the Housing Affordability priorities. The City Council will routinely discuss 
publicly any differences between expected revenue and actual revenues. 
 

16. Does a “yes” vote on one proposition require a “no” vote on the other propositions? 
No, each ballot item is a separate question. Voters may vote either “yes” or “no” on each proposition. 
 

17. What is the purpose of potential Housing Affordability programs that could be created if Proposition 
422 is approved? 
The City’s Housing Affordability programs, and any potentially additional programs that may be established by 
future City Councils, are intended to: help Flagstaff residents become home owners; address health and safety 
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problems with homes; and incentivize builders and developers to increase the number of housing units that are 
affordable for Flagstaff residents. 
 

18. Will the Housing Affordability programs impact homes only in Flagstaff? 
The programs will affect housing units throughout all areas of the City. The programs will only operate within 
the city limits. 
 

19. Are there other communities with similar projects? 
Yes, Denver, Colorado and Santa Fe, New Mexico have similar programs. These programs have been 
underway for several years and both are successful. 
 

20. Can the City require developers to include affordable housing in their developments? 
The State of Arizona prohibits mandatory inclusionary zoning by law, meaning that it is illegal to require 
developers to include affordable housing within their development. Instead, the City of Flagstaff provides both 
regulatory and policy incentives to developers who are voluntarily willing to contribute to increasing affordable 
housing in Flagstaff. 
 

21. What is the City Council’s role? 
If Proposition 422 is approved, the Flagstaff City Council will make all policy decisions about how the Bond 
money is expended through the budget. The City’s Housing Section would be responsible for implementing the 
Council’s directives and the Housing Bond Committee would provide advice to the City Council. 
 

22. Where can I find additional information on this Question? 
For more detailed information on the Housing Affordability programs and Proposition 422 contact the Flagstaff 
Housing Section at (928) 213-2743. 

 
 

CERTAIN REQUIRED INFORMATION ABOUT GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
 
Requested Bond Authorization/Purpose for which the Bonds are to be Issued: 
On June 19, 2018, the Mayor and City Council of Flagstaff (the City) passed and adopted a resolution calling a 
special bond election to authorize the sale and issuance of not to exceed $25,000,000 principal amount of general 
obligation bonds. 
 
The proceeds of the sale of the bonds will provide money for improving housing affordability in the City and for 
paying all necessary costs in connection therewith, as described herein. 
 
Maximum Interest Rate on the Bonds: 
The maximum interest rate on the Bonds will not exceed 10% per annum. 
 
Plan of Finance: 
If the bond question (Proposition 422) is approved by the voters, it is expected that the bonds will be sold in phases 
conducted over several years. The interest rate to be borne by the bonds would be determined by the market 
conditions that prevail at the time of sale, but in no event would the bonds be sold at an interest rate greater than 
10% per annum. Average annual interest on the bonds is assumed herein at 5.0% for a 2019 sale and 5.5% to 
6.0% for sales thereafter for purposes of estimating the tax impact. These rates are used because it is assumed 
that the interest on the bonds will be taxable. Repayment of both principal of and interest on each series of the 
bonds would occur over a period of not to exceed 20 years from their date of issuance. 
 
If authorized and all sold, the bonds would be repaid from a levy of ad valorem taxes on all taxable property within 
the City. It is estimated that the bonds would require an estimated average annual secondary tax rate increase of 
$0.2360 per $100 of assessed valuation over the life of the bonds, if property values remain stable. The issuance 
of the bonds is projected to not impact the City's current tax rate of $0.8366 per $100 of net assessed limited 
property valuation. 
 
The following is an estimated debt service schedule for the Bonds and the estimated impact to the secondary tax 
rate of the City given the assumptions described therein. 
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Estimated General Obligation Bond Issue Cost to Taxpayers 
The Bonds would be repaid from a levy of ad valorem taxes on all taxable property within the City which would 
impact the taxpayers in the form of an estimated average annual secondary tax rate increase of $0.2360 per $100 
of assessed valuation. 
 
