
City of Glendale  
Council Meeting Agenda 

 
May 13, 2014 – 6:00 p.m. 

Welcome! 
We are glad you have chosen to attend this meeting.  We 
welcome your interest and encourage you to attend again. 
 
Form of Government 
The City of Glendale has a Council-Manager form of 
government.  Policy is set by the elected Council and 
administered by the Council-appointed City Manager.  The 
Council consists of a Mayor and six Councilmembers.  The 
Mayor is elected every four years by voters city-wide.  
Councilmembers hold four-year terms with three seats 
decided every two years.  Each of the six Councilmembers 
represent one of six electoral districts and are elected by 
the voters of their respective districts (see map on back). 
 
Voting Meetings and Workshop Sessions 
Voting meetings are held for Council to take official 
action.  These meetings are held on the second and fourth 
Tuesday of each month at 6:00 p.m. in the Council 
Chambers of the Glendale Muncipal Office Complex, 5850 
West Glendale Avenue.  Workshop sessions provide 
Council with an opportunity to hear  presentations by staff 
on topics that may come before Council for official action.  
These meetings are generally held on the first and third 
Tuesday of each month at 1:30 p.m. in Room B3 of the 
Glendale Muncipal Office complex.  
 
Special voting meetings and workshop sessions are called 
for and held as needed. 
 
Executive Sessions 
Council may convene to an executive session to receive 
legal advice, discuss land acquisitions, personnel issues, 
and appointments to boards and commissions.  Executive 
sessions will be held in Room B3 of the Council Chambers.  
As provided by state statute, executive sessions are closed 
to the public. 
 
Regular City Council meetings are telecast live.  Repeat broadcasts 
are telecast the second and fourth week of the month – Wednesday 
at 2:30 p.m., Thursday at 8:00 a.m., Friday at 8:00 a.m., Saturday at 
2:00 p.m., Sunday at 9:00 a.m. and Monday at 1:30 p.m. on Glendale 
Channel 11.   

Meeting Agendas 
Generally, paper copies of Council agendas may be obtained 
after 4:00 p.m. on the Friday before a Council meeting from 
the City Clerk Department inside Glendale City Hall.  
Additionally, the agenda and all supporting documents are 
posted to the city’s website, www.glendaleaz.com 
 
Public Rules of Conduct 
The presiding officer shall keep control of the meeting and 
require the speakers and audience to refrain from abusive or 
profane remarks, disruptive outbursts, applause, protests, or 
other conduct which disrupts or interferes with the orderly 
conduct of the business of the meeting.  Personal attacks on 
Councilmembers, city staff, or members of the public are not 
allowed.  It is inappropriate to utilize the public hearing or 
other agenda item for purposes of making political speeches, 
including threats of political action.  Engaging in such 
conduct, and failing to cease such conduct upon request of the 
presiding officer will be grounds for ending a speaker’s time 
at the podium or for removal of any disruptive person from 
the meeting room, at the direction of the presiding officer. 
 
How to Participate 
Voting Meeting - The Glendale City Council values citizen 
comments and input.  If you wish to speak on a matter 
concerning Glendale city government that is not on the 
printed agenda, please fill out a blue Citizen Comments Card.  
Public hearings are also held on certain agenda items.  If you 
wish to speak on a particular item listed on the agenda, 
please fill out a gold Public Hearing Speakers Card.  Your 
name will be called when the Public Hearing on the item has 
been opened or Citizen Comments portion of the agenda is 
reached.  Workshop Sessions - There is no Citizen 
Comments portion on the workshop agenda. 
 
When speaking at the Podium - Please state your name and 
the city in which you reside.  If you reside in the City of 
Glendale, please state the Council District you live in.   
 
Regular Workshop meetings are telecast live.  Repeat broadcasts are 
telecast the first and third week of the month – Wednesday at 3:00 
p.m., Thursday at 1:00 p.m., Friday at 8:30 a.m., Saturday at 2:00 p.m., 
Sunday at 9:00 a.m. and Monday at 2:00 p.m. on Glendale Channel 11. 

 
 
 

 

If you have any questions about the agenda, please call the City Manager’s Office at (623)930-2870.  If you 
have a concern you would like to discuss with your District Councilmember, please call the City Council 
Office at (623)930-2249 
 
For special accommodations or interpreter assistance, please contact the City Manager's Office at (623)930- 
2870 at least one business day prior to this meeting.  TDD (623)930-2197. 
 
Para acomodacion especial o traductor de español, por favor llame a la oficina del adminsitrador del 
ayuntamiento de Glendale, al (623) 930-2870 un día hábil antes de la fecha de la junta. 

Councilmembers 
 

Cactus District – Ian Hugh 
Cholla District – Manuel D. Martinez 
Ocotillo District – Norma S. Alvarez 

Sahuaro District – Gary D. Sherwood 
Yucca District – Samuel U. Chavira 

 
MAYOR JERRY P. WEIERS 

Vice Mayor Yvonne J. Knaack – Barrel District 

Appointed City Staff 
 

Brenda S. Fischer – City Manager 
Michael D. Bailey – City Attorney 

Pamela Hanna – City Clerk 
Elizabeth Finn – City Judge 

 

http://www.glendaleaz.com/
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MINUTES OF THE 

GLENDALE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Council Chambers 

5850 West Glendale Avenue 
April 22, 2014 

6:00 p.m. 
 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor Jerry P. Weiers. Vice Mayor Yvonne J. Knaack and the 
following Councilmembers were present: Norma S. Alvarez, Samuel U. Chavira, Ian Hugh, Manuel 
D. Martinez and Gary D. Sherwood. 
 
Also present were Brenda Fischer, City Manager; Julie Frisoni, Assistant City Manager; Jennifer 
Campbell, Assistant City Manager; Michael Bailey, City Attorney; and Pamela Hanna, City Clerk. 
 
Mayor Weiers called for the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
The prayer/invocation was given by Pastor David Clark from Grace Lutheran Church. 
 
Compliance with Article VII, Section 6(c) of the Glendale Charter 
A statement was filed by the City Clerk that the 5 resolutions and 1 ordinance to be considered at 
the meeting were available for public examination and the title posted at City Hall more than 72 
hours in advance of the meeting. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES  
 
It was moved by Martinez, and seconded by Chavira, to dispense with the reading of the 
minutes of the April 8, 2014 Regular City Council meeting, as each member of the Council 
had been provided copies in advance, and approve them as written.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND OTHER BODIES 
 
APPROVE RECOMMENDED APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS & OTHER BODIES 
PRESENTED BY: Councilmember Manuel D. Martinez 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve the recommended appointments to the following 
boards, commissions and other bodies that have a vacancy or expired term and for the Mayor to 
administer the Oath of Office to those appointees in attendance. 
 

Aviation Advisory Commission    
Leonard Escudero Ocotillo Appointment  04/22/2014 11/24/2014 
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Citizens Transportation Oversight Commission    
Kevin Frei Barrel Appointment 04/22/2014 03/25/2016 
William Sheldon – Chair Mayoral Appointment 04/22/2014 03/26/2015 
James Grose – Vice Chair  Cholla Appointment 04/22/2014 03/26/2015 
     
Commission on Persons with Disabilities    
John LeGendre Ocotillo Appointment  04/22/2014 04/26/2016 
     
Community Development Advisory Committee   
Dorlisa Dvorak –Neighborhood Rep. Ocotillo Appointment 04/22/2014 07/01/2015 
Pattie Johnston – Vice Chair Mayoral Appointment 04/22/2014 04/26/2015 
     
General Plan Steering Committee   
David Moreno Yucca Appointment 04/22/2014 01/01/2016 
Lorrie Moreno Yucca Appointment 04/22/2014 01/01/2016 
     
Historic Preservation Commission    
Robin Berryhill Ocotillo  Appointment  04/13/2014 04/13/2016 
     
Judicial Selection Advisory Board   
Dr. Francis Sisti Cholla Appointment  04/23/2014 04/23/2017 
     
Planning Commission    
Gary Hirsch  Mayoral Appointment 04/22/2014 03/25/2016 
     
Public Safety Personnel Retirement System Fire/Police   
Charles Erickson Cholla Appointment 07/01/2014 07/01/2018 

 
It was moved by Martinez, and seconded by Knaack, to appoint Leonard Escudero to the 
Aviation Advisory Commission; Kevin Frei, William Sheldon, and James Grose to the 
Citizens Transportation Oversight Commission; John LeGendre to the Commission on 
Persons with Disabilities; Dorlisa Dvorak and Pattie Johnson to the Community 
Development Advisory Committee; David Moreno and Lorrie Moreno to the General Plan 
Steering Committee; Robin Berryhill to the Historic Preservation Commission; Dr. Francis 
Sisti to the Judicial Selection Advisory Board; Gary Hirsch to the Planning Commission; 
Charles Erickson to the Public Safety Personnel Retirement System Fire/Police, for the 
terms listed above.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
PROCLAMATIONS AND AWARDS 
 
PROCLAIM APRIL 2014 AS ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS MONTH 
PRESENTED BY: Office of the Mayor 
ACCEPTED BY: Deborah Coy, Recycling Coordinator, City of Glendale 

Mike Gregory, Parks and Recreation Manager, City of Glendale  
Tiffany Nangle, Conservation Specialist, City of Glendale  
Megan Sheldon, Environmental Program Manager, City of Glendale  
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This is a request for the City Council to recognize fourteen different activities planned throughout 
the months of March and April 2014 as a part of the city’s “Preserve and Conserve” initiative and 
to celebrate the City's efforts to promote environmental awareness.  
 
City of Glendale employees Deborah Coy, Recycling Coordinator; Mike Gregory, Parks and 
Recreation Manager; Tiffany Nangle, Conservation Specialist; and Megan Sheldon, Environmental 
Program Manager, were present to accept the award. 
 
 
PROCLAIM MAY 2014 AS PRESERVATION MONTH  
PRESENTED BY: Office of the Mayor 
ACCEPTED BY:   Ms. Marlowe Myers Garay, Chair, Glendale Historic Preservation Commission 
 
This is a request for City Council to proclaim May 2014 as Preservation Month.  This proclamation 
was accepted by Ms. Marlowe Myers Garay who is the Chair of the City’s Historic Preservation 
Commission.  The Commission remains strong supporters of Glendale’s unique heritage. 
 
 
RECOGNITION OF COMMUNITY SERVICE FOR RANDY MILLER  
PRESENTED BY: Office of the Mayor 
 
This is a request to present a plaque recognizing Mr. Randy Miller for his four years of community 
service on Glendale’s Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC). 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Ms. Brenda Fischer, City Manager, read agenda item numbers 1 through 7. 
 
1. APPROVE SPECIAL EVENT LIQUOR LICENSE, CHOIR BOYS SOCIAL CLUB  

PRESENTED BY: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a special event liquor license for the Choir Boys Social 
Club.  The event will be held at the University of Phoenix Stadium on the Great Lawn located at 1 
North Cardinals Drive on April 24 through April 27, 2014.  The purpose of this special event liquor 
license is for fundraising at the Big Red Rib and Music Festival. 

 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
 
2. APPROVE SPECIAL EVENT LIQUOR LICENSE, KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS -ST. HELEN 11738  

PRESENTED BY: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a special event liquor license for Knights of Columbus 
- St. Helen 11738.  The event will be held at St. Helen's Social Center located at 5510 West Cholla 
Street on Saturday, August 16, 2014, from 6:30 p.m. to 11 p.m.  The purpose of this special event 
liquor license is for a fundraiser. 
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Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
 
3. APPROVE SPECIAL EVENT LIQUOR LICENSE, KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS -ST. JOSEPH 2126  

PRESENTED BY: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a special event liquor license for Knights of Columbus 
- St. Joseph 2126.  The event will be held at St. Helen's Social Center located at 5510 West Cholla 
Street on Saturday, April 26, 2014, from 6 p.m. to 11 p.m.  The purpose of this special event liquor 
license is for a fundraiser. 

 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
 
4. APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 3-732, FRY'S MARKETPLACE #625 

PRESENTED BY: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve adding non-transferable sampling privileges to an 
existing series 9 (Liquor Store - All Liquor) license for Fry's Marketplace #625 located at 6611 
West Bell Road.  The Arizona Department of Liquor Licenses and Control application (No. 
09070062 S) was submitted by Robert Joseph Nelson. 

 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
 
5. APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 5-13190, SMASHBURGER #1395 

PRESENTED BY: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a new, non-transferable series 12 (Restaurant) license 
for Smashburger #1395 located at 5870 West Thunderbird Road, Suite A-4.  The Arizona 
Department of Liquor Licenses and Control application (No. 12079817) was submitted by Andrea 
D. Lewkowitz. 

 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
 
6. AUTHORIZATION TO APPROVE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT WITH N.  

HARRIS COMPUTER CORPORATION 
PRESENTED BY: Tom Duensing, Executive Director, Financial Services 
 

This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to execute any and all necessary 
documents to extend utility billing system software maintenance and support agreement with N. 
Harris Computer Corporation for an additional three years and to approve funding in an amount 
not to exceed $185,200 over the three year period ($58,700 in year 1, $61,700 in year 2, and 
$64,800 in year 3).  This represents an annual increase of approximately five percent per year. 
 
7. AUTHORIZATION TO APPROVE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT WITH  

SYSTEM INNOVATORS, A DIVISION OF N. HARRIS COMPUTER CORPORATION 
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PRESENTED BY: Tom Duensing, Executive Director, Financial Services 
 

This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to execute any and all necessary 
documents to enter into a maintenance and support agreement for the city’s centralized 
cashiering system under the System Innovators agreement for three years and to approve funding 
in an amount not to exceed $111,157 over a three year period ($35,315 in year 1, $37,024 in year 
2, and $38,818 in year 3). 
 
It was moved by Knaack and seconded by Chavira, to approve the recommended actions on 
Consent Agenda Item Numbers 1 through 7, and to forward Special Event Liquor License for 
Choir boys Social Club; Special Event Liquor License for Knights of Columbus – St. Helen 
11738; Special Event Liquor License for Knights of Columbus – St. Joseph 2126; Liquor 
License Application No. 3-732 for Fry’s Marketplace #625; and Liquor License Application 
No. 5-13190, Smashburger #1395  to the State of Arizona Department of Liquor Licenses 
and Control, with the recommendation for approval.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
CONSENT RESOLUTIONS 
 
Ms. Pamela Hanna, City Clerk, read consent agenda resolution item numbers 8 through 11 by 
number and title. 
 
8. ADOPT A RESOLUTION TO CALL 2014 ELECTIONS 

PRESENTED BY: Pamela Hanna, City Clerk 
RESOLUTION: 4786 
 

This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution to call 
2014 elections. 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 4786 NEW SERIES WAS READ BY NUMBER AND TITLE ONLY, IT BEING A 
RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA, DESIGNATING THE ELECTION DATES AND PURPOSE OF ELECTIONS 
(PRIMARY ELECTION:  AUGUST 26, 2014; GENERAL ELECTION: NOVEMBER 4, 2014); 
DESIGNATING THE DEADLINE FOR VOTER REGISTRATION; DESIGNATING THE PLACE AND 
THE LAST DATE FOR CANDIDATES TO FILE NOMINATING PAPERS; AND ORDERING THAT 
THE CITY CLERK PUBLISH THIS CALL OF ELECTION. 

9. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 
ARIZONA STATE FORESTRY DIVISION FOR PREVENTION AND SUPPRESSION OF 
WILDLAND FIRES 
PRESENTED BY: Mark Burdick, Fire Chief 
RESOLUTION: 4787 
 

This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into an intergovernmental agreement titled Cooperative 
Fire Rate Agreement, with the Arizona State Forestry Division for the prevention and suppression 
of wildland fires. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 4787 NEW SERIES WAS READ BY NUMBER AND TITLE ONLY, IT BEING A 
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF A COOPERATIVE FIRE RATE 
AGREEMENT WITH THE ARIZONA STATE FORESTRY DIVISION TO PROVIDE FIRE 
PROTECTION TO STATE FORESTS AND WILDLANDS. 
 
10. AUTHORIZATION TO ACCEPT A GRANT FROM THE ARIZONA SPORTS AND TOURISM 

AUTHORITY TO FUND RENOVATION WITHIN THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK 
PRESENTED BY: Erik Strunk, Executive Director, Parks, Recreation & Library Services 
RESOLUTION: 4788 
 

This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to accept and administer a grant in the amount of $23,400 awarded 
by the Arizona Sports and Tourism Authority (AZSTA).  The grant will be utilized to fund the 
renovation of the Thunderbird Conservation Park trails, entry nodes, and trail signage. 
 
RESOLUTION NO. 4788 NEW SERIES WAS READ BY NUMBER AND TITLE ONLY, IT BEING A 
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF A YOUTH AND AMATEUR SPORTS, 
FY 2014 BIENNIAL GRANT FUNDING AGREEMENT, WITH THE TOURISM AND SPORTS 
AUTHORITY, D.B.A. THE ARIZONA SPORTS AND TOURISM AUTHORITY, PERTAINING TO 
THE THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK TRAIL ENHANCEMENT PROJECT. 

 
11. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH  

MARICOPA COUNTY FOR THE BELL ROAD ADAPTIVE TRAFFIC SIGNAL CONTROL  
TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROJECT 
PRESENTED BY: Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services 
RESOLUTION: 4789  

This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with Maricopa 
County for the Bell Road Adaptive Traffic Signal Control Technology Deployment Project. 

RESOLUTION NO. 4789 NEW SERIES WAS READ BY NUMBER AND TITLE ONLY, IT BEING A 
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
AGREEMENT WITH THE MARICOPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR THE 
BELL ROAD ADAPTIVE TRAFFIC SIGNAL CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROJECT. 

It was moved by Knaack and seconded by Martinez, to approve the recommended actions 
on Consent Agenda Item Numbers 8 through 11, including the approval and adoption of 
Resolution No. 4786 New Series, Resolution No. 4787 New Series, Resolution No. 4788 New 
Series and Resolution No. 4789 New Series; The motion carried unanimously. 
 
BIDS AND CONTRACTS 
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12. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH 
WILSON ENGINEERS, LLC FOR THE DEER VALLEY ROAD WATERLINE IMPROVEMENTS 
PROJECT 
PRESENTED BY: Craig Johnson, P.E., Executive Director, Water Services 

This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional 
services agreement with Wilson Engineers, LLC in an amount not to exceed $185,732 for waterline 
improvements located near Deer Valley Road and 67th Avenue. 

This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional 
services agreement with Wilson Engineers, LLC in an amount not to exceed $185,732 for waterline 
improvements located near Deer Valley Road and 67th Avenue. 

It was moved by Martinez, and seconded by Chavira, to authorize the City Manager to enter 
into a professional services agreement with Wilson Engineers, LLC.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 

13. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT FOR INTERNET SERVICES WITH COX 
ARIZONA TELCOM, LLC 
PRESENTED BY: Chuck Murphy, Executive Director, Technology and Innovation 
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a new 5 year Carrier Service Order (CSO) agreement 
with Cox Arizona Telcom, LLC d/b/a Cox Business for Internet services at an annual cost of 
$18,800 (Exhibit A).  Total not to exceed amount for the 5 year CSO contract is $94,000.  This 
includes the monthly rate of $1,400 plus applicable taxes, fees and surcharges.  This purchase also 
includes a request for Council to approve a Linking Agreement between the city and Cox Business. 

 
It was moved by Hugh, and seconded by Knaack, to approve a new 5 year Carrier Service 
Order (CSO) agreement with Cox Arizona Telcom, LLC d/b/a Cox Business for Internet 
services.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
ORDINANCES 
 
14. ADOPT AN ORDINANCE TO ABANDON AN ACCESS EASEMENT AND ACCEPT A NEW 

ACCESS EASEMENT AT THE CITY OF GLENDALE OWNED 83RD AVENUE SEWER LIFT 
STATION 
PRESENTED BY: Stuart Kent, Executive Director, Public Works 
ORDINANCE:  2887  
 

This is a request for City Council to approve a new 5 year Carrier Service Order (CSO) agreement 
with Cox Arizona Telcom, LLC d/b/a Cox Business for Internet services at an annual cost of 
$18,800 (Exhibit A).  Total not to exceed amount for the 5 year CSO contract is $94,000.  This 
includes the monthly rate of $1,400 plus applicable taxes, fees and surcharges.  This purchase also 
includes a request for Council to approve a Linking Agreement between the city and Cox Business. 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 2887 NEW SERIES, WAS READ BY NUMBER AND TITLE ONLY, IT BEING AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING THE ABANDONMENT OF AN ACCESS EASEMENT OF APPROXIMATELY 



8 
 

15,410.2 (FIFTEEN THOUSAND, FOUR HUNDRED TEN POINT TWO) SQUARE FEET LOCATED 
AT 83RD AVENUE, FROM THE WEST SIDE OF THE INTERSECTION AT CAMPO BELLO DRIVE 
TO THE CITY’S 83RD AVENUE SEWER LIFT STATION TO THE OWNERS OF RECORD OF THE 
ABUTTING PROPERTY; AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF A NEW ACCESS EASEMENT OF 
APPROXIMATELY 31,051 SQUARE FEET ALONG 83RD AVENUE FROM THE INTERSECTION AT 
CAMPO BELLO DRIVE TO THE CITY’S 83RD AVENUE SEWER LIFT STATION; AND DIRECTING 
THE CITY CLERK TO RECORD A CERTIFIED COPY OF THIS ORDINANCE. 
 
It was moved by Chavira, and seconded by Hugh, to approve Ordinance No. 2887 New 
Series.  Motion carried on a roll call vote, with the following Councilmembers voting “aye”: 
Alvarez, Chavira, Hugh, Knaack, Martinez, Sherwood, and Weiers.  Members voting “nay”: 
none. 
 
RESOLUTIONS 
 
15. ADOPT A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A TEMPORARY PARKING AGREEMENT WITH 

THE NEW WESTGATE, LLC FOR THE USE OF WESTGATE FINAL PLAT, LOT 5; AND A  
LIMITED WAIVER OF THE CITY’S RESCISSION RIGHTS PERTAINING TO WESTGATE  
FINAL PLAT, LOT 4 
PRESENTED BY: Brian Friedman, Executive Director, Community & Economic 
Development and Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services 
RESOLUTION: 4790 
 

This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to approve a Temporary Parking Agreement with The New 
Westgate, LLC (TNW) for the purpose of securing temporary parking on Westgate Final Plat, Lot 5 
and addressing TNW’s interest in the conveyance of Westgate Final Plat, Lot 4; and, authorizing 
the City Manager to execute all required contract payments not to exceed $95,000. 