The tax impact over the term of the bonds on an owner-occupied residence valued by the County Assessor at 
$250,000 is estimated to be $59 per year for 20 years, or $1,180 total cost. The tax impact over the term of the 
bonds on commercial property valued by the County Assessor at $1,000,000 is estimated to be $425 per year for 
20 years, or $8,500 total cost. The tax impact over the term of the bonds on agricultural or other vacant property 
valued by the County Assessor at $100,000 is estimated to be $35 per year for 20 years, or $700 total cost. 
 
Assessor’s value for tax purposes is the value of property as it appears on a tax bill and does not necessarily 
represent the market value. Cost based on the projected average annual tax rate over the life of the bond issues 
and a number of other financing assumptions which are subject to change. Cost assumes the net assessed 
valuation of the property increases annually at the lesser of five percent or fifty percent of the projected total annual 
increase in net assessed valuation shown on the Projected Debt Service Schedule. Estimated average net 
assessed valuation of owner-occupied residential properties, commercial and industrial properties, or agricultural 
and vacant properties, as applicable, within the jurisdiction as provided by the Arizona Department of Revenue. 
 
Estimated Total Cost: 
Should the bonds be authorized and issued, the City estimates that the total cost of the bonds, including 
principal and interest will be $37,993,375. 
 
Estimated Issuance Costs: 
Should the bonds be authorized and issued, the City estimates that the cost of issuance with respect to each series 
the Bonds will be approximately $150,000. 
 
Current Outstanding General Obligation Debt and Constitutional Debt Limitation:  
The City currently has $40,579,560 general obligation debt outstanding. The constitutional debt limit of the City is 
$241,059,225, being twenty-six percent (26%) of the net assessed full cash valuation of the taxable property in the 
City. 
 
The Arizona Constitution limits the outstanding property tax secured bonded indebtedness of cities and towns. For 
combined water, sewer, light, parks, open space preserves, playgrounds and recreational facilities, outstanding 
bonded debt may not exceed 20% of net full cash assessed valuation. In addition to the 20% limitation, for all other 
purposes outstanding bonded indebtedness may not exceed 6% of a city’s net full cash assessed valuation. Unused 
borrowing capacity for the 20% and 6% debt limitations is shown below based upon the fiscal year 2018/19 Net Full 
Cash Assessed Valuation. 
 
Water, Light, Sewer, Open Space & Park Bonds All Other General Obligation Bonds 
20% Constitutional Limitation  $185,430,173 6% Constitutional Limitation $55,629,052 
 

Net Direct General Obligation  Net Direct General Obligation 
  Bonds Outstanding  (40,579,560)   Bonds Outstanding  (0) 
 

Reduction for Original Reduction for Original 
  Issue Premium   (1,866,052) (a)   Issue Premium (0) 
 

Unused 20% Limitation  Unused 6% Limitation 
  Borrowing Capacity $142,984,561   Borrowing Capacity $55,629,052 
  
 

(a) This amount reduces in equal amount the borrowing capacity of the City under State statutes and the Arizona 
Constitution and the principal amount authorized at the elections for the City from which bonds were sold based on 
changes in law. The amount is net original issue premium with respect to the bonds sold less the amounts of premium 
used to pay certain costs of issuance of, and interest on, the bonds sold.  
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OFFICIAL BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 422 
 
Purpose: Improving Housing Affordability 
 
Amount: $25,000,000 
 
To address the high cost of housing in Flagstaff, shall the City of Flagstaff be authorized to issue and sell 
general obligation bonds in a principal amount up to $25,000,000: 
 
 for the purpose of increasing the number of housing units affordable for more residents in the City by 

construction, rehabilitation, redevelopment and acquisition of land for housing units; and the related 
infrastructure; 

 for the purpose of assisting more Flagstaff residents to afford housing by making loans and grants for 
the construction, rehabilitation, redevelopment and acquisition of housing units; and the related infrastructure; 
and 

 to pay all costs and expenses properly incidental thereto and to the issuance and sale of bonds? 
 

The bonds may be issued in one or more series, will not mature more than 20 years from the date or dates of 
their issue, will bear interest at a rate or rates not to exceed 10% per annum, and will have such other provisions 
as are approved by the City Council. 
 
If the bonds are approved, the City Council will create and appoint a Housing Bond Committee to advise the City 
Council on the use of the proceeds of the sale of the bonds and related matters. 
 
The following sentence has been included on this ballot as required by Section 35-454(C), Arizona Revised 
Statutes: The issuance of these bonds will result in a property tax increase sufficient to pay the annual debt service 
on the bonds. 
 
 
A YES vote shall authorize the governing body of the City to issue and sell
$25,000,000 of general obligation bonds of the City to be repaid with secondary
property taxes. 

BOND APPROVAL, YES

A NO vote shall not authorize the governing body of the City to issue and sell such 
bonds of the City. 

BOND APPROVAL, NO
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AS IT WILL APPEAR ON BALLOT 
 

PROPOSITION NO. 422 

A measure referred to the people by the Flagstaff City Council 
relating to the issuance of bonds in a principal amount of 
$25,000,000 to improve housing affordability 
 
A YES vote shall authorize the governing body of the City to issue 
and sell $25,000,000 of general obligation bonds of the City to be 
repaid with secondary property taxes 
 
A NO vote shall not authorize the governing body of the City to 
issue and sell such bonds of the City 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 

NO 

 
 
 
ARGUMENTS FOR PROPOSITION NO. 422 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
My name is Stacy Fobar and as a citizen of Flagstaff, I support Question 422. The need for affordable housing for 
Flagstaff families is preventing our city from prospering. The cost of housing has grown far higher and faster than 
wages and the dream of owning a home is quickly fading for working professionals such as myself. The market is 
simply not providing decent, affordable housing options to the workforce where we can raise our families securely.  
 
Passage of this housing bond would not raise our secondary property tax rates and works to address the supply-
side and the demand-side of the housing problem. The majority of funds would be used to create housing units – 
both homeownership and rental – that are more affordable. Developers would “opt in” to using the funds and be 
held accountable to the community to create those rental and homeownership units through development 
agreements.  
 
A portion of the bond will be used to help provide down payment and closing cost assistance – working on the 
demand side of the housing issue. Down payment assistance can be in the form of loans that will be repaid to help 
additional families in the future. The one-time investment of bond funds can generate a revolving fund to help 
homebuyers today and in the future. I know that this is something that my family would love to use, and I’m sure 
many other middle-class families could benefit from a program like this as well.  
 
This strategy helps the entire community, not just a handful of homeowners or renters. It keeps teachers, firemen, 
nurses, social workers, lunch aides, baristas, maintenance personnel, dispatch operators, bank tellers and other 
workers in our community. This investment in housing is an investment in community and workforce development.  
 
Stacy Fobar 
 
----- 
 
Proposition 422 is cost effective investment to begin to address the housing needs of local families, creating homes 
for workers in education, health, public safety, community businesses. 
 
Communities that prosper are those that invest in their neighbors, small businesses and the local workforce. 
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Healthier and more reasonable housing is possible in Flagstaff when public and private sectors, nonprofits and 
business in our community strategize and invest in solutions together.  
 
Proposition 422 is an investment in our community. This proposal does NOT increase the property tax rate because 
the proposed bond amount is within the existing tax rate. We can help neighbors find decent, reasonable housing 
with the property taxes we are already paying. It’s win-win. 
 
The need for homes affordable for working families in our community affects us all. Flagstaff is a place where we 
care about our neighbors and where we work collectively to ensure our small- and medium-size businesses can 
thrive, creating a vibrant, strong economy. 
 
Investing in homes for local working families will make our community stronger. The $25 million housing bond will 
be leveraged with private-sector investment, grants and national resources ensuring local funding is optimized to 
meet the greatest need. The creation of a revolving fund to provide down payment assistance loans is critical as 
this one-time investment can be repaid and loaned again – over and over to help families today and in the future. 
Accountability is built in to the Proposition, with the creation of a Housing Bond Committee to make expert 
recommendations to Council about program design and bond expenses. 
 
Housing is the foundation for healthy and strong families. It’s the foundation for a resilient workforce and strong 
local economy. It’s time we finally invest in local solutions and strategies so we all benefit. Please vote YES on 
Proposition 422. 
 