 
Mr. Brian Friedman reviewed the purpose of the Temporary Parking Agreement.  He noted the 
only change between this agreement and last year’s agreement is a request by New Westgate LLC 
regarding Lot 4 of Westgate.   The New Westgate LLC would have one year to notify the city they 
wished to acquire lot 4 and would have one additional year to complete the ownership process. 
 
Councilmember Alvarez questioned Mr. Friedman regarding the reasons for the city to give this 
property to New Westgate LLC.  Mr. Freidman referred to the terms of the original 2008 
agreement. 
 
Mayor Weiers commented that the city would be saving the $72,000 annually for the cost of 
maintaining Lot 4. 
 
Councilmember Alvarez said she’d heard that argument for other actions in the past. She 
continued that the city can’t afford to be giving away property. 
 
Councilmember Martinez said we aren’t giving away anything, the only thing that we are doing is 
extending their right to acquire the property for an additional year. 
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Mr. Bailey said we are dealing with existing contractual obligations. This agreement would extend 
the time for Lot 4 to be acquired which means the city won’t exercise its waiver for a year. 
 
Councilmember Hugh asked how they got the land given to them. 
 
Mr. Bailey said they have the right to acquire the land at no cost based on the 2008 agreement.  
He commented the land was originally given to the city at no cost. He explained the background of 
the transaction. 
 
Councilmember Alvarez said so the Lot 4 was donated to the city and now the city is giving it away 
free.  
 
Mr. Bailey said as a simple statement of the action that is correct. 

 
It was moved by Sherwood, and seconded by Martinez, to pass, adopt and approve 
Resolution No. 4790 New Series.  The Motion carried, with the following Councilmembers 
voting “aye”: Chavira, Hugh, Knaack, Martinez, Sherwood, and Weiers.  Members voting 
“nay”: Alvarez. 
 
REQUEST FOR FUTURE WORKSHOP AND EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
It was moved by Knaack and seconded by Hugh to hold the next regularly scheduled City 
Council Workshop on Tuesday, May 6, 2014 at 1:30 p.m. in Room B-3 of the City Council 
Chambers, to be followed by and Executive Session pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.03. 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Weiers reviewed the City Council Guidelines for Citizen Comment. 
 
David and Teri Polmateer asked to address the City Council together. Mayor Weiers said that they 
could but noted that the 3 minute time limit would still apply.  
 
David Polmateer asked that the city introduce an amnesty program and explained that they had 
been cited by the city for the construction of a carport which did not meet code and had no permit.  
He said they were in the process of correcting this problem. He referenced a letter and 
photographs that they submitted to Council tonight.  He reviewed the contents of the submittal 
which showed numerous other houses throughout the city with similar code violations.  He 
commented on the how they felt singled out since these other owners weren’t cited for code 
violations.   
 
Terri Polmateer noted that most people don’t know they have to go through the city to build on 
their property; some people bought the houses after the structures were built, and some can’t 
afford to bring the structures up to code. 
 
Mayor Weiers said city staff would follow-up with the Mr. and Mrs. Polmateer.  
 
Bill Demski noted that Councilmember Alvarez was not included in any of his objections. He listed 
former city elected officials and executive staff and stated his objections to their activities. 
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Mayor Weiers asked Mr. Demski to follow the guidelines regarding not making personal attacks on 
councilmembers, city staff or members of public. 
 
Mr. Demski continued listing past city projects, agreements and actions which he considered 
objectionable.  
 
Kenneth Sturgis complained about an upcoming music festival and noise level until 11:00 p.m. 
coming from the Phoenix University Stadium.  He spoke about living 8/10 of a mile away and 
referred to the provisions of city ordinance Section 2566 which weren’t being followed.  He has 
spoken with staff about this situation.  Mr. Sturgis spoke about a recent article in the Glendale Star.  
He quoted Mr. Duensing stating that the city had a standard of 10% fund balance; however, Mr. 
Duensing felt 20% or 25% was preferable.  He reviewed the budget and he believed the 
contingency will be just over 1% for FY 15.  Mr. Sturgis said the arena management agreement 
requires that no later than May 31 every year a proposed annual budget be submitted to the 
owner of the team and the city.  It also requires that the proposed budget be posted on the city’s 
financial web page.   He added that he had requested a Camelback Ranch monthly report be posted 
on the web page and he hasn’t seen one yet.   
 
Randy Miller commented on a good speaker at the last Council meeting. He thanked the City 
Council for doing their best job for the citizens.  
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
Councilmember Sherwood said today the state legislature denied a bill that would have assisted 
Glendale with public safety costs for the Super Bowl next year. He commented on the importance 
of public safety and the benefits the state receives from a Super Bowl. He expressed his 
disappointment with the legislators’ decision and noted bottom line when these events come up in 
the future, he didn’t think Council would have an appetite for them. 
 
Councilmember Chavira agreed and also expressed his disappointment with the state legislature’s 
decision.   
 
Vice Mayor Knaack stated that the legislature had all the facts and still didn’t pass the bill to assist 
with public safety costs. She explained how the amount had been reduced to $2 million. She noted 
it was hard to imagine the host committee couldn’t offer to give the $2M to the city for public 
safety. She noted that Glendale lost money on the last Super Bowl.  She   hoped some of Glendale’s 
citizens would make their legislators aware of their displeasure with this decision.  
Vice Mayor Knaack invited participation in the Relay for Life this Saturday. She explained that 
cancer never sleeps and at this fund raiser, they walk all night. 
 
Mayor Weiers explained the different changes that HB 2547 went through while being considered 
at the legislature.  He said the city will make sure that the public is safe at the Super Bowl.  
However, Council will think long and hard before approving another major event.  He noted this 
was never supposed to be a City of Glendale bill but a state bill because the benefit of the event is 
statewide.  Mayor Weiers spoke about the event on Saturday called the Mayor’s Big Dog Run 
Motorcycle Ride which raised funds for veterans’ education. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:10 p.m.  
 
 

_________________________________________________ 
      Pamela Hanna - City Clerk 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: PROCLAIM MAY 18 THROUGH MAY 24, 2014 AS NATIONAL PUBLIC WORKS 
WEEK IN THE CITY OF GLENDALE 

Staff Contact: Stuart Kent, Executive Director, Public Works 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to proclaim May 18 through May 24, 2014 as National Public 
Works Week in the City of Glendale.   
 
Bill Passmore (Engineering), Engrid Hayes (Field Operations), Kevin Link (Transportation), and 
Louie Gomez (Water Services) will receive the proclamation on behalf of all Glendale employees 
who provide and maintain the infrastructure and services collectively known as Public Works.  

Background 
 
Instituted as a public education campaign by the American Public Works Association (APWA) in 
1960, National Public Works Week (NPWW) calls attention to the importance of public works in 
community life.   
 
APWA is designating May 18 through May 24, 2014 as National Public Works Week.  The theme 
for this year’s celebration is "Building for Today, Planning for Tomorrow" and it represents the 
classic idea of stewardship embodied by the profession of Public Works and the professionals that 
practice it.    
 
Public Works includes programs and services such as land development and flood control, 
environmental and facilities engineering, street design and maintenance, equipment and facility 
maintenance, right-of-way beautification and graffiti removal, transportation and roadway 
systems, solid waste collection and disposal, and water and wastewater services.  In addition, 
Public Works personnel are among the first responders during emergencies and natural disasters, 
often going above and beyond the call of duty to quickly maintain and restore needed city services.  
This proclamation seeks to raise the public’s awareness of the contributions which public works 
employees make in the community, and to honor the professional men and women who serve the 
public every day with quiet dedication. 
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Meeting Date: 5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 
Title: APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 5-13281, DUBINA BREWING CO.  
Staff Contact: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve a new, non-transferable series 3 (Domestic 
Microbrewery) license for Dubina Brewing Co. located at 17035 North 67th Avenue, Suite 6-7.  The 
Arizona Department of Liquor Licenses and Control application (No. 03073076) was submitted by 
James Joseph Dubina. 
 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 

Background Summary 
 
The location of the establishment is in the Sahuaro District.  The property is zoned C-2 (General 
Commercial).  The population density within a one-mile radius is 10,565.  This series 3 is a new 
license, therefore, the approval of this license will increase the number of liquor licenses in the 
area by one.  The current number of liquor licenses within a one-mile radius is as listed below. 
 

Series Type Quantity 
06 Bar - All Liquor 5 
07 Bar - Beer and Wine 1 
09 Liquor Store - All Liquor 4 
10 Liquor Store - Beer and Wine 6 
12 Restaurant 13 
 
 
 
 

Total 29 
 
The City of Glendale Community and Economic Development, Police, and Fire Departments have 
reviewed the application and determined that it meets all technical requirements.   
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
No public protests were received during the 20-day posting period. 
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Attachments 
 

Finance Department Report 

Map 

Police Calls for Service Report 



    FINANCE DEPARTMENT REPORT  

Meeting Date:  5/13/2014 
To: Brenda S. Fischer, ICMA-CM, City Manager 
From: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
Title: APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 5-13281, DUBINA BREWING CO.  

General Information 
Request:  New, Non-Transferable 

License:  Series 3 (Domestic Microbrewery) 

Location:  17035 North 67th Avenue, Suite 6-7 

District:  Sahuaro 

Zoned:  C-2 (General Commercial) 

Applicant:  James Joseph Dubina 

Owner:  Dubina Brewing, LLC 

Background 

1. The population density is 10,565 persons within a one-mile radius. 
 
2. The business is over 300 feet from any church or school. 
 
3. This series 3 is a new license, therefore, the approval of this license will increase the 

number of liquor licenses in the area by one. 

Citizen Participation to Date 

No protests were received during the 20-day posting period, March 27 through April 17, 2014. 

Review/Analysis 

In accordance with A.R.S. § 4-201(G), the applicant bears the burden of showing City Council that 
public convenience requires that the best interest of the community will be substantially served 
by the issuance of a license.  Council, when considering this new, non-transferable series 12 
license, may take into consideration the location, as well as the applicant’s capability, 
qualifications, and reliability. 
 



 

The City of Glendale Community and Economic Development, Police, and Fire Departments have 
reviewed the application and determined that it meets all technical requirements. 

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT:  Approved the application with no 
comments. 
 
POLICE DEPARTMENT:  Recommended no cause for denial. 
 
FIRE DEPARTMENT:  Approved the application with no comments. 

Staff Recommendation 

It is staff’s recommendation to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
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Meeting Date: 5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 
Title: APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 5-13375, FLASH MINI MART 
Staff Contact: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve a new, non-transferable series 10 (Liquor Store - Beer 
and Wine) license for Flash Mini Mart located at 5954 West Bethany Home Road.  The Arizona 
Department of Liquor Licenses and Control application (No. 10076516) was submitted by Ali 
Tariq Awawdeh. 
 
Staff is requesting Council to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 

Background Summary 
 
The location of the establishment is in the Ocotillo District.  The property is zoned C-2 (General 
Commercial).  The population density within a one-mile radius is 23,792.  Flash Mini Mart is 
currently operating with an interim permit, therefore, the approval of this license will not increase 
the number of liquor licenses in the area.  The current number of liquor licenses within a one-mile 
radius is as listed below. 
 

Series Type Quantity 
06 Bar - All Liquor 5 
07 Bar - Beer and Wine 2 
09 Liquor Store - All Liquor 5 
10 Liquor Store - Beer and Wine 12 
12 Restaurant 5 
14 Private Club 3 
 
 
 
 

Total 32 
 
The City of Glendale Community and Economic Development, Police, and Fire Departments have 
reviewed the application and determined that it meets all technical requirements.   
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
No public protests were received during the 20-day posting period. 
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Attachments 
 

Finance Department Report 

Map 

Police Calls for Service Report 



    FINANCE DEPARTMENT REPORT  

Meeting Date:  5/13/2014 
To: Brenda S. Fischer, ICMA-CM, City Manager 
From: Susan Matousek, Revenue Administrator 
Title: APPROVE LIQUOR LICENSE NO. 5-13375, FLASH MINI MART  

General Information 
Request:  New, Non-Transferable 

License:  Series 10 (Liquor Store - Beer and Wine) 

Location:  5954 West Bethany Home Road 

District:  Ocotillo 

Zoned:  C-2 (General Commercial) 

Applicant:  Ali Tariq Awawdeh 

Owner:  Flash Mini Mart, Inc. 

Background 

1. The population density is 23,792 persons within a one-mile radius. 
 
2. The business is over 300 feet from any church or school. 
 
3. Flash Mini Mart is currently operating with an interim permit, therefore, the approval of 

this license will not increase the number of liquor licenses in the area. 

Citizen Participation to Date 

No protests were received during the 20-day posting period, March 26 through April 16, 2014. 

Review/Analysis 

In accordance with A.R.S. § 4-201(G), the applicant bears the burden of showing City Council that 
public convenience requires that the best interest of the community will be substantially served 
by the issuance of a license.  Council, when considering this new, non-transferable series 10 
license, may take into consideration the applicant’s capability, qualifications, and reliability. 
 
The City of Glendale Community and Economic Development, Police, and Fire Departments have 



 

reviewed the application and determined that it meets all technical requirements. 

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT:  Approved the application with no 
comments. 
 
POLICE DEPARTMENT:  Recommended no cause for denial. 
 
FIRE DEPARTMENT:  Approved the application with no comments. 

Staff Recommendation 

It is staff’s recommendation to forward this application to the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control with a recommendation of approval. 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION FOR LEAGUE OF ARIZONA CITIES AND  
TOWNS 2014-15 MEMBERSHIP DUES 

Staff Contact: Brent Stoddard, Intergovernmental Programs Director 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve expenditure authorization by the City Manager to the 
League of Arizona Cities and Towns (LACT) for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15 membership dues for 
the City of Glendale in an amount not to exceed $88,250. 

Background 
 
The LACT is a voluntary membership organization of all 91 incorporated municipalities in 
Arizona.  The LACT is the only organization that connects each and every municipality, regardless 
of size or geographic location. The LACT represents the collective interests of cities and towns at 
the state legislature, provides timely information on important municipal issues, creates skill-
sharpening workshops, and develops networking opportunities.   
 
At the LACT Executive Committee meeting on February 14, 2014, a budget was approved that 
called for no increases in dues assessments for FY 2014-15.  The current dues formula calls for a 
$3,750 base fee plus a varying per capita rate ranging from $.45 to $.48 depending on population.  
Cities over a 200,000 population (Chandler, Gilbert, Glendale, Mesa, Phoenix, Scottsdale and 
Tucson) pay on a capped-dues formula.  Due to the economic downturn in FY 2010-11, the LACT 
approved a 5% reduction to membership rates.  Since then, dues gradually increased until FY 
2013-14 where they have remained flat as shown in the table below: 
 

Fiscal  Year Amount 
2014-2015 $88,250 
2013-2014 $88,250 
2012-2013 $88,250 
2011-2012 $88,000 
2010-2011 $80,750 
2009-2010 $85,000 
2008-2009 $85,000 

Analysis 
 
The LACT provides its members services in the following areas: 
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Legislative Issues - During the legislative session and throughout the year, in coordination with 
the Intergovernmental Programs staff of each city, the LACT meets with legislators and other 
special interest groups to represent the interests of cities and towns.  The LACT carefully monitors 
and tracks each bill of municipal concern that is introduced during the session.  The LACT attend 
and testify at committee hearings on bills of municipal interest.  
 
Information and Inquiry Service - The LACT is a resource and information service for every city 
and town.  To help keep municipal government well informed in a constantly changing 
government landscape, the LACT provides reports on matters affecting cities and towns, as well as 
reminders on such items as budget and election deadlines and new federal regulations.  
 
League Publications - The LACT provides a variety of publications and resources pertaining to 
municipal government in Arizona.  These include: 
 

• Arizona City and Town Connection electronic newsletter 
• Local Government Directory 
• Municipal Policy Statement 
• So You Got Elected... So Now What? 
• You as a Public Official 
• Salary & Benefit Survey 
• Municipal Budget & Finance Manual  
• Municipal Election Manual 
• Guide to Preparing and Adopting Local Laws/Municipal Publication Requirements 
• Charter Government Provisions in Arizona 
• A Guide for Annexation 
• Model City Tax Code 

 
Events and Training - The LACT sponsors at least one different training session each month of 
the year for city staff and elected officials.  These sessions cover a variety of topics and are 
designed to help participants sharpen skill sets, share ideas and gather current information 
pertinent to cities and towns.  
 
The Annual Conference - The Annual Conference is the LACT’s showcase event and is held in a 
different city or town each year.  This four day meeting brings together more than 900 mayors, 
council members, appointed officials and guests.  The Annual Conference allows members and 
other municipal officials to share experiences and discuss current local, regional, and national 
trends affecting municipal government in Arizona.  
 
Affiliate Groups - The LACT works hand in hand with affiliate organizations including: 
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• Arizona City/County Management Association (ACMA) 
• Government Finance Officers' Association of Arizona (GFOAZ) 
• Arizona Municipal Clerks' Association 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On September 24, 2013, City Council approved the LACT membership dues for Fiscal Year (FY) 
2013-14. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
The LACT provides valuable services that benefit cities and towns in the state, focusing primarily 
on representation and advocacy at the state legislature, and also providing educational classes, 
publications, legal work, research, inquiry services, pooled programs and meetings and 
conferences.  The LACT abides by the state open meeting law requirements and all information is 
available to the public. 

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
The LACT dues are paid out of the Non-Departmental Fund of the City. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer?  Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments  

FY 2014-15 League Dues Invoice 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$88,250 1000-11801-529000, Non-Departmental 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO INCREASE SPENDING AUTHORITY FOR MUNICIPAL   
EMERGENCY SERVICES FOR THE PURCHASE OF PERSONAL PROTECTIVE 
EQUIPMENT 

Staff Contact: Mark Burdick, Fire Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve an increase to a purchase order for Municipal 
Emergency Services (MES) for the purchase of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE).    

Background 
 
This increased approval in purchasing authorization will allow the Glendale Fire Department to 
stay in compliance with the latest National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)/Occupational 
Safety and Health Association (OSHA) safety standards for PPE.  These standards call for a 10 year 
replacement cycle of PPE, or when the safety equipment is not meeting minimum safety testing 
during annual inspections.  Procurement of the PPE now requires Council approval of an increase 
for the existing purchase order.  The procurement of turnout gear will continue utilizing IFB-11-
25, C-7984.  

Analysis 
 
Staff recommends Council approve this request allowing the Glendale Fire Department to stay 
compliant with NFPA/OSHA safety standards for protective equipment.  There are no alternatives 
to these compliance standards.  These standards are outlined in the department’s accreditation 
documents.  The standards allow city firefighters to continue with the service delivery models 
currently used.  The standards also provide a minimum level of safety for city firefighters to 
operate within. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
Council has annually approved purchase of PPE to meet all NFPA/OSHA safety standards.  Council 
approved additional funding to meet the compliance standard on November 19, 2013, and this 
funding was allocated on March 25, 2014. 
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
By maintaining the safety standards of the PPE used by city firefighters, the department can 
continue to use the risk management policies currently employed.  This policy provides the 
highest level of customer service by allowing the firefighter to enter into hazardous conditions to 
save lives and property.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Additional $607,624 one-time funding was approved by Council on March 25, 2014, and 
transferred to account 1000-12433-512600.  This request will increase the purchase order to 
$732,375 for FY 2013/14.   

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

IFB # 11-25 – Contract #C-7984 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$732,375 Fire Resource Management turnout expense 1000-12433-512600 and 
Fire-Special Revenue Fund turnout expense  1000-12610- 512600 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO INCREASE SPENDING AUTHORITY FOR UNITED FIRE 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF SELF CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUSES 

Staff Contact: Mark Burdick, Fire Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve an increase of a purchase order to United Fire for the 
purchase of Self Contained Breathing Apparatuses (SCBA) upgrades to $142,291 for fiscal year 
(FY) 2014/15.  

Background 
 
This approval in purchasing authorization will allow the Glendale Fire Department to stay in 
compliance with the latest National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)/Occupational Safety and 
Health Association (OSHA) safety standards for SCBA’s. These standards call for a 10 year 
replacement cycle and product updates, or when this safety equipment is not meeting minimum 
safety testing during annual inspections.  Funding to meet this compliance standard has been 
identified and now requires Council approval of an increase of the existing purchase order. 

Analysis 
 
Staff recommends Council approve this request allowing the Glendale Fire Department to stay 
compliant with NFPA/OSHA safety standards for SCBA’s.  There are no alternatives to these 
compliance standards.  These standards are outlined in our accreditation documents.  The 
standards allow city firefighters to continue with the service delivery models the department 
currently uses.  The standards also provide a minimum level of safety for city firefighters to 
operate within. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
Council has annually approved purchase, repair, and replacement of SCBA’s to stay in compliance 
with OSHA/NFPA safety standards.  Council approved additional funding to meet the compliance 
standard on November 19, 2013, and this funding was allocated on March 25, 2014. 
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
By maintaining the safety standards of the SCBAs used by city firefighters, the department can 
continue to use the risk management policies currently employed.  This policy provides the 
highest level of customer service by allowing the firefighter to enter into hazardous conditions to 
save lives and property.    

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Additional $125,000 one-time funding was approved by Council on March 25, 2014, and 
transferred to account 1000-12433-512800.  This request will increase the purchase order to 
$142,291 for FY 2013/14. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

 

Attachments 

None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$142,291 1000-12433-512800 Fire Resource Management – SCBA 



     

  CITY COUNCIL REPORT  
 

 

1 
 

Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND THE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT  
AGREEMENT WITH MORPHOTRAK, LLC 

Staff Contact: Debora Black, Police Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to authorize the extension of the maintenance and support 
agreement with MorphoTrak, LLC in the amount of $38,977, and authorize the City Manager or 
designee to automatically renew the maintenance and support agreement annually upon consent 
of both parties.   

Background 
 
Fingerprinting is an integral part of law enforcement; assisting with the documentation process 
and providing police officers with the ability to ensure that subjects are properly identified.  The 
Glendale Police Department (GPD) prides itself in keeping up with the latest fingerprinting 
technology products for functionality and officer safety; while also maintaining service to existing 
fingerprinting equipment.  The Federal Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS) 
equipment provides search capabilities, latent searching capability, electronic image storage, and 
electronic exchange of fingerprints and responses. 
 
The AFIS equipment utilized by GPD was originally purchased in 1995.  Upgrades were made in 
2005, and a maintenance and support agreement was entered into on 12/21/2010 (C-7532).  
Extensions of the maintenance and support agreement are entered into on an annual basis, from 
July 1 to June 30.  The next annual extension is being requested because the current agreement 
expires on June 30, 2014.   By providing authorization for the City Manager or designee to 
automatically renew the maintenance and support agreement annually, it will not be necessary for 
this request to come before Council for approval on a yearly basis.    
 
Analysis 
 
All police agencies in the state use the same type of fingerprinting equipment, and MorphoTrak, 
LLC is the only authorized vendor in the state for equipment purchases and for maintenance and 
support.  All AFIS components that belong to the Glendale Police Department are covered under 
this agreement.  
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Previous Related Council Action 
 
On February 26, 2013, Council approved the purchase of replacement fingerprinting equipment 
and the extension of the annual maintenance and service agreement (July 1, 2013 – June 30, 2014) 
for the existing fingerprinting equipment from MorphoTrak, LLC.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Racketeering Influenced Corrupt Organization (RICO) funds will be utilized for the extension of 
the maintenance and support agreement. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 
Extension to Maintenance and Support Agreement #004845-000 

Original Maintenance and Support Agreement C-7532 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$38,977 1860-32030-518200, State RICO 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE NEW EQUIPMENT FROM MORPHOTRAK,  
LLC 

Staff Contact: Debora Black, Police Chief 
 
Purpose and Recommended Action 

 
This is a request for City Council to authorize a purchase from MorphoTrak, LLC in the 
approximate amount of $27,585 for the purchase of 15 MorphoIDent mobile fingerprint 
identification devices.   

Background 
 
Fingerprinting is an integral part of law enforcement; assisting with the documentation process 
and providing police officers with the ability to ensure that subjects are properly identified.  The 
Glendale Police Department (GPD) prides itself in keeping up with the latest fingerprinting 
technology products for functionality and officer safety; while also maintaining service to existing 
fingerprinting equipment.   
 
The MorphoIDent is a new line of cutting-edge mobile fingerprint identification technology for law 
enforcement use in the field.  The handheld device is portable; working wirelessly with the 
information transmitted by Bluetooth.  The MorphoIDent device is about the size of a cellphone, is 
rechargeable, and enables real-time identification of fingerprints, searched against a local, state, or 
Federal Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS).   
 
The MorphoIDent device captures fingerprints through the use of an FBI certified optical sensor.  
If an individual has latent prints within a database, the device not only gives the officer a proper 
name of the subject but will also provide a photograph.  The search results show on the large 2-
inch color LCD screen of the device, which is clearly visible outdoors, even in direct sunlight.  The 
device can also be connected to an officer’s mobile data computer (MDC) through use of a USB 
cord.  The advantage of attaching the device to the MDC is simply the larger screen on the tablets 
in the vehicle versus the two inch screen on the unit in the field.   The MorphoIDent device 
provides law enforcement officers with on-the-spot identity checks and fast access to critical 
information.  

Analysis 
 
Approximately three months ago GPD began a test project using the MorphoIDent mobile 
fingerprint identification devices in the field.  The test period involved the use of two of the 
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MorphoIDent devices that were provided from the vendor MorphoTrak.  The testing phase 
confirmed the ability of the device outside of the officer’s vehicle and the capability of entering up 
to ten individuals at a time.  The results were returned to the officer in less than one minute.  
Patrol squads participating in the testing reported the devices worked well and were easy to 
operate.  The squads also reported there was a quick turnaround on the results from the Arizona 
AFIS system.   
 
Many police agencies throughout the Phoenix-Metro area have purchased these devices and are 
using them successfully in the field.   The MorphoIDent mobile fingerprint identification devices 
would be an asset during special events in the Sports and Entertainment District.  The GPD 
Criminal Investigations Division has expressed an interest in using the units to assist in identifying 
high-risk subjects that detectives contact on a daily basis, and further assist in investigations 
through identification of deceased individuals. 
 
All police agencies in the state use the same type of fingerprinting equipment, and MorphoTrak, 
LLC is the only authorized vendor in the state.  The purchase price of the MorphoIDent devices is 
based upon an Arizona state contract #SS-11-010-001 (Procure AZ ref. ADSPO13-038750), which 
has been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney’s Office and is supported by a Linking 
Agreement endorsed by the vendor. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On October 22, 2013, Council approved the purchase of new fingerprinting equipment from 
MorphoTrak, LLC. 
 
On February 26, 2013, Council approved the purchase of replacement fingerprinting equipment 
and the extension of the annual maintenance and service agreement (July 1, 2013 – June 30, 2014) 
for the existing fingerprinting equipment from MorphoTrak, LLC.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Racketeering Influenced Corrupt Organization (RICO) funds will be utilized for the purchase of the 
MorphoIDent mobile fingerprint devices. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$27,585 1860-32030-518200, State RICO 
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Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 
Linking Agreement with MorphoTrak Proposal #MTAZ-M121113-01A 

























 

  CITY COUNCIL REPORT  
 

 

1 
 

Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PURCHASE OF ADDITIONAL 
EQUIPMENT FOR POLICE MOTORCYCLES  

Staff Contact: Debora Black, Police Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to authorize the expenditure of funds for the purchase of 14 box 
trunks from Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc. in the approximate amount of $28,000 
to complete the outfitting of the police motorcycle fleet.  This purchase, combined with previous 
purchases from Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc., equals an amount exceeding the 
$50,000 expenditure authority limit to any single vendor and therefore requires Council approval. 

Background 
 
The Glendale Police Department (GPD) currently has a fleet of 24 Honda ST 1300 police 
motorcycles.  The current trunk on these motorcycles is small and will not accommodate the full 
size printer and tablet needed with the transition of the new Computer Automated 
Dispatch/Records Management System (CAD/RMS) project.  The new box trunks are compatible 
with CAD/RMS equipment and will also provide the storage necessary to carry the additional 
equipment motor officers utilize on a daily basis.   
 
The new box trunks further allow for extra emergency lighting, specifically four sets of LED lights 
that illuminate in three directions, on the sides of the trunks which the motor officers have not 
previously had for the motorcycles.  This creates higher visibility for the motorcycles to be seen by 
other drivers and increases officer safety.  This style of trunk was unavailable when the city fleet 
of police motorcycles was purchased.  All future GPD motorcycles will be purchased with this 
trunk as part of the package.  Almost every valley agency currently riding the Honda ST 1300 
police motorcycle are using this trunk.   
 
Grant funding from the Arizona Governor’s Office of Highway Safety received in November 2013 
only funded five box trunks for the police motorcycles.  Though another request was made for 
2014 grant funding, it would only cover the cost of five additional trunks.  With grant funds for 
only 10 trunks, and currently 24 police motorcycles in the city fleet, a request was sent to the 
Police Chief to identify funding for the additional 14 trunks that were still needed.  Public Safety 
Sales Tax funds were approved for use in outfitting the remaining police motorcycles in the fleet 
with the necessary trunks.  
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Analysis 
 
Fry Fabrications has agreed to develop and manufacture items specifically pertaining to the box 
trunks for the Honda ST1300 police motorcycles.  There are other versions of this style of trunk; 
however, they are made out of fiberglass and have been found to not stand up to the demands 
placed on the trunks by motor officers.  Fry Fabrications is custom building these items and the 
only company they will manufacture these items for is Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, 
Inc., who will be the exclusive customer.  The manufactured parts by Fry Fabrications for the box 
trunks will be purchased through Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc.  Materials 
Management has reviewed and approved the sole source request. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On March 25, 2014, Council authorized the purchase of accessory equipment to outfit new police 
vehicles and to retrofit a number of existing police vehicles in an amount not to exceed $230,000 
and enter into a linking agreement with Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Motor officers regularly promote and enforce roadway safety for the community.  It is imperative 
that police motorcycles are outfitted with emergency and safety equipment enabling motor 
officers to efficiently and effectively perform their duties.  Periodic replacement and/or upgrade of 
equipment will maximize performance and quality public service.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Public Safety Sales Tax funds will be used for the additional equipment purchased through 
Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc. 

 

Attachments 
Letter from Fry Fabrications 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$28,000 1700-12310-521000, Public Safety Sales Tax    



 
 

Fry Fabrications  3621 E Wier Ave  Phoenix, AZ 85040  Phone: 602.454.0701  sales@fryfab.com 

 

 
  
 
 March 17, 2014  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Patrick Castelli,  
 
 
Fry Fabrications has agreed to develop and manufacture item(s) specifically pertaining to the custom 

trunk for the Honda ST1300 PA. Per this agreement, Creative Communications will be the exclusive 

customer and or buyer of the developed and manufactured parts for the Honda ST1300 PA.  

Parts and or accessories included in this agreement are but not limited to; Rear trunk and rear trunk 

components, Radar gun holster and holster accessories, Saddle bag; tablet, printer, and paper roll 

mount(s), front upper shelf.  

 Fry Fabrications agrees to not; market, develop, or manufacture such products for or with any other 

agency or company other than Creative Communications. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
David Dixon  
Director of Operations  
Fry Fabrications  
3621 E Wier Ave  
Phoenix, AZ 85040 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A CHANGE ORDER TO THE ARIZONA 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF HIGHWAY SAFETY CONTRACT TO ACCEPT  
ADDITIONAL FUNDING  

Staff Contact: Debora Black, Police Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a Resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into Change Order No. 2014A-029 to the Arizona Governor’s 
Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) Contract 2014-PT-041 to accept an increase in funding in the 
approximate amount of $79,000 to purchase additional capital outlay equipment for the Selective 
Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP).   

Background 
 
Since 1995, the Glendale Police Department (GPD) has been receiving Arizona GOHS grant funds 
for use in the enforcement of traffic, seatbelt, and driving under the influence (DUI) violations, 
along with the purchase of equipment and training.  On November 26, 2013, Arizona GOHS grant 
funds were accepted for the purchase of initial capital outlay equipment for the STEP.  Through 
the STEP, GPD works to improve the enforcement of traffic safety laws intended to reduce death, 
injury, and property damage; and to promote roadway safety, along with deterring aggressive and 
distracted drivers.   
 
On February 11, 2014, GPD submitted a request to the Arizona GOHS for additional funding in the 
fight against impaired and aggressive driving.  The funding would be used to purchase additional 
capital outlay equipment for the STEP.  The equipment request included 10 moving radar devices 
for the motor officers, 15 speed detection devices for the motor officers, box trunks for five of the 
Honda ST1300 police motorcycles in the city fleet, and holsters for the speed detection devices.  
On March 4, 2014, GPD was notified by the Arizona GOHS that increased funding to support the 
purchase of additional capital outlay equipment to enhance the STEP was awarded. 
 
The moving radar devices increase the ability to detect and apprehend those failing to obey the 
speed limit, as well as those traveling fast due to alcohol or drug impairment.  The speed detection 
device is yet another essential tool used by motor officers in the fight against reckless and 
impaired driving.  The box trunks provide the storage necessary to carry the additional equipment 
motor officers utilize on a daily basis, and eventually the full size printer and tablet needed for the 
new CAD/RMS project.  The trunks also allow for extra emergency lighting, specifically four sets of 
LED lights that illuminate in three directions, on the sides of the trunks which the motor officers 



     

  CITY COUNCIL REPORT  
 

 

2 
 

have not previously had for the motorcycles.  This creates higher visibility for the motorcycles to 
be seen by other drivers and increases officer safety.  There are other versions of this style of 
trunk; however, they are made out of fiberglass and have been found to not stand up to the 
demands placed on the trunks by motor officers.   
 
 Analysis 

The Raptor RP 1 moving radar devices and Pro-Laser IV speed detection devices will be purchased 
through Kustom Signals, Inc. utilizing a sole source request.  Materials Management has reviewed 
and approved the sole source request. 
 
Fry Fabrications has agreed to develop and manufacture items specifically pertaining to the box 
trunks for the Honda ST1300 police motorcycles.  Fry Fabrications is custom building items 
including rear trunk and rear trunk components, radar gun holster and holster accessories, saddle 
bag, tablet, printer and paper roll mounts, and front upper shelf.  The only company Fry 
Fabrications will manufacture these items for is Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc., 
who will be the exclusive customer.  The manufactured parts by Fry Fabrications will be 
purchased through Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc.  Materials Management has 
reviewed and approved the sole source request. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On March 25, 2014, Council authorized the purchase of accessory equipment to outfit new police 
vehicles and to retrofit a number of existing police vehicles in an amount not to exceed $230,000 
and enter into a linking agreement with Creative Communications Sales & Rentals, Inc. 
 
On November 26, 2013, Council adopted a Resolution (No. 4743 New Series) authorizing the City 
Manager to accept five Arizona GOHS grants, including Contract No. 2014-PT-041 (C-8707) in the 
approximate amount of $60,311.05 for STEP equipment. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Motor officers contribute largely to the STEP, while regularly promoting and enforcing roadway 
safety for the community.  It is imperative that police motorcycles are outfitted with emergency 
and safety equipment enabling motor officers to efficiently and effectively perform their duties. 
Periodic replacement and/or upgrade of equipment will maximize performance and quality public 
service.   
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Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
There is no financial match required for the additional grant funding awarded in the change order.  
A specific project account, 1840-33207-521000, was established in the city’s grant fund when the 
original grant was accepted.   
 
Attachments 
 

Resolution  

Change Order 2014A-029 

Original Contract C-8707 

 

 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4791 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AUTHORI-
ZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF CHANGE ORDER NO. 2014A-
029 TO THE GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF HIGHWAY SAFETY 
GRANT ON BEHALF OF THE GLENDALE POLICE 
DEPARTMENT. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  That the City Council of the City of Glendale hereby accepts Change Order 

No. 2014A-029 to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety grant on be half of the Glendale 
Police Department for the following Project: 

 
1. Contract No.: 2014-PT-041 

Change Order No.: 2014A-029 
 Project Title: Selective Traffic Enforcement Equipment 
 Purpose: Equipment to Enhance Speed Enforcement 
 Change Order Amount: $79,000 
 Total Grant Not to Exceed: $139,311.05 
 

 SECTION 2.  T hat the City Manager, or her designee, is hereby authorized and directed 
to execute any and all documents necessary for the acceptance of said grant on behalf of the City 
of Glendale. 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
g_pd_gohs_co 2014 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ACCEPT ARIZONA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF HIGHWAY 
SAFETY GRANTS FOR A DUI/ALCOHOL ENFORCEMENT VEHICLE AND 
PARTICIPATION IN THE BUCKLE UP ARIZONA ENFORCEMENT CAMPAIGN 

Staff Contact: Debora Black, Police Chief 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a Resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to accept two Arizona Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) 
grants in the total approximate amount of $55,000 for the purchase of a DUI/Alcohol enforcement 
vehicle and personnel related expenses to participate in the two-week “Buckle Up Arizona” 
enforcement campaign. 

Background 
 
Since 1995, the Glendale Police Department (GPD) has been receiving Arizona GOHS grant funds 
for use in the enforcement of traffic, seatbelt, and driving under the influence (DUI) violations, 
along with the purchase of equipment and training.  Past grant funding has allowed GPD to 
increase the number of hours officers dedicate specifically to DUI and seatbelt enforcement and 
education.  The GPD seeks to reduce impaired driving and seatbelt violations not only through 
enforcement, but also promoting public awareness to the dangers of drinking and driving, and 
failing to use seatbelts and child safety seats.   
 
The City of Glendale is the fourth largest city with an ever-growing population and expanding 
entertainment district.  There is an increase in the number of drivers that travel on Glendale 
roadways each day.  To combat the increase in DUI violations and alcohol impaired drivers, the 
GPD implemented a full-time DUI enforcement squad in March 2004 with three officers.  The 
squad has since increased to seven officers with a sergeant to oversee operations.  The GPD has 
increased DUI arrests in the last seven years, and continues its contribution to the DUI Task Force, 
which promotes roadway safety.  The DUI/Alcohol enforcement patrol truck will enhance DUI 
operations throughout the city. 
 
In 2013, seatbelt usage in Arizona reached 84.7%, which is an increase of 2% since 2012.  The 
noted increase is attributed partly to the Arizona GOHS funded statewide enforcement campaigns 
and extensive outreach support of educational and public awareness activities.  Seatbelts and child 
safety seats continue to be the most effective devices, proven to significantly reduce the chance of 
death and injuries to vehicle occupants, and saving thousands of lives annually when used 
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properly.  The GPD will participate in the “Buckle Up Arizona” campaign to engage in aggressive 
traffic enforcement with a zero tolerance approach to seatbelt and child safety seat violations.    
 
Analysis 
 
Staff is recommending that Council accept the two grants from the Arizona GOHS in the amount of 
$55,000 for use of the following:   
 
Grant funds in the amount of $47,000 will be used for the purchase of one DUI/Alcohol 
enforcement vehicle, which is a fully-equipped marked patrol truck.  The purchase price of the 
vehicle is based upon an Arizona state contract (Procure AZ ref. ADSPO13-049554), which has 
been reviewed and approved by the City Attorney’s Office and is supported by a Linking 
Agreement endorsed by the vendor. 
 
Grant funds in the amount of $8,000 will be used for personnel services and employee related 
expenses to participate in the two-week “Buckle Up Arizona” enforcement campaign.  The 
program will run May 19, 2014 through June 1, 2014 to enhance seatbelt usage throughout the 
City of Glendale. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On November 26, 2013, Council adopted a Resolution (No. 4743 New Series) authorizing the City 
Manager to accept five Arizona GOHS grants to enhance speed and occupant protection 
enforcement in the amount of $155,311.05. 
 
On May 10, 2011, Council adopted a Resolution (No. 4477, New Series) authorizing the City 
Manager to accept an Arizona GOHS “Click It or Ticket” grant in the amount of $10,000.  
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Regular enforcement of roadway safety is imperative to the community.  Accepting Arizona GOHS 
grant funds allows for an increase in hours dedicated to the enforcement of traffic, seatbelt, and 
driving under the influence (DUI) violations, which maximizes performance and enhances quality 
public service.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
There are no financial match requirements for these grants.  A specific project account will be 
established in the city’s grant fund, 1840, once the grants are fully executed.  
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Attachments 

Resolution 

Agreement - Arizona GOHS 2014A-164-122 

Agreement – Arizona GOHS 2014-CIOT-006 

Linking Agreement 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4792 NEW SERIES 
 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AUTHORI-
ZING THE AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF TWO 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF HIGHWAY SAFETY GRANTS ON 
BEHALF OF THE GLENDALE POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 
 
 

SECTION 1.  That the City Council of the City of Glendale hereby accepts the following 
Governor’s Office of Highway Safety grants on behalf of the Glendale Police Department: 

 
 
Grantor: Governor’s Office of Highway Safety 
Contract No.: 2014-CIOT-006 
Project Title: Buckle Up Arizona Enforcement Campaign 
Purpose: Personnel and Employee Related Services 
Approximate Amount: $8,000 
 
 
Grantor: Governor’s Office of Highway Safety  
Contract No.: 2014A-164-122 
Project Title: One DUI/Alcohol Enforcement Vehicle –  
 Fully Equipped Marked Patrol Truck 
Purpose: Capital Outlay 
Approximate Amount: $47,000 
 
 
SECTION 2.  That the City Manager, or her designee, is hereby authorized and directed 

to execute any and all documents necessary for the acceptance of said grants on behalf of the City 
of Glendale. 



 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
iga_pd_gohs 
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF 

HIGHWAY SAFETY (GOHS) 
  STATE OF ARIZONA 

HIGHWAY SAFETY CONTRACT 
This page, the Project Directors Manual and attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, constitute the entire 
contract between the parties hereto unless the Governor’s Highway Safety Representative authorizes deviation in 
writing. 
 CFDA: 20.600 
1. APPLICANT AGENCY 

Glendale Police Department (GPD) 
GOHS CONTRACT NUMBER 
2014-CIOT-006     

 ADDRESS 
 6835 North 57th Drive, Glendale, Arizona  85301 

PROGRAM AREA    
402-OP 

2. GOVERNMENTAL UNIT 
City of Glendale 

AGENCY CONTACT  
Lieutenant Brian France 

 ADDRESS 
 5850 West Glendale Avenue, Glendale, Arizona 85301   

3. PROJECT TITLE 
Buckle Up Arizona Enforcement 
Campaign  (CIOT) 4. GUIDELINES 

402 – Occupant Protection (OP) 
5. BRIEFLY STATE PURPOSE OF PROJECT: 

Federal 402 funds will support Personnel Services (Overtime) and Employee Related Expenses to participate 
in the two-week Buckle Up Arizona Enforcement Campaign from May 19, 2014 through June 1, 2014 to 
enhance seat belt usage throughout the City of Glendale. 

6. BUDGET 
 COST CATEGORY 

Project Period 
FY 2014 

I. Personnel Services $6,037.74 

II. Employee Related Expenses $1,962.26 

III. Professional and Outside Services $0.00 

IV. Travel In-State $0.00 

V. Travel Out-of-State $0.00 

VI. Materials and Supplies $0.00 

VII. Capital Outlay $0.00 

 TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $8,000.00 

PROJECT PERIOD FROM:  Effective Date (Date of GOHS 

Director Signature) TO:  06-01-14 

CURRENT GRANT PERIOD FROM:  05-19-14 TO:  06-01-14 
TOTAL FEDERAL FUNDS OBLIGATED THIS FY:  $8,000.00 
 
A political subdivision or state agency that is mandated to provide a certified resolution or ordinance 
authorizing entry into this contract must do so prior to incurring any expenditures.  Failure to do so may result 
in termination of the awarded contract.  
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PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION AND RESOLUTION: 
 
Motor vehicle collisions continue to be the leading cause of death, injury and property damage in Arizona and 
the United States. A number of factors contribute to the risk of collision including; vehicle design, speed of 
operation, road design, road environment, driver skill and/or impairment and driver behavior. The human 
factor that has been consistently identified in reducing collisions and minimizing their effects is consistent 
usage of seat belts and child safety seats.  