Devonna McLaughlin 
 
----- 
 
As 42% of Flagstaff pays more for housing than is considered affordable, F3 supports Proposition 422, a $25M 
bond that is expected to increase affordable housing by over 1,000 homes. Council will have final authority on how 
the bond is spent, based on recommendations from an appointed citizen committee. Proposition 422 funds will be 
made available as other city bond obligations are paid off, and home-owners will not see a change in property tax 
rate.  
 
Proposition 422 is written broadly in order to have flexibility over the 20-year period (the community’s specific 
housing needs will change over time). Down payment assistance loans and development incentives to increase 
below-market housing are two expected programs through Proposition 422. These types of programs have a proven 
track record of success through the years. They have just been sorely underfunded in Flagstaff. 
 
Proposition 422 will also have the advantage of helping middle-class people who otherwise cannot receive federal 
or state funds with homebuyer assistance. By moving these long-term renters into home ownership, it will also help 
affordability by increasing the housing stock for rentals. 
 
Proposition 422 is a bold move towards more attainable housing that will increase the quality of life for all Flagstaff 
residents. The revolving door of talented people leaving Flagstaff because of a lack of affordable housing costs us 
in many ways. It affects the healthcare we receive with a 33% turnover rate of nurses at our hospitals; it affects the 
education of our future voters; it affects the city’s bottom line as we continue to train employees who quickly choose 
to leave for more affordable pastures. A vote for Proposition 422 will make Flagstaff more accessible for people 
struggling to make ends meet who help make Flagstaff a more vibrant and diverse community. 
 
Friends of Flagstaff’s Future 
 
Emily Melhorn   Michael Caulkins 
Vice President   President 
 
----- 
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The term “affordable housing” has come into question because most people automatically assume the term is 
associated with only the low-income members of our community. Recent studies conducted by the city clearly 
indicate that is not the case. We are losing nurses, police officers, firefighters, teachers, mid-level managers, highly 
skilled construction workers and others to communities that can offer them more reasonably priced housing. The 
cost of replacing employees who leave is a direct burden to every employer in Flagstaff, and an indirect burden to 
every citizen. 
 
Another study shows it costs more to own a home in Flagstaff than it does in Scottsdale, Portland or Denver. Some 
say we simply need to focus on attracting higher paying jobs, but Flagstaff can never compete with larger 
communities to attract those higher paying companies. In this past decade we have lost Walgreens distribution, 
SCA Tissue and WL Gore is downsizing in Flagstaff & expanding in North Phoenix. 
 
We have the highest rents in Arizona, and our rents have now exceeded those of Boulder, Colorado. Housing, both 
rental and home ownership, that is affordable to those earning up to 125% of the median income is critical to the 
long-term stability of our community and to our employers who depend on a quality work force. 
 
This bond measure is vague on purpose. Within any given year we don’t know what the housing needs may be., 
where the largest gaps exist, and what or where the best opportunities may present themselves. A strong 
independent advisory committee to sort through that and make the best recommendations possible to the city 
council for funding will be critical. A committee consisting of industry professionals, both private and non-profit, that 
clearly understand our housing market. 
 
If not this, What? If not now, When? 
 
Rick Lopez 
 
ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION NO. 422 
 
The “for” and “against” arguments were reproduced exactly as submitted and were not edited for spelling, grammar, or punctuation. These 
arguments represent the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy of content. 

 
I urge a no vote on Prop 422 because: 
 
1.  Borrowing $25 million will use up too much of the city's bonding capacity for general obligation bonds that are 
repaid with the secondary property tax at the current rate. We have many other important and expensive needs, 
including paying for the city's share to finish the construction of the Rio de Flag flood control project, and the city 
should have the ability to bond for them. 
 
2.  The bond question doesn't have any parameters on how the $25 million will be spent so we don't have any idea 
who the winners and losers will be. 
 
3.  There's good reason to believe that the City Council will go down the path of exercising the right of eminent 
domain and 'take' private property from property owners for affordable housing from property owners who DO NOT 
want to sell their property and use the bond money to compensate them. The bond language should've made it 
clear that the city won't use the public money for this. 
 