 
In Arizona, of 555 vehicle occupant (driver/passenger) fatalities in 2012, restraint non-usage was 313 (56%).  
Of the twelve (12) children under the age of five years passenger fatalities for 2012 non-usage was 3 (25%). 
(AZ Crash Facts, ADOT 2012)      
   
In 2013, seat belt usage in Arizona reached 84.7%, an increase of 2% since 2012. The noted increase is 
attributed partly to the Arizona Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) funded statewide enforcement 
campaigns, enhanced earned media, and extensive outreach support of educational and public awareness 
activities. 
 
The summary of the 2009 through 2013 Arizona Seat Belt Use Survey results are presented in the following 
table: 
 
  

GROUPS OBSERVED 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Total Front Seat Occupants 
Seat Belt Use 80.8% 81.8% 82.9% 82.2% 84.7% 

All Drivers Seat Belt 
Use 82.0% 82.3% 83.5% 82.6% 84.7% 

Front Seat Passenger 
Seat Belt Use  75.4% 79.9% 80.6% 80.2% 84.0% 

Children Safety Restraint 
Use 87.2% 78.0% 79.1% 75.0% n/a 

 
 
Seat belts and child safety seats have proven to significantly reduce the chance of death and injuries of 
passengers in vehicles. According to the Center for Disease Control and Prevention, seat belt use reduces 
serious crash-related injuries and deaths by about 50%. The proper and consistent use of Child Safety Seats 
has been found to reduce the risk of fatal injury by 71% for infants (younger than 1 year old) and by 54% for 
toddlers (1 to 4 years old) in passenger cars. Properly installed booster seats reduce the risk for serious injury 
by 45% among children ages 4 to 8 year old.  
 
Seat belts and child safety seats continue to be the most effective safety device in a passenger vehicle and 
would save thousands of lives annually if used properly. 
 
Numerous factors that affect the occupant protection enforcement program in Arizona: 
 

 Arizona presently conducts enforcement under a secondary seat belt use law. 
 

 Arizona currently is continuing to approach the national average seat belt usage rate of 87% in 2013.  
 

 Arizona continues to develop and expand a highly visible Occupant Protection Enforcement Program. 
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 The importance of occupant protection enforcement within police agencies significantly impacted the 
enforcement level of laws. 

 
Selective Traffic Enforcement Programs (STEP) is a proven approach that can be used to quickly change 
motorists’ behavior in a short period of time. This particular STEP is a widely publicized enforcement 
campaign focused on changing a particular behavior among motorists.  
 
As part of the National Click It or Ticket Campaign, Arizona has developed and promoted the “Buckle Up 
Arizona… It’s the Law!” program, which has been an effective enforcement message in a secondary law 
state.  
 
This program unites state-wide law enforcement agencies to engage in aggressive traffic enforcement with a 
“zero tolerance” approach to seat belt and child safety seat violations. The goal is to sustain and increase 
seatbelt usage rates in the designated geographical areas of the participating agencies. 
 
The mobilizations begin with earned media generated at the State and local level followed by a high visibility 
enforcement campaign lasting two weeks. Paid media phases in approximately one week later followed by 
high-visibility enforcement lasting for two weeks. Additional earned media conducted through the GOHS has 
been paramount in enhancing occupant protection message. 
 
OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM: 
 
Federal 402 funding will support Personnel Services (Overtime) and Employee Related Expenses to 
participate in the national two-week “Buckle Up Arizona” enforcement campaign from May 19, 2014 
through June 1, 2014. 
 
The purpose of the campaign is for the Glendale Police Department (GPD) to engage in aggressive traffic 
enforcement with a “zero tolerance” approach to seat belt and child safety seat violations. The goal is to 
sustain seatbelt usage rates in the designated geographical areas of the participating agencies.  
 
The campaign will be supported by earned media to reinforce the occupant protection message.  The Glendale 
Police Department (GPD) will participate in other educational and public awareness activities to support the 
enforcement component. 
  
Occupant protection usage surveys will be conducted subsequent to the enforcement campaign by an 
independent research organization to analyze the effectiveness of the program.  Results will be provided to the 
respective law enforcement agency upon receipt of the completed study. 
 
GOALS/OBJECTIVES: 
 
The Glendale Police Department (GPD) is required to complete the following goals and objectives under the 
guidelines of the contract: 
 

 Provide intensive traffic enforcement during designated period with zero tolerance for safety 
belt/child restraint laws. 
 

 Heighten enforcement visibility through news media contacts, safety belt/child seat inspections, and 
other public awareness and educational activities. 
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 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall provide a written press release announcing the 
enforcement program to the local media affecting their respective areas (a copy of this press release 
shall be sent to the GOHS Director prior to the initiation of the enforcement campaign).  

 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) is additionally encouraged to invite media representatives for 
live interviews and ride-a-longs during the enforcement activities. 
 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall identify an agency project coordinator who will be 
responsible for attending a Buckle Up Arizona planning meeting prior to the event. 

 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall develop and participate in some form of enforcement 
activity, such as saturation patrols, multi-agency enforcement task forces etc. related to respective 
areas with low restraint usage.  

 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall submit all enforcement data to GOHS no later than 
June 4, 2014.  

 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall submit a subsequent complete enforcement summary 
report including press releases, news stories, educational/public awareness activities, enforcement 
statistics and quality photographs by June 11, 2014.  

 

 The Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall provide the names of top enforcement performers 
for possible future recognition by GOHS and their respective agency. 

 
METHOD OF PROCEDURE: 
 
The Glendale Police Department (GPD) will make expenditures as follows to meet the outlined Program 
Goals/Objectives: 
 
Personnel Services – To support Overtime for the two-week Buckle Up Arizona Enforcement Campaign from 
May 19, 2014 through June 1, 2014  

 
Employee Related Expenses – To support Employee Related Expenses for Agency Overtime 
 
PRESS RELEASE: 
 
Agencies are required to develop and distribute a press release announcing this grant award (a copy of this 
press release shall be sent to the GOHS Director at the same time it is sent to the media).  This press release 
shall include the objective and specify that the funding is from the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety.  A 
sample press release for the Buckle Up Arizona Campaign will be provided to the agency. 
 
PURSUIT POLICY: 
 
All law enforcement agencies receiving federal funds are encouraged to follow the guidelines established for 
vehicular pursuits issued by the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) that are currently in 
effect. 
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PROFESSIONAL AND TECHNICAL PERSONNEL: 
 
Debora Black, Chief, Glendale Police Department, shall serve as Project Director. 
 
Brian France, Lieutenant, Glendale Police Department, shall serve as Project Administrator. 
 
Lizette Vasquez, Occupant Protection Coordinator, Governor’s Office of Highway Safety, shall serve 
as Project Coordinator. 
 
REPORT OF COSTS INCURRED (RCI): 
 
The Project Director shall submit a Report of Costs Incurred (RCI) with supporting documentation attached, 
to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety within thirty (30) days of each enforcement period in correlation 
with the required report. RCI’s shall be typed and delivered via mail or hand delivered with appropriate 
supporting documentation, to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety. Electronically submitted RCI’s 
will not be accepted. Expenditures submitted after the expiration date will not be reimbursed and the 
agency will accept fiscal responsibility.  
 
The RCI template and instructions are available on the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety website at 
http://www.azgohs.gov/grant-opportunities/. Failure to meet the reporting requirements may be cause to 
terminate the project. 
 
PROJECT MONITORING: 
 
Representatives of the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety may monitor the project either on-site or by 
telephone during the life of the contract. This project shall be administratively evaluated to ensure that the 
objectives have been met. 
 
ENFORCEMENT REPORT FORMS:   
 
All participating agencies shall complete and submit total enforcement statistical data implementing the 
attached form no later than June 4, 2014, to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety.  
 
FINAL STATEMENT OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS: 
 
The Project Director shall complete and submit the attached Final Statement of Accomplishments Report no 
later than June 11, 2014, to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety.  All agencies receiving funding are 
required to submit a Final Statement of Accomplishments Report. The report is a summary overview of the 
contracted project and is reviewed by the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety project coordinator to 
determine the effectiveness of the project.  
 
PROJECT PERIOD: 
 
Contracts shall be effective on the date the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety Director signs the contract 
and expire at the end of the project period.  Any unexpended funds remaining at the termination of the 
contract shall be released back to the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety. 
 
 
    
 

http://www.azgohs.gov/grant-opportunities/
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ESTIMATED COSTS: 
 

I. Personnel Services (overtime) 
 

$6,037.74 

II. Employee Related Expenses  
 

$1,962.26 

III. Professional and Outside Services  
 

$0.00 

IV. Travel In-State  
 

$0.00 

V. Travel Out-of-State  
 

$0.00 

VI. Materials and Supplies 
 

$0.00 

VII. Capital Outlay  
  

$0.00 

   
 TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS *$8,000.00 

 
*Includes all applicable training, tax, freight, and advertising costs. The GOHS reserves the right to limit reimbursement 
of Employee Related Expenses from zero (0) to a maximum rate of 40 percent. This is the maximum ERE amount to be 
reimbursed. It is agreed and understood that the Glendale Police Department (GPD) shall absorb any and all expenditures 
in excess of $8,000.00. 
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CERTIFICATIONS AND AGREEMENTS 
 

This CONTRACT, is made and entered into by and between the STATE OF ARIZONA, by and through 
the Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) hereinafter referred to as "STATE", and the agency 
named in this Contract, hereinafter referred to as "AGENCY". 
 
WHEREAS, the National Highway Safety Act of 1966, as amended (23 USC §§401-404), provides 
Federal funds to STATE for approved highway safety projects; and 
 
WHEREAS, STATE may make said funds available to various state, county, tribal, or municipal 
agencies, governments, or political subdivisions upon application and approval by STATE and the United 
States Department of Transportation (USDOT); and 
 
WHEREAS, AGENCY must comply with the requirements listed herein to be eligible for Federal funds 
for approved highway safety projects; and 
 
WHEREAS, AGENCY has submitted an application for Federal funds for highway safety projects;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF MUTUAL PROMISES AND OTHER GOODS AND 
VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, it is mutually agreed that AGENCY will strictly comply with the 
following terms and conditions and the following Federal and State Statutes, Rules, and Regulations: 
 
I. Project Monitoring, Reports, and Inspections 
 

A. AGENCY agrees to fully cooperate with representatives of STATE monitoring the project, 
either on-site or by telephone, during the life of the Contract. 

 
B. AGENCY will submit Quarterly Reports (one for each three-month period of the project 

year) to STATE in the form and manner prescribed by STATE. Notice of the specific 
requirements for each report will be given in this Contract or at any time thereafter by giving 
thirty (30) days written notice to AGENCY by ordinary mail at the address listed on the 
Contract.  Failure to comply with Quarterly Report requirements may result in withholding of 
Federal funds or termination of this Contract. 

 
C. AGENCY will submit a Final Report/Statement of Accomplishment at completion of the 

Contract to include all financial, performance, and other reports required as a condition of the 
grant to STATE within thirty (30) days of the completion of the Contract. 

 
D. Representatives authorized by STATE and the National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration (NHTSA) will have the right to visit the site and inspect the work under this 
Contract whenever such representatives may determine such inspection is necessary. 

 
II. Reimbursement of Eligible Expenses 
 

A. AGENCY'S Project Director, or Finance Personnel, will submit a Report of Costs Incurred 
Form (RCI) to STATE each time there have been funds expended for which reimbursement is 
being requested.  Failure to meet this requirement may be cause to terminate the project under 
section XX herein, "Termination and Abandonment". 
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B. AGENCY will reimburse STATE for any ineligible or unauthorized expenses for which 
Federal funds have been claimed and reimbursement received, as may have been determined 
by a State or Federal audit. 

 
C. STATE will have the right to withhold any installments equal to the reimbursement received 

by AGENCY for prior installments which have been subsequently determined to be ineligible 
or unauthorized. 

 
III. Property Agreement 
 

A. AGENCY will immediately notify STATE if any equipment purchased under this Contract 
ceases to be used in the manner as set forth by this Contract.  In such event, AGENCY further 
agrees to either give credit to the project cost or to another active highway safety project for 
the residual value of such equipment in an amount to be determined by STATE or to transfer 
or otherwise dispose of such equipment as directed by STATE. 

 
B. No equipment will be conveyed, sold, salvaged, transferred, etc., without the express written 

approval of STATE, or unless otherwise provided elsewhere in this Contract. 
 

C. AGENCY will maintain or cause to be maintained for its useful life, any equipment 
purchased under this Contract. 

 
D. AGENCY will incorporate any equipment purchased under this Contract into its inventory 

records. 
 

E. AGENCY will insure any equipment purchased under this Contract for the duration of its 
useful life. Self-insurance meets the requirements of this section. 

 
IV. Travel 
 
 In-State and Out-of-State Travel 
 

In state and out-of-state travel claims will be reimbursed at rates provided by AGENCY'S 
regulations, provided that such regulations are as restrictive as those of STATE.  Where they are 
less restrictive, ARS §38-624 will apply. 

 
The State must approve all out-of-state travel in writing and in advance. 

 
V. Standard of Performance 
 

AGENCY hereby agrees to perform all work and services herein required or set forth, and to 
furnish all labor, materials, and equipment, except that labor, material, and equipment as STATE 
agrees to furnish pursuant to this Contract. 
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VI. Hold Harmless Agreement 
 

Neither party to this agreement agrees to indemnify the other party or hold harmless the other 
party from liability hereunder.  However, if the common law or a statute provides for either a 
right to indemnify and/or a right to contribution to any party to this agreement then the right to 
pursue one or both of these remedies is preserved. 

 
VII. Non-Assignment and Sub-Contracts 
 

This Contract is not assignable nor may any portion of the work to be performed be sub-
contracted unless specifically agreed to in writing by STATE.  No equipment purchased 
hereunder may be assigned or operated by other than AGENCY unless agreed to in writing by 
STATE. 

 
VIII. Work Products and Title to Commodities and Equipment 
 

A. The work product and results of the project are the property of STATE, unless otherwise 
specified elsewhere in this Contract. All property, instruments, non-consumable materials, 
supplies, and the like, which are furnished or paid for by STATE under the terms of this 
Contract, unless otherwise provided for elsewhere in this Contract, are and remain the 
property of STATE and will be returned at the completion of this project upon request of 
STATE. The work product and results of the project will be furnished to STATE upon 
request, if no provision is otherwise made by this Contract. 

 
B. The provisions of subparagraph A apply whether or not the project contracted for herein is 

completed. 
 
IX. Copyrights and Patents 
 

Any copyrightable materials, patentable discovery, or invention produced in the course of this 
project may be claimed by STATE and a copyright or patent obtained by it at its expense. In the 
event STATE does not wish to obtain such copyright or patent, AGENCY may do so, but in any 
event, provision will be made by AGENCY for royalty-free, nonexclusive, nontransferable, and 
irrevocable licenses to be given the United States Government and STATE and its political 
subdivisions to use such copyrightable material, patented discoveries, or inventions in any 
manner they see fit.  The STATE reserves the right to impose such other terms and conditions 
upon the use of such copyrights or patents as may be deemed in the best interest of STATE in the 
event AGENCY is allowed to obtain a copyright or patent. 

 
X. "Common Rule" and OMB Circular No. A-102 (Revised) 
 

"Common Rule" (49 CFR, Part 18): Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and 

Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments 
 

OMB Circular No. A-102 (Revised): Grants and Cooperative Agreements with State and Local 

Governments 
 The application of USDOT "Common Rule" and Circular A-102 requires that: 
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AGENCY and sub-grantees will use their own procurement procedures, which reflect applicable 
State and local laws and regulations, provided that the procurements conform to applicable 
Federal law. The most stringent purchasing requirement at each level must be met. 

 
The Arizona Procurement Code (ARS, §41-2501, et. seq.) and promulgated rules (A.A.C. Title 2, 
Chapter 7) are a part of this Contract as if fully set forth herein and AGENCY agrees to fully 
comply with these requirements for any procurement using grant monies from this Contract. 

 
XI. Equal Opportunity 
 

A. Pursuant to the requirements of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 (U.S.C. §103 et. seq.), 
AGENCY, as a condition to receiving approval of this Contract submitted under the Highway 
Safety Act of 1966, as amended, hereby gives its assurance that employment in connection 
with the subject Highway Safety Project will be provided without regard to race, color, creed, 
sex, or national origin, and that any contract it enters into with any private agency pursuant 
hereto will include provisions in compliance with this paragraph (XI). 

 
As a condition of receiving approval of this Contract, AGENCY will be subject to and will 
comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all applicable requirements of the 
Department of Commerce regulations as adopted by the USDOT, providing that no person in 
the United States shall on the ground of race, color, creed, sex, or national origin be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination 
under the subject Highway Safety Project. 

 
B. If AGENCY fails or refuses to comply with its undertaking as set forth in these provisions, 

STATE or the USDOT may take any or all of the following actions. 
 

1. Cancel, terminate, or suspend, in whole or in part, the agreement, contract, or other 
arrangement with respect to which the failure or refusal occurred; and 

 
2. Refrain from extending any further Federal financial assistance to AGENCY under the 

Highway Safety Program with respect to which the failure or refusal occurred until 
satisfactory assurance of future compliance has been received from AGENCY. 

 
C. Pursuant to the requirement of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 

§794), AGENCY must operate this Highway Safety Project so that it is accessible and 
otherwise non-discriminatory to handicapped persons. 

 
XII. Executive Order 2009-09 
 

It is mutually agreed that AGENCY will comply with the terms and conditions of Executive 
Order 2009-09, Non-Discrimination in Employment by Government Contractors and 

Subcontractors. Executive Order 2009-09 is located in Part II of the Project Director's Manual. 
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XIII. Application of Hatch Act 
 

AGENCY will notify all of its employees whose principal employment is in connection with any 
highway safety project, financed in whole or in part by loans or grants under the Highway Safety 
Act of 1966, as amended, of the provisions  of the Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. §7321 et. seq.). 

 
XIV. Minority Business Enterprises (MBE) Policy and Obligation 
 

A. Policy:  It is the policy of the USDOT that minority business enterprises as defined in 49 
CFR, Part 23, will have the maximum opportunity to participate in the performance of 
contracts financed in whole or in part with Federal funds under this Contract.  Consequently, 
the minority business enterprises requirements of 49 CFR, Part 23 apply to this Contract. 

 
B. Obligation:  The recipient or its contractor agrees to ensure that minority business enterprises 

as defined in 49 CFR, Part 23 have the subcontracts financed in whole or in part with Federal 
funds provided under this Contract.  In this regard, all recipients or contractors will take all 
necessary and reasonable steps in accordance with 49 CFR, Part 23 to ensure that minority 
business enterprises have the maximum opportunity to compete for and perform contracts.  
Recipients and their contractors will not discriminate on the basis of race, color, creed, sex, or 
national origin in the award and performance of USDOT-assigned contracts. 

 
XV. Arbitration Clause, ARS §12-1518 
 

Pursuant to ARS §12-1518, the parties agree to use arbitration, after exhausting applicable 
administrative reviews, to resolve disputes arising out of this Contract where the provisions of 
mandatory arbitration apply. 

 
XVI. Inspection and Audit, ARS §35-214 
 

Pursuant to ARS §35-214, all books, accounts, reports, files, and other records relating to this 
Contract will be subject at all reasonable times to inspection and audit by STATE for five (5) 
years after completion of this Contract. The records will be produced at the Governor’s Office of 
Highway Safety. 

 
XVII. Appropriation of Funds by U.S. Congress 
 

It is agreed that in no event will this Contract be binding on any party hereto unless and until such 
time as funds are appropriated and authorized by the U.S. Congress and specifically allocated to 
the project submitted herein and then only for the fiscal year for which such allocation is made. In 
the event no funds are appropriated by the U.S. Congress or no funds are allocated for the project 
proposed herein for subsequent fiscal years, this Contract will be null and void, except as to that 
portion for which funds have then been appropriated or allocated to this project, and no right of 
action or damages will accrue to the benefit of the parties hereto as to that portion of the Contract 
or project that may so become null and void. 
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XVIII. Continuation of Highway Safety Program 
 

It is the intention of AGENCY to continue the Highway Safety Program identified in this 
Contract once Federal funding is completed. This intended continuation will be based upon cost 
effectiveness and an evaluation by AGENCY of the program's impact on highway safety. 

 
XIX. E-Verify 
 

Both Parties acknowledge that immigration laws require them to register and participate with the 
E-Verify program (employment verification program administered by the United States 
Department of Homeland Security and the Social Security Administration or any successor 
program) as they both employ one or more employees in this state.  Both Parties warrant that they 
have registered with and participate with E-Verify.  If either Party later determines that the other 
non-compliant Party has not complied with E-Verify, it will notify the non-compliant Party by 
certified mail of the determination and of the right to appeal the determination. 
 

XX. Termination and Abandonment 
 

A. The STATE and AGENCY hereby agree to the full performance of the covenants contained 
herein, except that STATE reserves the right, at its discretion, to terminate or abandon any 
portion of the project for which services have not been already performed by AGENCY. 

 
B. In the event STATE abandons the services or any part of the services as herein provided, 

STATE will notify AGENCY in writing and within twenty-four (24) hours after receiving 
such notice, AGENCY will discontinue advancing the work under this Contract and proceed 
to close said operations under the Contract. 

 
C. The appraisal value of work performed by AGENCY to the date of such termination or 

abandonment shall be made by STATE on a basis equitable to STATE and AGENCY and a 
final reimbursement made to AGENCY on the basis of costs incurred. Upon termination or 
abandonment, AGENCY will deliver to STATE all documents, completely or partially 
completed, together with all unused materials supplied by STATE. 

 
D. AGENCY may terminate or abandon this Contract upon thirty (30) days written notice to 

STATE, provided there is subsequent concurrence by STATE. Termination or abandonment 
by AGENCY will provide that costs can be incurred against the project up to and including 
sixty (60) days after notice is given to STATE. 

 
E. Any equipment or commodities which have been purchased as a part of this Contract and 

which have not been consumed or reached the end of its useful life will be returned to 
STATE upon its written request. 

 
XXI. Cancellation Statute 
 

All parties are hereby put on notice that this Contract is subject to cancellation pursuant to ARS 
§38-511, the provisions of which are stated below. 
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In accordance with ARS §38-511, this Contract may be cancelled without penalty or further 
obligation if any person significantly involved in initiating, negotiating, securing, drafting, or 
creating the Contract on behalf of the STATE, its political subdivisions or any department or 
agency of either, is at any time while the Contract or any extension of the Contract is in effect, an 
employee of any other party to the Contract in any capacity or a consultant to any other party of 
the Contract with respect to the subject matter or the Contract. 