Al White 
Flagstaff 
 
----- 
 
Don’t be fooled by Proposition 422: it will not truly make Flagstaff a more affordable place to live. Affordable housing 
is a complicated, nuanced problem, but this is a huge bond that will mostly go to putting money in the pockets of 
outside corporations and to paying the interest on money borrowed. To solve our affordable housing problems, 
save Flagstaff citizens millions of dollars, and keep local money local, landlords should simply reduce their rent to 
reasonable rates, rather than asking everyone in Flagstaff to pay outside interests to develop a modicum of almost-
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affordable housing. Additionally, this bond does not guarantee that the housing will remain affordable permanently. 
Vote NO on Proposition 422. 
 
Dara Marks Marino 
 
----- 
 
I oppose Proposition 422 because approval of this $25 million bond would mean that for the next 20 years the City 
can issue only $25 million in general obligation bonds at the existing tax rate, which is worrisome. Also, the 
measures purpose is too vague to be of any use to voters as there aren't any limitations or parameters to ensure 
such things as permanent affordability for the housing built with the bond money.  
 
Not only will Proposition 422 increase our property taxes for years to come, voters are now being asked to consider 
seven tax increases (including Prop. 422). There are two proposed increases in our sales tax, one sales tax renewal 
(because we can never let them expire), one FUSD property tax override, one new FUSD $75 million bond issue, 
and the CCC property tax override. I consider tax "overrides" and "renewals" a new tax increase because if they 
expired (as originally promised) our taxes would go down. 
 
The City of Flagstaff also has a $100 million unfunded Public Safety Personnel Retirement System (PSPRS) liability. 
It doesn't have a dedicated source of revenue to pay this off so I think it very likely the City Council will ask the 
voters to raise the sales tax (yet again) in November 2020. 
 
And where is the City going to get the money to finally finish the Rio de Flag flood control project? Another 
stormwater fee increase? Another sales tax increase? 
 
It's no surprise Flagstaff is such an expensive place to live and we may well be on track to continue making it even 
more unaffordable. 
 
I urge you to vote no on Proposition 422. 
 
Robert Miller 
Retired CPA 
 
----- 
 
Vote NO on Proposition 422, the $25 million Affordable Housing Bon. Proposition 422 may render Flagstaff unable 
to fund future critical projects such as ensuring our water supply or finishing Rio-de-Flag Flood Control project. The 
City also may not be able to fund predicted emergencies such as wildfire or infrastructure failure. 
 
Another red flag is the local realtor association brought this $25 million bond to City Council with no plan and no 
qualified management committee. The future Housing Bond Committee, likely to include realtors and developers, 
will recommend how to spend the bon. We have no assurances they won’t have a direct conflict of interest or benefit 
personally from the bond money. Proposition 422 is an ill-advised City plan to increase our property tax money. 
 
Affordable housing projects need responsible, transparent plans. Citizens recently stopped an affordable housing 
plan at Shultz Pass Rd and Highway 180 because the land had more value to remain undeveloped due to its historic 
and conservation values. However, our City, lacking adequate public input and foresight, had already spent over 
$500,000 (years ago) of our tax dollars on infrastructure for this land. Another ill-advised City plan. 
 
No parameters exist in the bond that protect the public money. There’s no guarantee the housing built with the $25 
million will be put in city land trust and kept permanently affordable. Future buyers of this housing could increase 
their resale price for a large profit, thus rendering the housing unaffordable. 
 
The City will likely consume millions on new City staff to administer the bond money. Note that voters were NOT 
told before they approved the (currently failing and overdue) $10 million FWPP Bond for forest thinning that the City 
would spend 1.2 million on staff salaries. 
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Vote NO on Proposition 422, an expensive, non-transparent, and dubious plan. 
 
Emma Benenati 
 
----- 
 
I’m voting NO on Proposition 422. I hope you will also. 
 
A $25 million bond that doesn’t even tell us what ‘affordable housing’ means and will increase property taxes is bad 
for Flagstaff. It’s way too much money to give the city at one time and will mean that the city won’t be able to borrow 
the large amounts of money it will need for other important city projects for at least another 25 years. I don’t think 
bonding is a good idea, but if the city does borrow money then a smaller amount of money for the bond would make 
much more sense. 
 
Developers like those who build monstrous projects like Mill Town and The Hub and who don’t want to voluntarily 
give us affordable units will probably be just the kind of developers who will show up at City Hall for the public money 
and build us more of what they’re known for – monstrous projects! And the city council will approve them just 
because they want the affordable housing. If you think we’re headed in the wrong direction now, just wait and see 
what happens if the city hands out $25 million for so-called affordable housing. 
 
It’s a big problem that the bond question doesn’t promise the property taxpayers that all of the housing built with the 
bond money is permanently affordable and put in the city land trust. The property taxpayers should only subsidize 
permanently affordable housing otherwise it just doesn’t make any sense. 
 
We know affordability and the high cost of living in Flagstaff are big problems and now we’re going to make it even 
more expensive with all of the sales tax and property tax increase questions on the ballot. The left hand doesn’t 
know what the right hand is doing. 
 
Vote no on Proposition 422. 
 
Kathryn Jim 
 
----- 
 
This vague legally-binding bond question is the only information we have. I cannot support bond language that does 
not address permanent affordability. Why are we not guaranteed every unit built under this program is permanently 
affordable? Without permanency, the public investment in affordability is short-lived. Instead, after some period or 
after the life of the bond (20 years), the affordability would vanish and units would revert to the open market. This 
does not address permanent affordability which is needed for any such program to be truly successful. This would 
not be fail to City taxpayers who foot the bill for the bond and associated interest and deserve the assurance of 
affordability that lasts into perpetuity. 
 
As presented, this housing bond is for the purpose of assisting more Flagstaff residents to afford housing by making 
loans and grants for the construction, rehabilitation, redevelopment, and acquisition of housing units and related 
infrastructure. Grants are a give-away without something of value in return, i.e. permanent affordability. This vague 
bond language could allow a for-profit developer to apply for public taxpayer money to build high-occupancy housing 
(think The Hub, Mill Town, The Standard, etc.). This is unacceptable. 
 
The bond question is vague. Until we can get it right by ensuring permanent affordability please vote NO on 
Proposition 422. 
 
Charlie Silver 
Flagstaff 
 



 

  



 

  



 

CITY CLERK OF FLAGSTAFF 
211 W ASPEN AVE 
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001-5359 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

   YOUR PRECINCT IS:  SU PRECINTO ES:  
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OFFICIAL VOTING MATERIALS - ONLY ONE PAMPHLET HAS BEEN MAILED TO EACH HOUSEHOLD CONTAINING QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF 
THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF. PLEASE MAKE IT AVAILABLE TO ALL QUALIFIED ELECTORS IN THE HOUSEHOLD. 
 
MATERIALES OFICIALES ELECTORALES - SOLAMENTE UN FOLLETO SE HA ENVIADO A CADA DOMICILIO EN CUAL RESIDEN ELECTORES 
CALIFICADOS DEL MUNICIPIO DE FLAGSTAFF. FAVOR DE COMPARTIRLO CON TODOS LOS ELECTORES CALIFICADOS EN SU DOMICILIO. 
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CITIZENS’ TRANSPORTATION TAX COMMISSION  

MARCH 27, 2018 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

Improving system connectivity by filling important gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle systems.  

Missing segments of sidewalk, bike lanes and trails will be built across the City including important 

street level crossings and some bridges and tunnels.  $29,000,000 will nearly deliver identified 

short-term needs. 

Lone Tree Road Corridor & Railroad Overpass 

Establishing important north-south arterial connectivity from E. Route 66 to J.W. Powell Boulevard 

including filling gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle system requires a $72,400,000 railroad overpass 

from Route 66 to Butler Avenue and $33,500,000 in corridor improvements.  New lanes will add 

capacity for growth and medians for safety. Connections to the east-west J.W. Powell Boulevard 

arterial provides system redundancy and resiliency and alternate routes for cross-town trips and 

access to NAU. 

W. Route 66 Corridor 

By partnering and coordinating with private development and ADOT this $10,800,000 investment 

will complete W. Route 66 to a five lane section from Milton Road to Woodlands Village Boulevard, 

complete public improvements west of Woody Mtn. Road,  and improve several key intersections.  

Most of the sidewalk system will also be completed. 

Butler Avenue Corridor 

Completing the five-lane section with medians from I-40 to Sinagua Heights will improve capacity 

and safety.  High speed merging from 2 to 1 lane in the eastbound direction will be eliminated.  