 
The cancellation shall be effective when written notice from the Governor or chief executive 
officer or governing body of the political subdivision is received by all other parties to the 
Contract unless the notice specifies a later time. 
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AGREEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING AND CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE 
 
Acceptance of Condition 
 

It is understood and agreed by the undersigned that a grant received as a result of this Contract is 
subject the Highway Safety Act of 1966, as amended (23 U.S.C.A. §§401-404), ARS §28-602, 
and all administrative regulations governing grants established by the USDOT and STATE. It is 
expressly agreed that this Highway Safety Project constitutes an official part of the STATE's 
Highway Safety Program and that AGENCY will meet the requirements as set forth in the 
accompanying Project Director's Manual, which are incorporated herein and made a part of this 
Contract. All State and Federal Statutes, Rules, Regulations, and Circulars referenced in this 
Contract are a part of this document as if fully set forth herein. It is also agreed that no work will 
be performed nor any obligation incurred until AGENCY is notified in writing that this project 
has been approved by the Governor's Highway Safety Representative. 

 
Certificate of Compliance 
 

This is to certify that AGENCY will comply with all of the State and Federal Statutes, Rules and 
Regulations identified in this Contract. 

 
Certification of Non-Duplication of Grant Funds Expenditure 
 

This is to certify that AGENCY has no ongoing nor completed projects under contract with 
other Federal fund sources which duplicate or overlap any work contemplated or described in 
this Contract.  It is further certified that any pending or proposed request for other Federal grant 
funds which would duplicate or overlap work described in the Contract will be revised to 
exclude any such duplication of grant fund expenditures.  It is understood that any such 
duplication of Federal funds expenditures subsequently determined by audit will be subject to 
recovery by STATE. 

 
Single Audit Act 
 

If your political subdivision has had an independent audit meeting the requirements of the 
Single Audit Act of 1984, (31 U.S.C.A. §7501 et. seq.), please forward a copy to GOHS, 
Attention: Fiscal Services Officer, within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this Contract.  
If such audit has not been performed, please advise when it is being scheduled. 
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REIMBURSEMENT INSTRUCTIONS 
 
 

1. Agency Official preparing the Reports of Costs Incurred: 
 
 Name:             
 
 Title:             
 
 Telephone Number:       Fax Number:      
       
 E-mail Address:            
 
2. Agency's Fiscal Contact: 
 
 Name:             
 
 Title:             
 
 Telephone Number:       Fax Number:      
       
 E-mail Address:            
 
 Federal Identification Number:          
 
3. REIMBURSEMENT INFORMATION: 
 
 Warrant/Check to be made payable to: 
 
             
  
 Warrant/Check to be mailed to: 
 
             
 (Agency) 
 
             
 (Address) 
 
             
 (City, State, Zip Code) 
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Lobbying Restrictions 
 
     Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements 
 
 The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that: 
 

A. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the 
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee 
of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of 
a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making 
of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative 
agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any 
Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 
 

B. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any 
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a 
Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of 
Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the 
undersigned will complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report 
Lobbying," in accordance with its instructions. 

 
C. The undersigned will require that the language of this certification be included in the award 

documents for all sub-awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts 
under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all sub-recipients will certify and 
disclose accordingly. 

 
D. This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when 

this transaction was made or entered into.  Submission of this certification is a prerequisite 
for making or entering into this transaction imposed by 31 USC §1352.  Any person who fails 
to file the required certification will be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and 
not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 

 
 

Signature of Project Director:  Signature of Authorized Official of 

  Governmental Unit: 

 
Debora Black, Chief     Brenda S. Fischer, City Manager 
Glendale Police Department City of Glendale  
 
  
 
 

 
                   
 
                 

Date                                       Telephone                            Date                Telephone  
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AUTHORITY & FUNDS 
 
1. This Project is authorized by 23 U.S.C. §402 and regulations promulgated there under, more 

particularly Volume 102, and if State funds are involved, this project is authorized by ARS § 28-602.   
 

The funds authorized for this Project have been appropriated and budgeted by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. The expenses are reimbursable under Arizona's Highway Safety Plan Program Area 
402–OP, as approved for by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 

 
 
2. A. EFFECTIVE DATE:     B. FEDERAL FUNDS: 
   

Authorization to Proceed Date  $8,000.00 
                        
3. AGREEMENT AND AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED 

by State Official responsible to Governor for the 
administration of the State Highway Safety Agency 

 
 
 
 

_____________________________________           ___________________________________  
Alberto Gutier, Director Approval Date  
Governor’s Office of Highway Safety 
Governor’s Highway Safety Representative 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL  
AGREEMENT WITH THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FOR MARYLAND AVENUE BIKE ROUTE SPOT IMPROVEMENTS  

Staff Contact: Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services  

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) for design and construction of spot improvements 
to an existing bicycle route along Maryland Avenue where gaps in the route currently exist.   

Background 
 
This IGA with ADOT will provide funding for design and construction of spot improvements to an 
existing bicycle route along Maryland Avenue, and within Discovery Park, where gaps in the route 
currently exist.  The specific improvements include widening Maryland Avenue, between 67th and 
69th avenues, so bike lanes can be striped on the roadway.  New pathway segments will be added 
to extend existing pathways in Discovery Park connecting Discovery Drive on the east side of the 
park, and Maryland Avenue on the west side of the park.  Once complete, the city will stripe bike 
lanes from 80th to 83rd avenues.  
 
A similar IGA was approved by City Council on September 9, 2012; however, it was not executed 
by ADOT due to a policy change and the suspension of approvals for self-administration of 
projects.  As such, the IGA also includes requirements for project submittals using the ADOT-
approved format.  This resulted in revisions to the plans and resubmittal to ADOT at the 60-
percent plan stage.  The design changes are format-related and do not affect the planned pathway 
or bike route improvements.  This proposed IGA with ADOT will complete the design and 
environmental requirements for this project.  Staff anticipates construction to begin in Fiscal Year 
2014-15. 

Analysis 
 
In 2013, the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) approved federal funding in the amount 
of $369,276 for construction of this project in federal Fiscal Year 2014.  To ensure the availability 
of this federal funding, the design and obligation of construction for this project is required to be 
completed by the end of June 2014.  Approval of this IGA is one step in the process for obligation.  
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Previous Related Council Action 
 
On November 26, 2013, Council authorized the City Manager to enter into Amendment No. 2 to the 
Professional Services Agreement with CH2M HILL for design of both the Maryland Avenue Bike 
Route Spot Improvements and Grand Canal Multi-Use Pathway due to a recently adopted ADOT 
policy to suspend self-administration of projects.  
 
On August 13, 2013, Council authorized the City Manager to enter into a Property Use License with 
Salt River Project for multi-use pathway improvements on property located on the Discovery 
Drive alignment west of 79th Avenue.  
 
On March 26, 2013, Council adopted an ordinance authorizing the City Manager to execute a 
purchase and sales agreement to acquire an easement from Glendale Elementary School District 
for a multi-use pathway connecting Discovery Avenue to existing pathways in Discovery Park.  
 
On September 11, 2012, Council approved an intergovernmental agreement with the Arizona 
Department of Transportation for design and construction of spot improvements to an existing 
bicycle route along Maryland Avenue where gaps in the route currently exist.  
 
On October 13, 2009, Council approved a professional services agreement with CH2M HILL for 
design of the Grand Canal and New River multiuse pathways and Maryland Avenue Bike Route 
Improvements.  
 
On August 14, 2007, City Council adopted a resolution authorizing the submission of a 
Transportation Enhancement grant application for the Maryland Avenue Bike Route Spot 
Improvements and authorized the acceptance of the grant. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
With the completion of these spot improvements, the Maryland Avenue Bike Route will provide 
improved connections from 43rd Avenue westbound to Westgate City Center, Jobing.com Arena 
and University of Phoenix Stadium.   
 
The Maryland Avenue Bike Route Spot Improvements are included in a regional system of 
pathways.  As gaps are eliminated and this regional pathway becomes connected, it offers 
bicyclists and pedestrians convenient access to a variety of Valleywide attractions and businesses.   

The Maryland Avenue Bike Route Spot Improvements have received public input over the past five 
years from citizen attendance at Annual GO Program Open Houses and from presentations to the 
Glendale Bicycle Advisory Committee and the Citizens’ Transportation Oversight Commission.  
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Additionally, in January 2011, CH2M HILL distributed a newsletter to all property owners within 
one-half mile of the project.  Feedback received was all positive.  

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Funding will be provided by ADOT using federal funds in the amount of $100,000 for design and 
$369,276 for construction.  The required local match is $100,611.  Funds in the amount of $32,846 
are available in the FY 2013-14 capital improvement plan.  A transfer of $67,765 will be required 
to provide the remaining funding toward this project. 
 
While staff does not anticipate additional project costs, should this project exceed the estimate 
outlined in the IGA, the city will be responsible for the additional costs.   
 
Operating and maintenance costs associated with this project will be absorbed into the GO 
Program operating budget (1660-16590-524400).   

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from?  A transfer of $67,765 from 2210-65008-551200 
(Intersection Improvements) to 2210-65092-550800 (Maryland Ave. Bike Rte Spot Imp). 

Attachments 

Resolution 

Agreement 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$100,611 2210-65092-550800, Maryland Avenue Bike Route Spot 
Improvements 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4793 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF 
AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF MULTI-USE PATHWAYS, WIDENING, 
AND BIKE LANE STRIPING FROM MARYLAND AVENUE, 
67TH TO 69TH AVENUES AND 79TH TO 83RD AVENUES. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 
 
SECTION 1.  That it is  deemed in the best interest of the City of Glendale and the 

citizens thereof that the Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Glendale and the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (IGA/JPA 11-1741) for the construction of multi-use 
pathways, widening, and bike lane striping from Maryland Avenue, 67th to 69th Avenues and 79th 
to 83rd Avenues be entered into, which agreement is now on file in the office of the City Clerk of 
the City of Glendale. 

 
SECTION 2.  That the City Manager and the City Clerk be authorized and directed to 

execute and deliver said agreement on behalf of the City of Glendale. 
 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
iga_adot_jpa11-1741 



ADOT File No.: IGA/JPA 11-174I 
ADOT CAR: 13-000626-I 
AG Contract No.: P0012012002595 
Project: Multi Use Pathways, Widening 
              and Bike Lane Striping 
Section: Maryland Avenue, 67th - 69th  
   Ave, & 79th -83rd Ave  

   Federal Project No.: TEA-CM-GLN- 
               0(220) T 

ADOT Project No.: SL671 01D/01C 
     TIP/STIP No.: TEA-GLN11-704 &  
                CMAQ GLN09-813 

    CFDA No.: 20.205 – Highway  
    Planning and Construction 

Budget Source Item No.: 71614 
 
 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
 

BETWEEN 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

AND 
THE CITY OF GLENDALE 

 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this date ________________________________,2014 , pursuant to 
the Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 11-951 through 11-954, as amended, between the STATE OF 
ARIZONA, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (the “State”) and the CITY 
OF GLENDALE, acting by and through its MAYOR and CITY COUNCIL (the “City”). The State and the 
City are collectively referred to as “Parties”. 
 
I. RECITALS 
 

1. The State is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-401 to enter into this Agreement and 
has delegated to the undersigned the authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the State. 

 
2. The City is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 48-572 to enter into this Agreement and 

has by resolution, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, resolved to enter into this 
Agreement and has authorized the undersigned to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City. 
 

3. Congress has authorized appropriations for, but not limited to, twelve eligible categories of 
Transportation Enhancement (TE) activities and TE funds have been requested from the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) through the State for a project within the boundaries of the City.   
 

4. The project lies within the boundaries of the City and has been selected by the City.  The plans, 
estimates and specifications will be prepared and, as required, submitted to the (FHWA) for its approval. 
 

5. The City, in order to obtain federal funds for the construction of the project, is willing to provide 
City funds to match federal funds in the ratio required, or as finally fixed and determined by the City and 
FHWA, including actual construction engineering and administration costs (CE). 
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6. The interest of the State in this project is the acquisition of federal funds for the use and benefit of 
the City and to authorize such Federal funds for the project pursuant to Federal law and regulations.  The 
State shall be the designated agent for the City.   
 

7. The City will design improvements to an existing bicycle route, including widening and striping as 
necessary along Maryland Avenue  within Discovery Park, between 67th and 79th Avenues and between 
79th and 83rd Avenues, this work will be referred to as the “Project”.  The City will administer the scoping 
and design.  The State will advertise, bid, and award the construction of the Project.  The current Project 
costs are estimated as follows: 
 
SL671 02D (scoping/design): 
 
 Federal-aid funds @ 100% (capped)  $ 100,000.00       
 State design review fee (SL671 01D)* $   56,300.00     
  

Subtotal – Scoping/Design  $ 156,300.00   
      
SL671 01C (construction): 
 
 Federal-aid funds @ 94.3% (capped)  $ 369,276.00     
 City’s match @ 5.7% $   22,321.00   

 
Subtotal – Construction**  $ 391,597.00               
 

 TOTAL Project Cost  $ 547,897.00           
 
Total Estimated City Funds  $    78,621.00             

 Total Federal Funds  $ 469,276.00           
  

 * (Included in the City Estimated Funds) 
** (Includes 15% CE and 5% Project contingencies) 
 

The Parties acknowledge that the final Project costs may exceed the initial estimate(s) shown above, and 
in such case, the City is responsible for, and agrees to pay, any and all eventual, actual costs exceeding 
the initial estimate. If the final bid amount is less than the initial estimate, the difference between the final 
bid amount and the initial estimate will be de-obligated or otherwise released from the Project. The City 
acknowledges it remains responsible for, and agrees to pay according to the terms of this Agreement, 
any and all eventual, actual costs exceeding the final bid amount. 
 
THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual Agreements expressed herein, it is agreed as follows: 
 
 
II. SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 1. The State will: 

 
a. Upon execution of this Agreement, be the designated agent for the City, if the Project is 

approved by FHWA and funds for the Project are available. 
 
 

b. Upon execution of this Agreement, invoice the City for the State’s design review fee, currently 
estimated at $56,300.00 (of which $12,198.93 has been paid).  Once the Project costs have been 
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finalized, the State will either invoice or reimburse the City for the difference between estimated and 
actual design review and design costs. 
 

c. Acknowledge that the City was authorized and started the design and approvals process 
based on the project having been previously approved by the State as a self-administered project, but 
which such approval has now been rescinded, and that 15% plans were prepared, a Categorical 
Exclusion was obtained for the Project, and the Project is approved to immediately advance to Stage III 
(60%) submittal to ADOT for review upon receiving a notice to proceed. The State agrees that, upon 
resubmittal by the City of any Federal-aid Process required updates and modifications to supporting 
documentation it submitted for the clearances, the expiration dates of clearances and approvals will be 
extended to meet the current project needs. 

 
d. On behalf of the City, perform any additional administrative work under the State's 

responsibility that is necessary to secure the approval any additional documents required by FHWA and 
submitted by the City to qualify the project for the Federal funding.  Such documents may consist of, but 
are not specifically limited to, revisions to the Project Assessment to modify the self-administration aspect 
of the project and update the project schedule and construction cost estimate, certain time-sensitive 
environmental documents; engineering reports, design plans estimates, and specifications; right-of-way 
and utility clearance documentation, and other documents essential to the achieve the objectives of this 
Amendment.  Provide comments to the City as appropriate. 

 
e. Within thirty (30) days of receipt of approved invoices and no more than monthly, reimburse 

the City with available federal funds for eligible design costs incurred in an amount not exceeding the 
amount authorized to Federal Highway Administration, currently $100,000.00 of which $64,354 has 
already been paid to the City. 

 
f. Upon completion of design and prior to bid advertisement, invoice the City for the City’s share 

of the Project construction costs, currently estimated at $22,321.00.  Once the Project costs have been 
finalized, the State will either invoice or reimburse the City for the difference between estimated and 
actual costs. De-obligate or otherwise release any remaining federal funds from the scoping/design phase 
of the Project. 

 
g. Upon receipt of the City’s full payment of the State design review fee and estimated share of 

the Project construction costs, submit all documentation required to FHWA with the recommendation that 
funding be approved for construction. Request the maximum programmed federal funds for the 
construction of this Project.  Should costs exceed the maximum federal funds available, it is understood 
and agreed that the City will be responsible for any overage. 
 

h. Upon authorization by FHWA full deposit of the City’s local funds, and with the aid and 
consent of the City and FHWA, proceed to advertise for, receive and open bids, subject to the 
concurrence of FHWA and the City to whom the award is made, and enter into a contract(s) with a firm(s) 
for the construction of the Project. 
 

i. Be granted, without cost requirements, the right to enter City right-of-way as required to 
conduct any and all construction and pre-construction related activities for said Project, including without 
limitation, temporary construction easements or temporary rights of entry on to and over said rights-of-
way of the City. 
 

j. Notify the City that the Project has been completed and is considered acceptable, 
coordinating with the City as appropriate to turn over full responsibility of the Project improvements. De-
obligate or otherwise release any remaining federal funds from the construction phase of the Project 
within ninety (90) days of final acceptance. 
 

k. Not be obligated to maintain said Project, should the City fail to budget or provide for proper 
and perpetual maintenance as set forth in this Agreement. 
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2. The City will: 
 

a. Upon execution of this Agreement, designate the State as authorized agent for theCity. 
 
b. Upon execution of this Agreement, and within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the 

State, pay to the State the State’s design review fee, currently estimated at $56,300.00 (of which 
$12,198.93 has been paid).   Be responsible for any difference between the estimated and the State’s 
actual design review costs of the Project. 

 
c. Proceed to enter into a contract(s) for the additional design of the Project.  Under direct 

supervision of a registered professional, administer contract(s) for the Project design by the currently 
contracted consultant and make all payments to the consultant(s). Should costs be deemed ineligible or 
exceed the maximum federal funds available, it is understood and agreed that the City is responsible for 
these costs. Costs related to post design services performed by said consultant are not eligible for federal 
reimbursement, cannot be applied to the local match and, as such, will be entirely at the City’s expense. 
A copy of the contract modification and consultant’s notice to proceed shall be submitted to the State 
within thirty (30) days of issue to the consultant. 
 

d. Upon notice to proceed, move forward with the design for the project and obtain the 
necessary clearances not already obtained to construct the project. Provide to the State design plans, 
specifications and other such documents and services required for the State to advertise the project for 
bids, award a contract, and administer construction of the Project, including design plans and documents 
required by FHWA to qualify projects for and to receive federal funds. Consult with and copy State on any 
addendums to be issued during bidding and supplemental agreements issued during construction. 
Respond to State design review comments as appropriate.  
 

e. Invoice the State for reimbursement of eligible, incurred Project design costs at least once 
every ninety (90) days throughout the design phase of the Project, or within thirty (30) days following 
payment to a contractor or consultant. Provide all necessary backup documentation with said invoice. 
Costs incurred prior to the initial date of federal funds authorization are not eligible for reimbursement. 
Total invoiced costs for preliminary engineering may not exceed $100,000, the amount of federal funds 
programmed for the Project.  

 
f. Upon completion of design, within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State and 

prior to bid advertisement, pay to the State, the City’s Project construction costs, currently estimated at 
$22,321.00.  Once the Project costs have been finalized, the State will either invoice or reimburse the City 
for the difference between estimated and actual costs. 
 

g. Be responsible for all costs incurred in performing and accomplishing the work as set forth 
under this Agreement, not covered by federal funding. Should costs be deemed ineligible or exceed the 
maximum federal funds available, it is understood and agreed that the City is responsible for these costs, 
payment for these costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 

 
h. Certify that all necessary rights-of-way have been or will be acquired prior to the State 

advertising for bids and also certify that all obstructions or unauthorized encroachments of whatever 
nature, either above or below the surface of the Project area, shall be removed from the proposed right-
of-way, or will be removed prior to the start of construction, in accordance with The Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended; 49 CFR 24.102 Basic 
Acquisition Policies; 49 CFR 24.4 Assurances, Monitoring and Corrective Action, parts (a) & (b) and 
ADOT ROW Manual: 8.02 Responsibilities, 8.03 Prime Functions, 9.07 Monitoring Process and 9.08 
Certification of Compliance.  Coordinate with the appropriate State’s Right-of-Way personnel during any 
right-of-way process performed by the City if applicable. 
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i. Not permit or allow any encroachments upon or private use of the right-of-way, except those 
authorized by permit. In the event of any unauthorized encroachment or improper use, the City shall take 
all necessary steps to remove or prevent any such encroachment or use. 

 
j. Grant the State, its agents and/or contractors, without cost, the right to enter City rights-of-

way, as required, to conduct any and all construction and preconstruction related activities, including 
without limitation, temporary construction easements or temporary rights of entry to accomplish among 
other things, soil and foundation investigations.   

 
k. Be obligated to incur any expenditure should unforeseen conditions or circumstances 

increase the cost of said work required by a change in the extent of scope of the work requested by the 
City, such changes require the prior approval of the State and FHWA.  Be responsible for any contractor 
claims for additional compensation caused by Project delays attributable to the City, payment for these 
costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 

 
l. Upon notification by the State of Project completion, agree to accept, maintain and assume 

full responsibility of the Project in writing. 
 
m. Pursuant to 23 USC 102(b), repay all federal funds reimbursements for preliminary 

engineering costs on the Project if it does not advance to right-of-way acquisition or construction within 
ten (10) years after federal funds were first made available. 
 

n. Upon completion of the construction phase of the Project, provide a hard copy and an 
electronic version of the as-built to ADOT Statewide Management Group 207, 17th Avenue MD 614 E. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007. Additional information can be found on the ADOT website at 
www.azdot.gov/business/managementservice/statewide-project-management. 
 
 
III. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

1. The terms, conditions and provisions of this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until 
completion of said project and related deposits or reimbursement, except any provisions for maintenance 
shall be perpetual, unless assumed by another competent entity. Further, this Agreement may be 
cancelled at any time prior to the award of the Project construction contract, upon thirty days (30) written 
notice to the other party. It is understood and agreed that, in the event the City terminates this 
Agreement, the State shall in no way be obligated to maintain said Project. If the Federal funding related 
to this Project is terminated or reduced by the Federal government, or if Congress rescinds, fails to 
renew, or otherwise reduces apportionments or obligation authority, the State shall in no way be obligated 
for funding or liable for any past, current or future expenses under this agreement. 
 