Important new intersections will be built to address truck circulation in the area.  $7,800,000 will 

be combined with current programming and private development. 

J.W. Powell Boulevard / Fourth Street Corridor 

From I-17 past the airport to Lake Mary Road then east to Fourth Street at Butler, this major east-

west arterial will create a southern bypass route with important north-south connections at Lone 

Tree Road and Fourth Street.  The $14,500,000 airport section will be publicly funded and the 

public’s share of the eastern section estimated at 40%.  This $18,170,000 incentivizes private 

participation, front ends construction of the State segment which will be repaid, and is intended to 

provide the City leverage for other public facilities. 

Roads & Streets Operations 

Many daily operations, planning functions and smaller capital improvements will be paid for with 

$29,750,000 over twenty years.  This total includes estimated costs for street lighting, traffic 

signals, and partnering opportunities. 

Transit Service and Capital Improvements 

With $50,700,000 over ten years, NAIPTA will be able to increase service frequency and daily hours 

of operation on several of their routes.  Local funds for capital investments will leverage federal 

funds for buses, route infrastructure, and supporting facilities. 

 

 



Propositions 419, 420, and 421 present an integrated and comprehensive  
approach to improve Flagstaff’s transportation system, address congestion, and plan  

for our future. The three proposals work together to address the diverse  
transportation needs of our community.

INTEGRATED PLAN: These proposals present a comprehensive regional approach to address 
our street, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit needs. 

Connecting Our Community

Improving traffic flow:  Continuation of the existing tax will allow Flagstaff to construct the most essential projects for the 
next 21 years. This includes major efforts to address congestion along West Route 66 and Butler Avenue and reduce reliance 
on Milton Road.

Improving bicycle and pedestrian pathways:  Proposition 419 adds missing segments of sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails 
throughout the City.

Increasing safety:  Proposition 419 includes traffic signal modernization, advanced traffic management systems, and dark sky 
street lighting to improve public safety.

Proposition 419 is a continuation of an  
existing tax and the cost would remain  

42.6 cents on a $100 purchase. Proposition 419 
would remain in effect for the next 21 years.

PROPOSITION 419
ROADWAY, PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE

&
SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

LIKELY ROAD PROJECTS
WIDENING

NEW

EXISTING

SIDEWALKS 11.2 
BIKE LANES 33.8
FUTS TRAIL 14.7
ROADS 10.9

MILES OF IMPROVEMENTS

Bridging the Tracks Proposition 420 will cost  
23 cents on a $100 purchase. 
Proposition 420 would be in  
effect for the next 20 years.

More Buses, More Often
Proposition 421 will cost 

15 cents on a $100 purchase. Proposition 421 
would be in effect for the next 11 years.

Helping traffic flow better:  Proposition 420 will help traffic flow 
better by building an overpass between Butler Avenue and Route 
66 at Lone Tree Road.  Combined with the improvements to Lone 
Tree Road in Proposition 419, the Lone Tree Railroad overpass is 
designed to provide an alternative to Milton all the way from I-17 
to Downtown.

Investing in infrastructure:  If we continue to wait, the future 
cost to build the overpass will likely be greater as interest rates 
and the cost of labor and materials continue to increase.

Increasing Frequency: Proposition 421 includes a cross-town bus every  
15 minutes during business hours and cuts wait times in half at most locations.

Increasing Service Hours:  Proposition 421 will increase Mountain Line’s hours 
of service until 11 pm on weeknights and past midnight on weekends. 

Leveraging Resources:  If Proposition 421 passes, NAU has committed to 
paying more than $1 million per year to fund a Universal Access Pass (UPASS) 
program to open up transit for all students. 

The Fourth St. 
overpass bridge was 

completed in 2006 
with Transportation 

Tax funding, 
providing a vital link 

between north and 
south Flagstaff. The 
proposed Lone Tree 

overpass could have 
a similar impact on 

connectivity and 
traffic flow.

www.flagstaffelections.org

@FLGTransportation

Current With Prop 421
Weekday 
Business Hours 30 minutes 15-20 minutes

Weekends 60 minutes 30 minutes

Current With Prop 421
Weekday 
Service End 8 or 10 p.m. 11 p.m.