2. The State assumes no financial obligation or liability under this Agreement, or for any resulting 
construction Project. The City, in regard to the City’s relationship with the State only, assumes full 
responsibility for the design, plans, specifications, reports, the engineering in connection therewith and 
the construction of the improvements contemplated, cost over-runs and construction claims. It is 
understood and agreed that the State's participation is confined  solely to securing federal aid on behalf of 
the City and the fulfillment of any other responsibilities of the State as specifically set forth herein; that 
any damages arising from carrying out, in any respect, the terms of this Agreement or any modification 
thereof shall be solely the liability of the City and that to the extent permitted by law, the City hereby 
agrees to save and hold harmless, defend and indemnify from loss the State, any of its departments, 
agencies, officers or employees from any and all costs and/or damage incurred by any of the above and 
from any other damage to any person or property whatsoever, which is caused by any activity, condition, 
misrepresentation, directives, instruction or event arising out of the performance or non performance of 
any provisions of this Agreement by the State, any of its departments, agencies, officers and employees, 
or its independent contractors, the City, any of its agents, officers and employees, or its independent 
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contractors. Costs incurred by the State, any of its departments, agencies, officers or employees shall 
include in the event of any action, court costs, and expenses of litigation and attorneys’ fees. 
 

3. This Agreement shall remain in force and effect until completion of the work and related deposits 
and reimbursements. 

 
4. The cost of scoping, design, construction and construction engineering work covered by this 

Agreement is to be borne by FHWA and the City, each in the proportion prescribed or as fixed and 
determined by FHWA as stipulated in this Agreement. Therefore, the City agrees to furnish and provide 
the difference between the total cost of the work provided for in this Agreement and the amount of 
Federal aid received.   
 

5. Should the federal funding related to this Project be terminated or reduced by the federal 
government, or Congress rescinds fails to renew, or otherwise reduce apportionments or obligation 
authority, the State shall in no way be obligated for funding or liable for any past, current, or future 
expenses under this Agreement. 
 

6. The cost of the project under this Agreement includes applicable indirect costs approved by 
(FHWA). 
 

7. The Parties warrant compliance with the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 
2006 and associated 2008 Amendments (the “Act”).  Additionally, in a timely manner, the City will provide 
information that is requested by the State (ADOT) to enable the State (ADOT) to comply with the 
requirements of the Act, as may be applicable.  

 
8. The City acknowledges compliance with federal laws and regulations and may be subject to the 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Single Audit, Circular A-133 (Audits of States, Local 
Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations).  Entities that expend $500,000 or more of Federal 
assistance (Federal funds, Federal grants, or Federal awards) are required to comply by having an 
independent audit. A copy of the Single Audit is to be sent to Arizona Department of Transportation 
Financial Management Services.  

ADOT – FMS 
Cost Accounting Administrator 
206 S 17th Ave. Mail Drop 204B 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

 
9. This Agreement shall become effective upon signing and dating of the Determination Letter by 

the State’s Attorney General. 
 

10. This Agreement may be cancelled in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 38-511. 
 

11. To the extent applicable under law, the provisions set forth in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 35-214 
and 35-215 shall apply to this Agreement. 
 

12. This Agreement is subject to all applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(Public Law 101-336, 42 U.S.C. 12101-12213) and all applicable Federal regulations under the Act, 
including 28 CFR Parts 35 and 36. The parties to this Agreement shall comply with Executive Order  
Number 2009-09 issued by the Governor of the State of Arizona and incorporated herein by reference 
regarding “Non-Discrimination.” 
 

13. Non-Availability of Funds: Every obligation of the State under this Agreement is conditioned upon 
the availability of funds appropriated or allocated for the fulfillment of such obligations. If funds are not 
allocated and available for the continuance of this Agreement, this Agreement may be terminated by the 
State at the end of the period for which the funds are available. No liability shall accrue to the State in the 
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event this provision is exercised, and the State shall not be obligated or liable for any future payments as 
a result of termination under this paragraph. 
 

14. In the event of any controversy which may arise out of this Agreement, the Parties hereto agree 
to abide by required arbitration as is set forth for public works contracts in Arizona Revised Statutes § 12-
1518.  
 

15. Parties shall comply with the applicable requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes § 41-4401. 
 

16. The Parties hereto shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and ordinances, as 
may be amended. 
 

17. All notices or demands upon any Party to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered 
in person or sent by mail, addressed as follows: 
 

Arizona Department of Transportation 
Joint Project Administration 
205 S. 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 637E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 712-7124 
(602) 712-3132 Fax 
 
ADOT Transportation Enhancement & Scenic 
Roads Section 
1615 W. Jackson St.  MD EM10 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 
(602) 712-6258 
(602) 712-3347 Fax 

The City of Glendale  
Attn: Bill Passmore 
5850 W. Glendale 
Glendale, Arizona 85301  
(623 ) 930-6381 
(623) 847-1399 Fax 
 
 

  
18. In accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 11-952 (D) attached hereto and incorporated 

herein is the written determination of each party’s legal counsel and that the parties are authorized under 
the laws of this State to enter into this Agreement and that the Agreement is in proper form. 

 
 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement the day and year first above written. 
 
 
CITY OF GLENDALE       
 
 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
        BRENDA S. FISCHER 
        City Manager 

STATE OF ARIZONA 
Department of Transportation 
 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
       DALLAS HAMMITT, P.E. 
       Deputy State Engineer, Development 

  
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
        PAMELA HANNA 
         City Clerk 

 



 
 

JPA 11-174I 
 

ATTORNEY APPROVAL FORM FOR THE CITY OF GLENDALE 
 
 I have reviewed the above referenced Intergovernmental Agreement between the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, and the CITY OF 
GLENDALE, an Agreement among public agencies which, has been reviewed pursuant to Arizona 
Revised Statutes §§11-951 through 11-954 and declare this Agreement to be in proper form and within 
the powers and authority granted to the City under the laws of the State of Arizona. 
 
 No opinion is expressed as to the authority of the State to enter into this Agreement. 
 
  DATED this __________________ day of __________________, 2014. 
 
 

___________________________ 
          City Attorney 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL  
AGREEMENT WITH THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FOR THE NEW RIVER NORTH SHARED USE PATHWAY 

Staff Contact: Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services  

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) for design and construction of improvements to 
the New River pathway system in north Glendale. 

Background 
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) identified the addition of continuous off-street 
pathways along New River in their 2001 New River and Lower Agua Fria Multi-Modal Corridor 
Study.  These regional pathways are also shown on the Glendale Bike Map as current or future 
facilities.  Currently, there is a gap in the system west of the Hillcrest Ranch neighborhood near 
75th Avenue and Hillcrest Boulevard.  This project will design and construct approximately 2,400 
feet of 10-foot-wide concrete pathway to connect an existing path on the east side of New River at 
Patrick Lane, south to Hillcrest Boulevard.  This will require a bridge to cross the northern 
drainage channel along the Patrick Lane alignment, and a piped crossing near Hillcrest Boulevard 
to span an unimproved drainage swale.  Additionally, the City of Peoria is planning to construct a 
river crossing using a series of culverts to bridge the river bottom to connect this new path with 
an existing path on the west side of New River that terminates at the Williams Road alignment.  
This new connection will provide users continuous access to an existing four-mile regional 
pathway.   

Analysis 
 
In February 2013, MAG approved federal funding in the amount of $330,850 for construction of 
this project in federal Fiscal Year 2016.  To ensure the availability of this federal funding, the 
design and obligation of construction for this project is required to be completed by the end of 
June 2016.  Approval of this IGA, which outlines the design, construction and funding 
responsibilities, is one step in the process for obligation.  Through the design process, the 
preferred alignment of the pathway, as well as all of the specifics related to the design, will be 
developed.   
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Access to alternative modes of transportation is a direct quality-of-life benefit.  Once the gaps are 
closed, users and nearby residents will have access to various destinations, such as schools, 
shopping and places of worship.  Additionally, the system of paths will stretch over four miles, 
creating an amenity for the adjacent neighborhoods.   
 
A public meeting was held in July 2012, to solicit public comment on the project.  Residents who 
attended the meeting provided positive feedback on the project.  Additionally, the project has been 
included in the Annual GO Program Open Houses for the past four years and comments have been 
received during presentations to the Glendale Bicycle Advisory Committee and the Citizens’ 
Transportation Oversight Commission. 

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
The total cost for design and construction of the project is estimated at $460,848.  Federal funds in 
the amount of $330,850 are available through the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality program.  
The balance of $129,998, which covers design costs as well as required local construction match is 
available in the GO Transportation Program capital improvement plan.   
 
While staff does not anticipate additional project costs, should this project exceed the estimate 
outlined in the IGA, the city will be responsible for the additional costs. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Resolution 

Agreement 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$129,998 2210-65097-551000 ( New River North Shared Use Path) 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4794 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AUTHORI-
ZING AND DI RECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF AN 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (IGA/JPA 
13-0003922-I) FOR THE NEW RIVER NORTH SHARED USE 
PATHWAY PROJECT IN THE CITY OF GLENDALE. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  That it is deemed in the best interest of the City of Glendale and the 

citizens thereof that the Intergovernmental Agreement between the Arizona Department of 
Transportation and City of Glendale for the New River North Shared Use Pathway Project 
(IGA/JPA 09-208I) be entered into, which agreement is now on f ile in the office of the City 
Clerk of the City of Glendale. 
 

SECTION 2.  T hat the Mayor or City Manager and the City Clerk be authorized and 
directed to execute and deliver said agreement on behalf of the City of Glendale. 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
iga_adot_13_3922i 



ADOT File No.: IGA/JPA 13-0003922-I 
AG Contract No.: 13-0003922 
Project: New River North Shared Use 
Pathway 
Section: Hillcrest Blvd. and 75th Ave. 
North for 1,600 feet.     
Federal-aid No.: n/a 
ADOT Project No.: SZ107 01D 03D 
01C 
TIP/STIP No.: GLN16-405 
CFDA No.: 20.205 - Highway Planning 

and Construction 
Budget Source Item No.: N/A 
 

 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

 
BETWEEN 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
AND 

CITY OF GLENDALE 
 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this date, ________________________________, 2014, pursuant to 
the Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 11-951 through  11-954, as amended, between the STATE OF 
ARIZONA, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (the “State” or “ADOT”) and 
the CITY OF GLENDALE,  acting by and through its MAYOR and CITY COUNCIL (the “City”). The State 
and the City are collectively referred to as “Parties.” 
 
I. RECITALS 
 

1. The State is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-401 to enter into this Agreement and 
has delegated to the undersigned the authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the State. 

 
2. The City is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 48-572 to enter into this Agreement and 

has, by resolution, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, resolved to enter into this 
Agreement and has authorized the undersigned to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City. 
 

3. The work proposed under this Agreement will consist of providing a 1,600 foot long, 10 foot wide, 
concrete multi-use pathway to connect with bike lanes on Hillcrest Boulevard near 75th avenue, now 
referred to as the “Project”.  The City will self-fund the usage of an ADOT on-call firm for the design, and 
the State will facilitate contracting the design consultant and oversee the City’s administration of the 
design.  In addition, the State will advertise, bid, award, and administer the construction of the Project.  
The plans, estimates and specifications for the Project will be prepared and, as required, submitted to the 
State and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for its review and approval. 
 

4. The interest of the State in this Project is the acquisition of federal funds for the use and benefit of 
the City and to authorize such federal funds for the Project pursuant to federal law and regulations.  The 
State shall be the designated agent for the City.  
 

5. The Parties shall perform their responsibilities consistent with this Agreement and any change or 
modification to the Project will only occur with the mutual written consent of both Parties. 
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6.  The federal funds will be used for the construction of the Project.  The estimated Project scoping, 
design and construction costs are as follows: 
 
SZ107 01D / 03D (ADOT Project Management Design Review (PMDR) Cost, non-federal-aid) :  
  
 City’s contribution @ 100% (SZ107 03D)*  $    80,000.00 
 ADOT Estimated Project Management and  
 Design Review (PMDR) Costs (SZ107 01D)*  $    30,000.00 

 
Subtotal – Scoping/Design/PMDR   $   110,000.00 

  
SZ 107 01C (construction): 
 
 Federal-aid funds @ 94.3% (capped)  $ 330,850.00     
 City’s match @ 5.7% $   19,998.00       

 
Subtotal – Construction* (State administered)  $ 350,848.00               
 

 Summary: 
Total Estimated City Funds  $ 129,998.00             

 Total Federal Funds  $ 330,850.00           
  
 Estimated TOTAL Project Cost  $ 460,848.00  

 * (Included in the City Estimated Funds) 
** (Includes 15% CE and 5% Project contingencies) 
 

The Parties acknowledge that the final Project scoping, design and construction costs may exceed the 
initial estimate(s) shown above, and in such case, the City is responsible for, and agrees to pay, any and 
all eventual, actual costs exceeding the initial estimate. If the final Project scoping, design and 
construction estimate is less than the initial estimate, the difference between the final scoping, design and 
construction estimate and the initial estimate will be de-obligated or otherwise released from the Project. 
The City acknowledges it remains responsible for, and agrees to pay according to the terms of this 
Agreement, any and all eventual, actual costs exceeding the estimated Project scoping, design and 
construction amount. 
 
THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual Agreements expressed herein, it is agreed as follows: 
 
II. SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 1. The State will: 

 
a. Upon execution of this Agreement, be the designated agent for the City, if the Project is 

approved by FHWA and funds for the Project are available. 
 

b. Upon execution of this Agreement, and prior to performing or authorizing any work, invoice 
the City for ADOT PMDR costs, currently estimated at $30,000.00. If, during the development of the 
design, additional funding from the City is required, the State will invoice the City in increments of 
$5,000.00 to cover projected PMDR costs. 
 

c. Upon execution of this Agreement, and prior to performing or authorizing any work, invoice 
the City for the City’s share of the Project scoping/design costs, currently estimated at $80,000.00. Once 
these costs have been approved, the State will either invoice or reimburse the City for the difference 
between the estimated and approved scoping/design costs of the Project. 
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d. Upon receipt of the PMDR costs and the City’s estimated share of the Project scoping/design 
costs, on behalf and with consent of the City, contract with one of the State’s on-call consultants 
(“Consultant”) to prepare all pertaining documents for the scoping/design of the Project, incorporating the 
City’s comments as appropriate.  Such documents may consist of, but are not specifically limited to, 
environmental documents, including the preparation of the analysis requirements for documentation of 
environmental categorical exclusion determinations; review of reports, design plans, maps, and 
specifications; geologic materials testing and analysis; right-of-way requirements and activities and such 
other related tasks essential to the achievement of the objectives of this Agreement. 

 
e. Review and approve documents required by FHWA to qualify the Project for and to 

receive federal funds, including the issuance of appropriate clearance documents required for 
construction.     

 
f. Upon completion of design and prior to bid advertisement, invoice the City, for the City’s 

share of the Project construction costs currently estimated at $19,998.00.  Once the Project construction 
costs have been finalized, the State will either invoice or reimburse the City for the difference between 
estimated and actual costs. 

 
g. Upon receipt of the City’s estimated share of the Project construction costs, submit all 

documentation required to FHWA with the recommendation that funding be approved for construction. 
Request the maximum programmed federal funds for the construction of this Project. Should costs 
exceed the maximum federal funds available, it is understood and agreed that the City will be responsible 
for any overage.  

 
h. Upon authorization by FHWA and with the aid and consent of the City and the FHWA, the 

State shall proceed to advertise for, receive and open bids subject to the concurrence of the FHWA and 
the City, to whom the award is made for and enter into a contract(s) with a firm(s) for the construction of 
the Project. 

 
i. Be granted, without cost requirements, the right to enter City rights-of-way as required to 

conduct any and all pre-construction related activities for said Project, including without limitation, 
temporary construction easements or temporary rights of entry onto and over said rights-of-way of the 
City. 

 
j. Enter into an agreement with the design consultant which states that the design consultant 

shall provide professional post-design services as required and requested throughout and upon 
completion of the construction phase of the Project.  Upon completion of the construction phase of the 
Project, require its consultant to provide an electronic version of the as-built plans to the City. 
 

k. Notify the City the Project has been completed and is considered acceptable, coordinating 
with the City as appropriate to turn over full responsibility of the Project improvements. De-obligate or 
otherwise release any remaining federal funds from the construction phase of the Project within ninety 
(90) days of final acceptance. 

 
l. Not be obligated to maintain said Project, should the City fail to budget or provide for proper 

and perpetual maintenance as set forth in this Agreement. 
 
 

 2. The City will: 
 

a. Upon execution of this Agreement, designate the State as authorized agent for the City. 
 
b. Upon execution of this Agreement, and prior to performing or authorizing any work, and 

within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State, pay to the State the PMDR costs, currently 
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estimated at $30,000.00.  If, during the development of the design, additional funding to cover PMDR 
costs is required, remit the invoiced amount to the State within 30 days of receipt. 

 
c. Upon execution of this Agreement, and prior to performing or authorizing any work, and 

within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State, remit to the State the scoping/design costs, 
currently estimated at $80,000.00.  Be responsible for any difference between the estimated and 
approved scoping/design costs of the Project. 
 

d. Allow the State to enter into an agreement with the selected Consultant to provide services 
as required and requested throughout the design and post-design of the Project. Review the design 
plans, specifications and other such documents and services required for the construction bidding and 
construction of the Project, including scoping/design plans and documents required by FHWA to qualify 
projects for and to receive federal funds. Provide design review comments to the State as appropriate. 
 

e. Monitor, and as required be involved with, all right-of-way activities and functions performed 
by the Consultant, including, but not specifically limited to, right-of-way survey, delineation, appraisal, 
review appraisal, acquisition, relocation and property management, as applicable. 
 

f. Be responsible for all costs incurred in performing and accomplishing the work as set forth 
under this Agreement, not covered by federal funding. Should costs be deemed ineligible or exceed the 
maximum federal funds available, it is understood and agreed that the City is responsible for these costs, 
and payment for these costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 
 

g. Upon completion of design and within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State 
and prior to bid advertisement, pay to the State, the City’s Project construction costs, currently estimated 
at $19,998.00.  Once the Project construction costs have been finalized, the State will either invoice or 
reimburse the City for the difference between estimated and actual costs.  

 
h. Certify that all necessary rights-of-way have been or will be acquired prior to advertisement 

for bid and also certify that all obstructions or unauthorized encroachments of whatever nature, either 
above or below the surface of the Project area, shall be removed from the proposed right-of-way, or will 
be removed prior to the start of construction, in accordance with The Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended; 49 CFR 24.102 Basic Acquisition Policies; 49 
CFR 24.4 Assurances, Monitoring and Corrective Action, parts (a) & (b) and ADOT ROW Manual: 8.02 
Responsibilities, 8.03 Prime Functions, 9.07 Monitoring Process and 9.08 Certification of Compliance.  
Coordinate with the appropriate State’s Right-of-Way personnel during any right-of-way process 
performed by the City, if applicable. 
 

i. Not permit or allow any encroachments upon or private use of the right-of-way, except those 
authorized by permit. In the event of any unauthorized encroachment or improper use, the City shall take 
all necessary steps to remove or prevent any such encroachment or use. 

 
j. Grant the State, its agents and/or contractors, without cost, the right to enter City rights-of-

way, as required, to conduct any and all preconstruction related activities, including without limitation, 
temporary construction easements or temporary rights of entry to accomplish among other things, soil 
and foundation investigations. 

 
k. Be obligated to incur any expenditure should unforeseen conditions or circumstances 

increase the cost of said work required by a change in the extent of scope of the work requested by the 
City, such changes require the prior approval of the State and FHWA.  Be responsible for any consultant 
claims for additional compensation caused by Project delays attributable to the City, payment for these 
costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 
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l. Upon completion of the Project, assume responsibility for maintenance of the Project, at its 
own expense and as an annual item in its budget.  Provide perpetual and proper maintenance of the 
completed Project. 
 
III. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

1. The terms, conditions and provisions of this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until 
completion of the Project and related deposits or reimbursement, except any provisions for maintenance 
shall be perpetual, unless assumed by another competent entity. Further, this Agreement may be 
cancelled at any time prior to the award of the Project construction contract, upon thirty (30) days written 
notice to the other Party. It is understood and agreed that, in the event the City terminates this 
Agreement, the City will be responsible for all costs incurred by the State up to the time of termination.  It 
is further understood and agreed that, in the event the City terminates this Agreement, the State shall in 
no way be obligated to maintain or complete the Project.   
 

2. The State assumes no financial obligation or liability under this Agreement, or for any resulting 
construction Project. The City, in regard to the City’s relationship with the State only, assumes full 
responsibility for the design, plans, specifications, reports, the engineering in connection therewith and 
the construction of the improvements contemplated, cost over-runs and construction claims. It is 
understood and agreed that the State's participation is confined  solely to securing federal aid on behalf of 
the City and the fulfillment of any other responsibilities of the State as specifically set forth herein; that 
any damages arising from carrying out, in any respect, the terms of this Agreement or any modification 
thereof shall be solely the liability of the  City and that, to the extent permitted by law, the  City hereby 
agrees to save and hold harmless, defend and indemnify from loss the State, any of its departments, 
agencies, officers or employees from any and all costs and/or damage incurred by any of the above and 
from any other damage to any person or property whatsoever, which is caused by any activity, condition, 
misrepresentation, directives, instruction or event arising out of the performance or non-performance of 
any provisions of this Agreement by the State, any of its departments, agencies, officers and employees, 
or its independent contractors, the City, any of its agents, officers and employees, or its independent 
contractors, unless such costs and/or damage are caused by the criminal acts of the State or any of its 
departments, agents, officers, or employees.  Costs incurred by the State, any of its departments, 
agencies, officers or employees shall include in the event of any action, court costs, and expenses of 
litigation and attorneys’ fees. 

 
3. The cost of work covered by this Agreement is to be borne by FHWA and the City, each in the 

proportion prescribed or as fixed and determined by FHWA as stipulated in this Agreement. Therefore, 
the City agrees to furnish and provide the difference between the total cost of the work provided for in this 
Agreement and the amount of federal aid received.  

 
4. Should the federal funding related to this Project be terminated or reduced by the federal 

government, or if Congress rescinds, fails to renew, or otherwise reduces apportionments or obligation 
authority, the State shall in no way be obligated for funding or liable for any past, current or future 
expenses under this Agreement. 
 