Friday/Saturday 
Service End 8 or 10 p.m. After midnight

Bus Frequency Improvements on Most Routes

Longer Service Hours on All Routes
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Current With Prop 421
Weekday 
Business Hours 30 minutes 15-20 minutes

Weekends 60 minutes 30 minutes

Current With Prop 421
Weekday 
Service End 8 or 10 p.m. 11 p.m.

Friday/Saturday 
Service End 8 or 10 p.m. After midnight

Bus Frequency Improvements on Most Routes

Longer Service Hours on All Routes

Downtown Connection Center relocation

Bus Routes

Roads (10.9 Miles)

Pedestrian/Bicycle Projects
Facility Amount
Sidewalks 11.2 miles
Bike Lanes 33.8 miles
FUTS 14.7 miles
At Grade Crossings 12 total
Bridges/tunnels 7 total

New Road*
Widening Existing Road*

*	Road projects are Complete Streets that include 
	 bike lanes and sidewalks that are included in the  
	 Pedestrian/Bicycle project figures.

•	 Planned service to Woody Mountain Road
•	 Capital infrastructure for improving efficiency,  
	 including transit signal priority and bus lanes

Proposition 420
Bridging The Tracks

Proposition 419
Connecting Our Community

Proposition 421  
More Buses, More Often
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CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Sarah Langley, Management Analyst

Date: 01/18/2022

Meeting Date: 01/25/2022

TITLE:
THIS ITEM WILL OCCUR NO EARLIER THAN 5:30 P.M.

Museum Flood Project Updates

DESIRED OUTCOME:
For information only.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Staff will provide the Council and the public an update on flood mitigation efforts in the Museum Flood
Area, including updates on the siren system, feasibility study, sediment studies, Park Way sediment
basins, Killip detention basin and communications efforts. 

INFORMATION:
Council has heard previous Museum Flood updates on November 23 and December 28, 2021.

Attachments:  Presentation



Flood 
Mitigation 

Updates
January 25, 2022



Agenda
• Updates on

• Siren system
• Feasibility study
• Sediment studies
• Park Way sediment basins
• Killip detention basin
• Communications/ public involvement



Siren System
• Coconino County Emergency Management 

and City of Flagstaff have partnered on a 
new public warning system.

• This system will include 3-4 sirens with voice 
text to voice functions.

• Coconino County will be the vendor Point of 
Contact.

• The City will be supporting with project 
management and implementation.

• Kick-off meeting with vendor Jan 19.



Feasibility Study
• The City has received a first draft of the Feasibility Study and 

is providing comments and reviews back to the consultant 
this week.

• Feasibility Study is currently focused on improving 
existing infrastructure or minor changes to existing flood 
routing.

• Hydrologic modeling to support the Feasibility Study is on-
going as well.



Sediment Studies

• The County is assessing the risk of future 
sediment and debris delivery to the 
neighborhoods through two separate 
sediment studies.

• One study was delivered this week by 
Natural Channel Design. The conclusion 
is that significant sediment is still being 
stored on un-restored slopes.



Park Way Sediment Basins
• Four sediment basins are being designed 

by a County consultant for the ~3.6 acres 
of City land upstream of Linda Vista.

• The County is working with the State 
Historic Preservation Office on historical 
and cultural clearances.

• The City is working on property rights and 
reviewing design plans.

• Majority of funding is from the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service 
Emergency Watershed Protection 
Program.



Killip Detention Basin
• Intergovernmental Agreement and construction documents were 

approved by Council and Flagstaff Unified School District (FUSD) 
governing board.

• Construction is underway with anticipated completion by July 1, 
2022

• Thank you to FUSD, our partner agency that has been in full 
support and is now providing the delivery with CORE construction.

• Killip school will be open in Fall of 2022 with a completed site.



Communications 
Update

• 2nd FAQ document distributed
• Work ongoing:

• Website development
• Stakeholder database development

• 1st project update flyer
• Mail/ email/ volunteer door-to-door
• Project introductions and updates
• Driving readers to website for more in-

depth information
• Early February



Council 
Discussion
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