5. The cost of the Project under this Agreement includes indirect costs approved by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), as applicable. 
 

6. The Parties warrant compliance with the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 
2006 and associated 2008 Amendments (the “Act”).  Additionally, in a timely manner, the City will provide 
information that is requested by the State to enable the State to comply with the requirements of the Act, 
as may be applicable. 

 
7. This Agreement shall become effective upon signing and dating of the Determination Letter by 

the State’s Attorney General. 
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8. This Agreement may be cancelled in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 38-511. 
 

9. To the extent applicable under law, the provisions set forth in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 35-214 
and 35-215 shall apply to this Agreement. 
 

10. This Agreement is subject to all applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(Public Law 101-336, 42 U.S.C. 12101-12213) and all applicable federal regulations under the Act, 
including 28 CFR Parts 35 and 36. The Parties to this Agreement shall comply with Executive Order 
Number 2009-09 issued by the Governor of the State of Arizona and incorporated herein by reference 
regarding “Non-Discrimination”. 
 

11. Non-Availability of Funds: Every obligation of the State under this Agreement is conditioned upon 
the availability of funds appropriated or allocated for the fulfillment of such obligations. If funds are not 
allocated and available for the continuance of this Agreement, this Agreement may be terminated by the 
State at the end of the period for which the funds are available. No liability shall accrue to the State in the 
event this provision is exercised, and the State shall not be obligated or liable for any future payments as 
a result of termination under this paragraph. 
 

12. In the event of any controversy which may arise out of this Agreement, the Parties hereto agree 
to abide by required arbitration as is set forth for public works contracts in Arizona Revised Statutes § 12-
1518. 
 

13. The Parties shall comply with the applicable requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes § 41-4401. 
 

14. The Parties hereto shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and ordinances, as 
may be amended. 

 
15. All notices or demands upon any Party to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered 

in person or sent by mail, addressed as follows: 
 

Arizona Department of Transportation 
Joint Project Administration 
205 S. 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 637E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 712-7124 
(602) 712-3132 Fax 
 

City of Glendale 
Attn: Steve Hancock 
9875 North 85th Avenue 
Peoria, Arizona 85345 
(623) 773-7293 

 16. In accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 11-952 (D) attached hereto and incorporated 
herein is the written determination of each Party’s legal counsel and that the Parties are authorized under 
the laws of this State to enter into this Agreement and that the Agreement is in proper form. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement the day and year first above written. 
 
 
CITY OF GLENDALE       
 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
        BRENDA S FISCHER 
        City Manager 

 
STATE OF ARIZONA 
Department of Transportation 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
       DALLAS HAMMIT, P.E. 
      Senior Deputy State Engineer, Development 

  
ATTEST: 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
         PAMELA HANNA 
         City Clerk 

 
 



IGA/JPA 13-0003922-I 
 

ATTORNEY APPROVAL FORM FOR THE CITY OF GLENDALE 
 
 I have reviewed the above referenced Intergovernmental Agreement between the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, and the CITY OF 
GLENDALE, an agreement among public agencies which, has been reviewed pursuant to Arizona 
Revised Statutes §§ 11-951 through 11-954 and declare this Agreement to be in proper form and within 
the powers and authority granted to the City under the laws of the State of Arizona. 
 
 No opinion is expressed as to the authority of the State to enter into this Agreement. 
 
  DATED this __________________ day of __________________, 2014. 
 
 

___________________________ 
          City Attorney 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL  
AGREEMENT WITH THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  
FOR A SIGN INVENTORY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND SIGN UPGRADES 

Staff Contact: Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services  

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) for the procurement of a sign inventory 
management system and sign upgrades at various locations in the city.  
 
Background 
 
The 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) requires that all regulatory, 
warning and ground-mounted guide signs within the city meet minimum retro-reflectivity 
requirements by January 2015.  Approval of this IGA will allow ADOT to solicit vendors to conduct 
a sign inventory, and provide a sign management inventory system for local roads on behalf of the 
city.  The city is currently working with ADOT on a similarly funded project to inventory the signs 
on arterial and collector streets.  After these two efforts are complete, the city will have a 
comprehensive system to manage signs, and a list of signs and locations that need to be upgraded.   

Analysis 
 
A $245,000 federal Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) grant will fund this project.  The 
project’s goal is to ensure that all traffic signs within the city meet minimum retro-reflectivity 
requirements, as identified in the 2009 MUTCD.  This federally funded project will help us meet 
this deadline with minimal use of city resources.  The Council action is needed at this time to meet 
the ADOT deadline of June 30, 2014, to obligate the funding. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On April 23, 2013, Council approved an IGA with ADOT to procure a Sign Management System for 
arterial and collector streets. 
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
This project will enhance roadway safety at night by identifying regulatory, warning and ground-
mounted guide signs that do not meet minimum retro-reflectivity requirements.  Based on Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) statistics, sign upgrades were shown to provide up to a 50 
percent reduction in nighttime crashes in locations with previously noncompliant signs. 

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
This project will be completed at no cost to the city.  It will be 100 percent funded through a 
federal HSIP grant in the amount of $245,000.  ADOT will manage the vendor and pay them 
directly.   
 
At the conclusion of the inventory, the city will be required to replace signs that do not meet 
minimum retro-reflectivity thresholds.  Depending on the quantity of signs identified by the 
inventory, the sign upgrades will be performed using additional HSIP funding staff plans to secure 
in Fiscal Year 2015.  Staff will bring forward an IGA for Council action in Fiscal Year 2015 to 
obligate this funding.  Any expenses not covered by HSIP funding will be absorbed by the Signs 
and Markings operating budget (1340-16820-524400).  

Attachments 

Resolution 

Agreement 

 

 

 

 

 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4795 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE ENTERING INTO OF 
AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
RELATING TO THE “SIGN INVENTORY MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM AND SIGN UPGRADE” PROJECT IN VARIOUS 
LOCATIONS IN THE CITY OF GLENDALE. 
 
 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 
 
SECTION 1.  That it is deemed in the best interest of the City of Glendale and the 

citizens thereof that the Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Glendale and the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (IGA/JPA 14-0004056-I) relating to the “Sign Inventory 
Management System and Sign Upgrade” project in various locations in the City of Glendale be 
entered into, which agreement is now on f ile in the office of the City Clerk of the City of 
Glendale. 

 
SECTION 2.  That the City Manager and the City Clerk be authorized and directed to 

execute and deliver said agreement on behalf of the City of Glendale. 
 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
iga_adot_14_4056i 



 

 

ADOT CAR No.: IGA /JPA 14-0004056-I 
AG Contract No.: P001 2014 001083 
Project: Sign Inventory Management System 

and Sign Upgrade 
Section: Various Locations   
Federal-aid No.: GLN-0(245)T 
ADOT Project No.: SH608 03D 
TIP/STIP No.: GLN14-105 
CFDA No.: 20.205 - Highway Planning 

and Construction 
Budget Source Item No.:       

 
 
 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
 

BETWEEN 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

AND 
     CITY OF GLENDALE    

 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this date ________________________________, 2014, pursuant to 
the Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 11-951 through 11-954, as amended, between the STATE OF 
ARIZONA, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (the “State” or “ADOT”) and 
the CITY OF GLENDALE, acting by and through its MAYOR and CITY COUNCIL (the “City”). The State 
and the City are collectively referred to as “Parties.” 
 
 
I. RECITALS 
 

1. The State is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-401 to enter into this Agreement and 
has delegated to the undersigned the authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the State. 

 
2. The City is empowered by Arizona Revised Statutes § 48-572 to enter into this Agreement and 

has by resolution, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, resolved to enter into this 
Agreement and has authorized the undersigned to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City.   

 
3. Congress has established the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) as a core federal-

aid for the specific purpose of achieving a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on 
public roads.  The State, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the City have identified 
systematic improvements within the City as eligible for this funding. 

 
4. The improvements proposed in this Agreement, hereinafter referred to as the “Project,” include 

conducting a survey and inventory of regulatory, warning and other applicable MUTCD (2009 Manual 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices) specified signs at various locations within the City limits and to develop a 
sign management system. This survey will inventory, store and document the type, size, location and 
conditions of these signs. The information from this on-going project will be used to set priority on how 
these signs are to be replaced. This Project will enable the sign survey to be completed and the 
prioritization study to begin.  The State will administer the scoping and design of the Project. The Project 
will be performed, completed, accepted and paid for in accordance with the requirements of the Project 
plans and specifications.   

 
5. The interest of the State in this Project is the acquisition of federal funds for the use and benefit of 

the  City and to authorize such federal funds for the Project pursuant to federal law and regulations.  The 
State shall be the designated agent for the City, if the Project is approved by FHWA and funds for the 
Project are available.  
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6. The Parties shall perform their responsibilities consistent with this Agreement and any change or 

modification to the Project will only occur with the mutual written consent of both Parties.   
 

7. The federal funds will be used for the Project.   The estimated Project costs are as follows: 
 

SH608 03D (scoping/design): 
 
 Federal-aid funds @ 100% (capped)*  $ 245,000.00        
  
 TOTAL Project Cost   $ 245,000.00           

 
 * (Includes ADOT Project Management & Design Review (PMDR) costs)  
  

The Parties acknowledge that the final Project design costs may exceed the initial estimate(s) shown 
above, and in such case, the City is responsible for, and agrees to pay, any and all eventual, actual costs 
exceeding the initial estimate. If the final Project design cost estimate is less than the initial estimate, the 
difference between the final design cost estimate and the initial estimate will be de-obligated or otherwise 
released from the Project. The City acknowledges it remains responsible for, and agrees to pay according 
to the terms of this Agreement, any and all eventual, actual costs exceeding the estimated Project design 
cost amount. 
    
THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual Agreements expressed herein, it is agreed as follows: 
 
 
II. SCOPE OF WORK 
 

1. The State will: 
 

a. Upon execution of this Agreement, be the designated agent for the City, if the Project is 
approved by FHWA and funds for the Project are available. 

 
b. On behalf and with consent of the City, contract with one of the State’s on-call consultants 

(“Consultant”) to prepare all pertaining documents for the design of the Project; review and approve 
documents required by FHWA to qualify the Project for and to receive federal funds, incorporating 
comments from the City, as appropriate.  Such documents may consist of, but are not specifically limited 
to, environmental documents, including the preparation of the analysis requirements for documentation of 
environmental categorical exclusion determinations; review of reports, design plans, maps, and 
specifications; geologic materials testing and analysis; right-of-way requirements and activities and such 
other related tasks essential to the achievement of the objectives of this Agreement.  Issue the right-of-
way clearance after review of the Consultant’s right-of-way submittal.  
 

c. Submit all documentation required to FHWA containing the above-mentioned Project with the 
recommendation that funding be approved for scoping and design of the Project.  Request the maximum 
federal funds programmed for the scoping and design of the Project.  Should costs exceed the maximum 
federal funds available it is understood and agreed that the City will be responsible for any overage.   
 

d. Be granted, without cost, the right to enter City rights-of-way, as required, to conduct any and 
all construction and preconstruction related activities, including without limitation, temporary construction 
easements or temporary rights of entry to accomplish among other things, soil and foundation 
investigations. 

e. Notify the City that the Project design has been completed and is considered acceptable, 
coordinating with the City as appropriate.  De-obligate or otherwise release any remaining federal funds 
from the Project within ninety (90) days of final acceptance. 
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f. Not be obligated to construct said Project, should the City fail to budget for or obtain funding 
to construct the Project, as set forth in this Agreement. 
 
  

2. The City will: 
 

a. Upon execution of the Agreement, designate the State as authorized agent for the City. 
 

b. Review design plans, specifications and other such documents and services required for the 
construction bidding and installation of the Project, including scoping/design plans and documents 
required by FHWA to qualify projects for and to receive federal funds. Provide design review comments to 
the State as appropriate.   

 
c. Be responsible for all costs incurred in performing and accomplishing the work as set forth 

under this Agreement, not covered by federal funding. Should costs be deemed ineligible or exceed the 
maximum federal funds available, it is understood and agreed that the City is responsible for these costs, 
payment for these costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 
 

d. Certify that all necessary rights-of-way have been or will be acquired prior to advertisement 
for bid and also certify that all obstructions or unauthorized encroachments of whatever nature, either 
above or below the surface of the Project area, shall be removed from the proposed right-of-way, or will 
be removed prior to the start of construction, in accordance with The Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended; 49 CFR 24.102 Basic Acquisition Policies; 49 
CFR 24.4 Assurances, Monitoring and Corrective Action, parts (a) & (b) and ADOT ROW Manual: 8.02 
Responsibilities, 8.03 Prime Functions, 9.07 Monitoring Process and 9.08 Certification of Compliance.  
Coordinate with the appropriate State’s Right-of-Way personnel during any right-of-way process 
performed by the City, if applicable. 
 

e. Not permit or allow any encroachments upon or private use of the right-of-way, except those 
authorized by permit. In the event of any unauthorized encroachment or improper use, the City shall take 
all necessary steps to remove or prevent any such encroachment or use. 
 

f. Grant the State, its agents and/or contractors, without cost, the right to enter City rights-of-
way, as required, to conduct any and all construction and preconstruction related activities, including 
without limitation, temporary construction easements or temporary rights of entry to accomplish among 
other things, soil and foundation investigations.   

 
g. Be obligated to incur any expenditure should unforeseen conditions or circumstances 

increase the cost of said work required by a change in the extent of scope of the work requested by the 
City.  Such changes require the prior approval of the State and FHWA.  Be responsible for any contractor 
claims for additional compensation caused by Project delays attributable to the City, payment for these 
costs shall be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of an invoice from the State. 
 

h. Upon notification of Project completion, agree to accept, maintain and assume full 
responsibility of the Project in writing. 

 
i. Pursuant to 23 USC 102(b), repay all Federal funds reimbursements for preliminary 

engineering costs on the Project if it does not advance to right-of-way acquisition or construction within 
ten (10) years after Federal funds were first made available. 
 
 
 III. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

1. The terms, conditions and provisions of this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until 
completion of said Project and related deposits or reimbursement, except any provisions for maintenance 
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shall be perpetual, unless assumed by another competent entity. Further, this Agreement may be 
cancelled at any time prior to the award of the Project construction contract, upon thirty (30) days written 
notice to the other Party. It is understood and agreed that, in the event the City terminates this 
Agreement, the City will be responsible for all costs incurred by the State up to the time of termination.  It 
is further understood and agreed that in the event the City terminates this Agreement, the State shall in 
no way be obligated to maintain said Project.   

 
2. The State assumes no financial obligation or liability under this Agreement, or for any resulting 

construction Project. The City, in regard to the City’s relationship with the State only, assumes full 
responsibility for the design, plans, specifications, reports, the engineering in connection therewith and 
the construction of the improvements contemplated, cost over-runs and construction claims. It is 
understood and agreed that the State's participation is confined  solely to securing federal aid on behalf of 
the City and the fulfillment of any other responsibilities of the State as specifically set forth herein; that 
any damages arising from carrying out, in any respect, the terms of this Agreement or any modification 
thereof shall be solely the liability of the City and that to the extent permitted by law, the City hereby 
agrees to save and hold harmless, defend and indemnify from loss the State, any of its departments, 
agencies, officers or employees from any and all costs and/or damage incurred by any of the above and 
from any other damage to any person or property whatsoever, which is caused by any activity, condition, 
misrepresentation, directives, instruction or event arising out of the performance or non performance of 
any provisions of this Agreement by the State, any of its departments, agencies, officers and employees, 
or its independent contractors, the City, any of its agents, officers and employees, or its independent 
contractors. Costs incurred by the State, any of its departments, agencies, officers or employees shall 
include in the event of any action, court costs, and expenses of litigation and attorneys’ fees. 

 
3. The cost of design, construction and construction engineering work under this Agreement is to be 

covered by the federal funds set aside for this Project, up to the maximum available.  The City 
acknowledges that the eventual actual costs may exceed the maximum available amount of federal 
funds, or that certain costs may not be accepted by the federal government as eligible for federal funds.  
Therefore, the City agrees to furnish and provide the difference between actual Project costs and the 
federal funds received.   

  
4. Should the federal funding related to this Project be terminated or reduced by the federal 

government, or Congress rescinds, fails to renew, or otherwise reduces apportionments or obligation 
authority, the State shall in no way be obligated for funding or liable for any past, current or future 
expenses under this agreement. 

 
5. The cost of the Project under this Agreement includes indirect costs approved by FHWA, as 

applicable. 
 
6. The Parties warrant compliance with the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 

2006 and associated 2008 Amendments (the “Act”).  Additionally, in a timely manner, the City will provide 
information that is requested by the State to enable the State to comply with the requirements of the Act, 
as may be applicable. 

 
7. The  City acknowledges compliance with federal laws and regulations and may be subject to the 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Single Audit, Circular A-133 (Audits of States, Local 
Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations).  Entities that expend $500,000 or more (prior to 12/26/14) 
and ($750,000 or more on or after 12/26/14) of Federal assistance (Federal funds, Federal grants, or 
Federal awards) are required to comply by having an independent audit. A copy (paper or electronic) of 
the Single Audit is to be sent to Arizona Department of Transportation Financial Management Services 
within the required deadline of 9 months of the sub recipient fiscal year end.  
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ADOT – FMS 
Cost Accounting Administrator 
206 S 17th Ave. Mail Drop 204B 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
Singleaudit@azdot.gov 

 

8. This Agreement shall become effective upon signing and dating of the Determination Letter by 
the State’s Attorney General. 

 
9. This Agreement may be cancelled in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 38-511. 
 
10. To the extent applicable under law, the provisions set forth in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 35-214 

and 35-215 shall apply to this Agreement. 
 
11. This Agreement is subject to all applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(Public Law 101-336, 42 U.S.C. 12101-12213) and all applicable Federal regulations under the Act, 
including 28 CFR Parts 35 and 36. The parties to this Agreement shall comply with Executive Order 
Number 2009-09 issued by the Governor of the State of Arizona and incorporated herein by reference 
regarding “Non-Discrimination”. 

 
12. Non-Availability of Funds: Every obligation of the State under this Agreement is conditioned upon 

the availability of funds appropriated or allocated for the fulfillment of such obligations. If funds are not 
allocated and available for the continuance of this Agreement, this Agreement may be terminated by the 
State at the end of the period for which the funds are available. No liability shall accrue to the State in the 
event this provision is exercised, and the State shall not be obligated or liable for any future payments as 
a result of termination under this paragraph. 

 
13. In the event of any controversy, which may arise out of this Agreement, the Parties hereto agree 

to abide by required arbitration as is set forth for public works contracts in Arizona Revised Statutes § 12-
1518. 
 

14. The Parties shall comply with the applicable requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes § 41-4401. 
 
15. The Parties hereto shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and ordinances, as 

may be amended. 
 
16. All notices or demands upon any Party to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered 

in person or sent by mail, addressed as follows: 
 

Arizona Department of Transportation 
Joint Project Administration 
205 S. 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 637E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 712-7124 
(602) 712-3132 Fax 

City of Glendale  
Attn: Chris Lemka 
5850 W. Glendale Ave. 
Glendale, Arizona 85301 
(623) 930-2940 
 

 
17. In accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 11-952 (D) attached hereto and incorporated 

herein is the written determination of each Party’s legal counsel and that the Parties are authorized under 
the laws of this State to enter into this Agreement and that the Agreement is in proper form. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement the day and year first above written. 
 
CITY OF GLENDALE 
 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
        BRENDA S. FISCHER 
        City Manager 
         

STATE OF ARIZONA 
Department of Transportation 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
       DALLAS HAMMIT, P.E. 
       Senior Deputy State Engineer, Development 

  
ATTEST: 
 
 
By ______________________________ 
        PAMELA HANNA 
        City Clerk 
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ATTORNEY APPROVAL FORM FOR THE CITY OF GLENDALE 

 

 I have reviewed the above referenced Intergovernmental Agreement between the State of 

Arizona, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, and the CITY OF 

GLENDALE, an agreement among public agencies which, has been reviewed pursuant to Arizona 

Revised Statutes §§ 11-951 through 11-954 and declare this Agreement to be in proper form and within 

the powers and authority granted to the City under the laws of the State of Arizona. 

 

 No opinion is expressed as to the authority of the State to enter into this Agreement. 

 

  DATED this __________________ day of __________________, 2014. 

 

 

___________________________ 

          City Attorney 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: REZONING APPLICATION ZON13-12 (ORDINANCE): CATANIA 
R1-7 PRD – 8645 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE (PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED) 

Staff Contact: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request by Withey Morris PLC representing K-Hovnanian Homes for City Council to 
approve a Rezoning Application on 20 acres.  The request is to rezone from A-1 (Agricultural) to 
R1-7 PRD (Single Residence, Planned Residential Development). 
 
The applicant intends to develop a gated community titled “Catania.”  Seventy nine lots are 
planned for new single family homes.  The property is located at the southeast corner of Glendale 
Avenue and 87th Avenue.  
 
Staff is requesting Council conduct a public hearing, waive reading beyond the title, and approve 
an ordinance for ZON13-12, subject to the stipulations as recommended by the Planning 
Commission.   

Background 
 
The rezoning request will allow for 79 lots at a density of 3.98 dwelling units per acre.  The 
General Plan identifies this site as appropriate for a density range of 3.5-5 dwelling units per acre.  
Approximately 15.75% or 2.8 acres of the site is planned as common open space.  These are 
identified as storm water retention areas and recreational open space.  A substantial Landscape 
Oasis is planned at the southeast corner of Glendale Avenue and 87th Avenue as required by the 
West Glendale Avenue Design Plan.  A ramada, tot lot and splash pad are proposed as amenities 
for future residents of Catania.  As the community is planned to be gated, the streets will be 
private and will be owned and maintained by the homeowners association.  
 
Previous Related Council Action 
 
The property was annexed on December 27, 1983. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Approval of this request would allow future residential opportunities in an established part of the 
city with nearby amenities. 
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On September 14, 2013, the applicant mailed notification letters to adjacent property owners and 
interested parties notifying the public of a neighborhood meeting that was to be held on 
September 25, 2013.  At the neighborhood meeting there were a number of residents and 
interested parties in attendance in addition to the applicant, and City staff.  Concerns were 
expressed regarding lot sizes, property values and the location of two story houses.  The applicant 
provided information regarding the design of the PRD Plan, information regarding market 
conditions and the overall quality proposed within Catania.  The applicant’s Citizen Participation 
Final Report is attached. 
 
A Notice of Public Hearing was published in The Glendale Star on March 13, 2014. Notification 
postcards of the public hearing were mailed to adjacent property owners and interested parties 
on March 19, 2014. The property was posted by the applicant at one location on March 13, 2014. 
 

Attachments 
Ordinance 

Excerpt of Meeting Draft Minutes 

Planning Staff Report 



ORDINANCE NO. 2888 NEW SERIES 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, REZONING 
PROPERTY FROM A-1 (AGRICULTURAL) TO R1-7 PRD 
(SINGLE RESIDENCE, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT; AMENDING THE ZONING MAP; AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 3, 
2014 in zoning case ZON13-12 in the manner prescribed by law for the purpose of rezoning 
property located at 8645 West Glendale Avenue from A-1 (Agricultural), R1-7 PRD (Single 
Residence, Planned Residential Development). 
 
 WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in the time, form, 
substance and manner provided by law including publication of such notice in The Glendale Star 
on March 13, 2014; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission has recommended to the Mayor 
and the Council the zoning of property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council desire to 
accept such recommendation and rezone the property described on Exhibit A as aforesaid. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE as follows: 
 
 SECTION 1.  That a parcel of land in Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona located at 
8645 West Glendale Avenue and more accurately described in Exhibit A to this ordinance, is 
hereby conditionally rezoned from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-6 PRD (Single Residence, ) Planned 
Residential Development). 
 
 SECTION 2.  That the rezoning herein provided for be conditioned and subject to the 
following: 
 

1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with the PRD Plan outlined in 
the document, date stamped February 18, 2014. 

 
2. Dedication of right-of-way on the south side of Glendale Avenue to provide a 

total half-width of 65 feet shall be made in conjunction with Final Plat approval.   
 

3. Dedication of right-of-way on the east half of 87th Avenue to provide a total half-
width of 35 feet shall be made in conjunction with Final Plat approval. 
 

4. All half-street improvements on Glendale Avenue and 87th Avenue adjacent to the 
site shall be completed at the time of development.  Required improvement 



standards are determined by the City of Glendale Engineering Design and 
Construction Standards. 
 

5. A decorative finish shall be provided on both sides of all perimeter walls visible 
from public view. 
 

6. The sidewalk adjacent to 87th Avenue and the sidewalks located adjacent to all 
streets that are internal to this project shall be 5’ feet in width.  
 

7. No more than 3 lots adjacent to the south property line shall be two story homes.  
Furthermore, two story homes shall not be constructed on adjacent lots adjacent to 
the south property line. 

 
 SECTION 3.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Glendale Zoning Map is herewith 
amended to reflect the change in districts referred to and the property described in Section 1 
above. 
 
 SECTION 4.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the time and in 
the manner prescribed by law. 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk                 (SEAL) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
z_zon13_12 





 

1 
 

EXCERPT OF THE MINUTES 
CITY OF GLENDALE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE 
GLENDALE, ARIZONA 85301 

 
THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014 

6:00 PM 
 
ZON13-12/PP13-05  A request by the Withey Morris PLC, representing The Robin Family 

Trust, to rezone approximately 19 acres from A-1 (Agricultural) zoning 
district to R1-7 PRD (Single Residence, Planned Residential 
Development) zoning district and to approve a preliminary plat for 
Catania, a 79-lot subdivision.  The site is located at the southeast corner of 
87th Avenue and Glendale Avenue (8645 West Glendale Avenue) and is in 
the Yucca District.   

 
Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director stated this was a request by Withey Morris PLC, 
representing The Robin Family Trust, to rezone approximately 19 acres from A-1 (Agricultural) 
zoning district to R1-7 PRD (Single Residence, Planned Residential Development) zoning 
district and to approve a preliminary plat for Catania, a 79-lot subdivision.  The site is located at 
the southeast corner of 87th Avenue and Glendale Avenue (8645 West Glendale Avenue) and is 
in the Yucca District.  He provided additional information on the aerial map. 
 
Mr. Froke provided details on the project explaining it will be gated and the street private and 
maintained by the Home Owners Association once the subdivision is developed.  He explained 
that the project’s open space exceeds the 15% minimum at 15.7% and the total acreage is 2.8.  
He discussed the street improvements that were proposed as well as the 79 lots that were 
planned.  He provided details on landscaping and vehicular access.  He stated lot sizes vary from 
5,050 to 8,015 square feet. 
 
In conclusion, Mr. Froke stated this request appears to meet the required findings and should 
recommend approval of these requests subject to the stipulations listed in the staff report.  He 
asked for questions from the Commission.  
 
Chairperson Penilla asked for additional clarification on the stipulations.  He asked if the street 
improvement details were in the development plan.  Mr. Froke responded yes.  Chairperson 
Penilla asked what the street development improvements were.  Mr. Froke explained that 
pavement thickness, width, curb and gutter etc. were all determined by their engineering 
standards and would be dealt with before any permit were issued for the project.  He added the 
Land Development Engineer has reviewed this project.  He indicated that zoning case ZON13-12 
covers much of the standard stipulation for street improvements. 
 
Chairperson Penilla called for questions from the Commission.  There were none.  
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Chairperson Penilla called for the applicant to make a presentation.  
 
Jason Morris, Withey Morris PLC, representing the applicant, stated that Mr. Froke had done an 
excellent job reviewing the history and individual sites and plats involved with this case. He 
stated the applicant has had the benefit of developing within the city and over the last three years 
he has been the single largest, single family, building permit builder within the City of Glendale.   
He explained that this site was somewhat of an in-filled site.  He discussed the developments 
around the proposed site.  He noted the applicant has spent almost a full year with planning staff 
trying to maximize the planning design and taking advantage of the open space.   
 
Mr. Morris provided additional information showing the PowerPoint plan map starting with the 
first plan design and ending with the end result.  He noted the improvements and design changes 
that occurred throughout the process.  He would like the Commission to understand that within 
these 79 lots, the applicant was actually proposing a series of one and two story homes; however 
each have a variety of different elevation and options, which created essentially 72 different 
looks per community.  This creates a great amount of diversity homes within the community.  He 
said that in conclusion, he asked the Commission to approve this request.  He noted that the 
applicant had asked for some relief from stipulation number #7.   He said that stipulation number 
#7 required single story homes on each of the seven lots along the southern boundaries.  He 
stated that they request that no two story homes may be adjacent to each other since they were 
trying to avoid a wall of two story homes along the southern perimeter.  
 
Chairperson Penilla asked if their request from stipulation #7 was formally done.  Mr. Morris 
stated the staff report was only available to them last week.  He added they had spoken with Mr. 
Froke about this so he wasn’t surprised when it was brought up tonight.  Chairperson Penilla 
asked when he verbally advised staff about the potential relief from stipulation number #7.  Mr. 
Morris replied their conversation occurred only yesterday.   
 
Commission Aldama inquired as to the setback distance from the rear of the two story homes to 
the existing adjacent homes.  Mr. Morris replied the setback from the second floor is 30 feet to 
the property line.  He added there was some distance to the next home and depending upon the 
rear setback of the homes to the south, it would be 75 to 100 feet depending upon the size of the 
backyards.  Commissioner Aldama asked how many two story homes are proposed on the south 
side.  Mr. Morris said he believes about half.  He would request that three or four homes be 
allowed to be two stories or a stipulation requiring that no two story homes be placed next to 
each other.  Commissioner Aldama asked if all of those two story homes have been designed to 
have just a single window on the side facing south to the existing homes.  Mr. Morris replied yes. 
 
Chairperson Penilla asked Mr. Froke to expand further on stipulation seven. 
 
Mr. Froke explained the purpose of stipulation #7 was really to provide protection to the homes 
to the south.  He noted he had surveyed the site and staff was open to Mr. Morris’ proposal if the 
Commission wishes to entertain it. 
 
Chairperson Penilla asked if staff had any objection.  Mr. Froke replied no and added he believes 
there had been no comment on stipulation #7 at the neighborhood meeting.  
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Commissioner Aldama stated he had a lot of faith in staff and Mr. Froke in moving forward on 
this issue.  
 
Chairperson Penilla inquired how this stipulation would be modified moving forward if everyone 
agrees.  He asked staff to compose a revised stipulation #7.  
 
Chairperson Penilla opened the public hearing since there were no speakers, the public meeting 
was closed.  
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney, commented on a memorandum with amendments to 
the preliminary plat stipulations.  Chairperson Penilla stated that for the record, the memorandum 
included nothing about stipulation #7.   He advised they will withdraw the discussion about item 
#7 and go with the recommendation including the preliminary plat with the five stipulations of 
the Planning Memorandum date April 3, 2014.   Mr. Morris stated they had seen the 
memorandum and had no objections.  
 
Vice Chairperson Aldama recommended approval of ZON13-12, subject to stipulations in 
the staff report with a modification to stipulation #7.  Commissioner Dobbelaere seconded 
the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 
Vice Chairperson Aldama made a motion to approve PP13-05, subject to stipulations with 
a modification to stipulations #2 and #3 in the staff report.  Commissioner Dobbelaere 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney, stated the Planning Commission’s actions are not 
final regarding ZON13-12. The Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to City 
Council for further action. 
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney, said PP13-05 is final approval by the Planning 
Commission subject to a written appeal if filed within 15 days.   
 
 



 
 
COMMISSION ACTION: Motion made by Vice Chairperson Aldama to recommend 
APPROVAL of ZON13-12, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report with a 
modification to stipulation 7.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Dobbelaere.  The motion 
was approved unanimously. 
 

 
City of Glendale 

Planning ● 5850 West Glendale Avenue, Suite 212 ● Glendale, AZ 85301-2599 ● (623) 930-2800 

 

 

Planning 
Staff Report 

 
DATE: April 3, 2014 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Tabitha Perry, Assistant Planning Director 
PRESENTED BY: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: REZONING (ZON) APPLICATION ZON13-12:  CATANIA – 

8645 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE 
 
 
REQUEST: Rezone from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-7 PRD (Single Residence, 

Planned Residential Development). 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Withey Morris PLC / The Robin Family Trust. 
 
REQUIRED ACTION: The Planning Commission should conduct a public hearing and 

determine if this request is in the best long-term interest of the 
neighborhood and consistent with the General Plan. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission should recommend approval of      

ZON13-12, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report. 
 
PROPOSED MOTION: Move to recommend approval of ZON13-12, subject to the 

stipulations contained in the staff report. 
 
SUMMARY: Catania is a proposed Single Family Residential gated community on 

20 gross acres of vacant land.  K -Hovnanian Homes proposes to 
develop a 79 lot detached single family neighborhood at a density of 
3.98 dwelling units per acre (DU/AC). 
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DETAILS OF REQUEST: 
 
General Plan Designation: 
The property is designated as 3.5-5.0 (Medium Density Residential) on the General Plan Land 
Use Map. 
 
Property Location and Size: 
The property is located at southeast corner of Glendale Avenue and 87th Avenue and is 20 acres 
in size. 
 
History: 
On December 27, 1983 the property was annexed into the Glendale City Limits.  The existing  
A-1 zoning was established at the time of annexation.   
 
Project Details: 
 

1. The applicant intends to develop a gated residential community titled Catania 
consisting of 79 l ots.  T he site will be developed with privately owned and 
maintained streets. 
 

2. Development standards proposed for the project are different than some of the 
existing standards found in the Zoning Ordinance.  The project proposes deviations 
from the R1-7 development standards.  Staff does not believe these development 
standards are excessive since Catania will be a gated community.  Below is a 
summary of the differences. 
 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS R1-7 REQUESTED R1-7 PRD 
Minimum Lot Area 7,000 square feet 5,050 square feet 
Minimum Lot Width 70’ 47’ 
Minimum Lot Depth 100’ 100’ 
Minimum Front Yard Setback 15’ to livable and 20’ feet to garage 15’ to living area and 20’ to garage 
Minimum Side Yards 5’ & 10’ 6’ 
Minimum Distance Between 
Buildings on Adjacent Lots 

15’ 12’ 

Minimum Street Side Yard Setback 10’  6’  
Minimum Rear Yards 20’ 15’ 
Maximum Lot Coverage 40 % 55 % 
Maximum Building Height 30’ 30’ 

 
3. The PRD Plan includes design criteria for the perimeter theme walls along the street 

frontage and tracts.  These walls will be constructed of decorative materials. 
 

4. Approximately 15.75% or 2.8 acres of the site is planned as common open space.  
These are identified as storm water retention areas and recreational open space.  A 
substantial Landscape Oasis is planned at the southeast corner of Glendale Avenue 
and 87th Avenue as required by the West Glendale Avenue Design Plan.  A ramada, 
tot lot and splash pad are proposed as amenities for future residents of Catania.   
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5. Right-of-way dedications and the construction of half-street improvements along 

Glendale Avenue and 87th Avenue are proposed.  Completion of the east half of 87th 
Avenue adjacent to the site will provide a complete street for this and surrounding 
neighborhoods in the area.  The required improvement standards are determined by 
the City of Glendale Engineering Design and Construction Standards.  

 
6. All landscape, maintenance, and irrigation of tracts and open spaces, perimeter walls, 

theme walls, and entry features within the subdivision will be owned and maintained 
by the homeowners association. 

 
7. Vehicular access will be provided at one access point on 87th Avenue by way of a 

divided entry with a landscape median at Fleetwood Lane.  A 20 f oot wide 
emergency access is provided at Lamar Road for Fire Department access in the event 
that Fleetwood Lane is impassible. 

 
8. Pedestrian access is proposed along Glendale Avenue and along with a north south 

axis near the southeast corner of the PRD Plan. 
 
CERTIFICATE OF ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES: 
 
Catania is located within the Pendergast Elementary School District (PESD) and Tolleson Union 
High School District (TUHSD).  The applicant has met with both school districts to ensure that 
there are adequate school facilities in their respective districts.  Both PESD and TUHSD 
confirmed that the school districts have adequate facilities to accommodate Catania.  Copies of 
the certificates are provided as attachments. 
 
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION TO DATE: 
 
Applicant’s Citizen Participation Process: 
On September 14, 2013, the applicant mailed notification 154 letters to adjacent property owners 
and interested parties notifying the public of a neighborhood meeting that was to be held on 
September 25. At the neighborhood meeting there were a number of residents and interested 
parties in attendance in addition to the applicant, and City staff. Concerns were expressed 
regarding lot sizes, property values and the location of two story houses.  The applicant provided 
information regarding the design of the PRD Plan, information regarding market conditions and 
the overall quality proposed within Catania.  The applicant’s Citizen Participation Final Report is 
attached. 
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing: 
A Notice of Public Hearing was published in The Glendale Star on March 13, 2014. Notification 
postcards of the public hearing were mailed to adjacent property owners and interested parties on 
March 19, 2014. The property was posted by the applicant at one location on March 13, 2014. 
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STAFF FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Rezoning 
 
Findings: 

• The amendment is consistent with the policies and objectives of the Glendale General 
Plan; 
 

• The proposed amendment furthers the public health, safety and general welfare of the 
citizens of Glendale; and 
 

• If the amendment is to the official Zoning Map, the proposed change will include any 
conditions necessary to mitigate any adverse impacts on t he businesses, persons, or 
properties adjacent to the requested amendment. 
 

• A finding is made that there are adequate school facilities, if the amendment is to the 
Official Zoning Map, and if Section 3.812 (Adequate School Facilities) is applicable. 

 
Analysis: 

• The proposed R1-7 PRD zoning district is compatible with the MDR General Plan 
designation and within the density range of 3.5-5 DU/AC. 

 
• Catania proposes a density of 3.98 DU/AC which is below the maximum density of 4.00 

DU/AC as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.  Staff believes that the proposed density is 
appropriate given the overall quality of the PRD Plan and the amenities planned.  
 

• The proposed PRD Plan is designed to be compatible with adjacent residential areas.  
Vehicular access aligns with Boardwalk Place which is located west of Catania.  
Pedestrian access is provided from Glendale Avenue.  C ut through traffic will not be 
realized once the site is developed. 
 

• Approximately 15.7% of the site is depicted as open space.  S ingle-family projects 
typically have 15% open space.  Given the design proposed for this development, 15.7% 
of open space is appropriate, particularly since this will be a gated community. 
 

• The proposed landscaping, decorative theme walls, and enhanced pavement features at 
the primary access point to this subdivision provides a sense of place for this 
development. 
 

• Stipulations are necessary to ensure the dedication of right-of-way for adjoining streets 
and that all street improvements are constructed in order to serve the development and to 
ensure compatibility with the existing neighborhood located to the south. 

 
 
 
 























































 
 
 
 
 

CATANIA 
8645 West Glendale Avenue 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION FINAL REPORT 

R1-7 PRD Single Residence Planned Residential Development ZON13-12 

and 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat PP1305 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Submitted: March 24, 2014 
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Citizen Participation Final Report 
 

Development Team 
 

 
 

 
Property Owner: 

Sam Robin and Blanche Robin Family Trust 
8636 West Glendale Avenue 

Glendale, Arizona 85305 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Home Builder: 

K. Hovnanian Homes 
Paul Haggerty, Land Acquisition Manager 

20830 North Tatum Boulevard, Suite 250 
Phoenix, Arizona 85050 

Phone: 480 / 824.4164 

Facsimile: 480 / 824.4201 

Email: phaggerty@khov.com 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Engineer: 

EPS Group, Inc. 

Bryan Kitchen, Principal 
2045 South Vineyard, Suite 101 

Mesa, Arizona 85210 

Phone: 480 / 503.2250 

Facsimile: 480 / 503.2258 

Email: bryan.kitchen@epsgroupinc.com 
 

 
 

 
 

Landscape Architect: 

Collaborative V 
Paul Vecchia 

7116 East 1ST Avenue 

Scottsdale, Arizona 85251 
Phone: 480 / 342.0590 

Email: paulv@collaborativev.com 
 

 
Withey Morris PLC 

Jason B. Morris 

2525 East Arizona Biltmore Circle, Suite A-212 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016 

Applicant / Legal Representative:      Contact: Nicholas A. Sobraske 

Phone: 602 / 346.4618 

Facsimile: 602 / 212.1787 

Email: nick@witheymorris.com 

mailto:phaggerty@khov.com
mailto:bryan.kitchen@epsgroupinc.com
mailto:paulv@collaborativev.com
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A.  Introduction 
 

On behalf of K. Hovnanian Homes, this Citizen Participation Report provides the 

results of the implementation of the Citizen Participation Plan for Rezone and 

Preliminary Plat applications (collectively, the “Applications”) filed on an 

approximate 20 gross acre property generally located at the southeast corner of 

Glendale and 87th Avenues (the “Property”).  The Applications seek to change 

the zoning designation on the Property from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-7 PRD (Single 

Residence Planned Residential Development overlay) to allow for the 

development of Catania, a new 79-lot residential subdivision. 
 

B.  Overview of the Citizen Participation Plan 
 

The Citizen Participation Plan ensured that the Applicant pursued early and 

effective citizen participation in conjunction with the Applications, and that 

interested citizens and property owners of the City of Glendale had an 

opportunity to learn about the Applications.  In addition, the Citizen Participation 

Plan facilitated ongoing communication between the Applicant, interested 

citizens and property owners, City of Glendale Staff, and elected officials 

throughout the Applications’ review process. 
 

C.  Notification of Neighborhood Meeting 
 

Property owners within 500-feet of the Property as identified by the Maricopa 

County Assessor’s Map, and homeowners associations, registered neighborhood 

organizations and other interested individuals/companies as identified by the 

City of Glendale Planning and Zoning Department were notified of the 

neighborhood meeting via 1st Class Mail.  (See Exhibit 1: Letter of Notification, List 

of Addressees and Affidavit of Notification.) 

 

D.  Results of Neighborhood Meeting 

 

A neighborhood meeting was held on September 25, 2013, at the Desert Mirage 

Golf Course Pro-Shop, 8710 West Maryland Avenue, Glendale 85305.  Four 

individuals attend the meeting. 

 

The Development Team gave an overview of the project and answered questions.  

(See Exhibit 2: Neighborhood Meeting Sign-In Sheet and Summary).     
 

E.  Inquiries  

 

No emails or letters were received regarding the Applications.  One (1) telephone 

call was received from an interested citizen inquiring about the Applications, the 

site posting and the public hearing process. 
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F.   Site Posting 

 
The Property was posted on March 13, 2014.  (See Exhibit 3: Photographs of Site 

Posting and Affidavit of Site Posting). 

 

G. Timeline 

 

1. Pre-Application Submitted:    June 2013 

2. Pre-Application Meeting:    July 11, 2013 

3. Neighborhood Meeting:    September 25, 2013 

4. Rezone Application Submitted:   November 14, 2013 

5. Preliminary Plat Application Submitted:  November 15, 2013 

6. Rezone and Preliminary Plat Applications  

      Resubmitted:     February 12, 2014 

7. Site Posting for Planning Commission  

      and City Council:     March 13, 2014 

8. Planning Commission for recommendation: April 3, 2014* 

9. City Council Public Hearing:    May 13, 2014* 

 

*Dates subject to change. 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT GPA13-08 (RESOLUTION) AND 
REZONING APPLICATION ZON13-13 (ORDINANCE): MING GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT AND REZONE – 6812 WEST PARADISE LANE (PUBLIC 
HEARING REQUIRED) 

Staff Contact: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request by the property owner, Matthew Ming, to amend the general plan designation on 
his property from 8-12 (MHDR - Medium-High Density Residential) to 3.5 -5 (Medium Density 
Residential) and to rezone the property from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-4 (Single Residence) zoning 
district on 1.84 acres. 
 
Staff is requesting Council conduct a public hearing, waive reading beyond the titles, and adopt a 
resolution for GPA13-08 and approve an ordinance for ZON13-13, subject to the stipulations as 
recommended by the Planning Commission.  

Background 
 
The applicant is seeking to amend the general plan from a high density residential general plan 
designation to a medium density residential designation and rezone the property from a legal non-
conforming zoning district to a single residential zoning designation. If approved the applicant will 
apply for a minor land division and divide the land into two parcels to build two custom homes on 
the property in the future.  
 
Currently the A-1 zoning is legal non-conforming in that it requires a parcel to have a minimum of 
40 acres to be in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance. If a home were to be built on this 
property according to the A-1 development standards, a variance would be needed and any 
additional development on the property thereafter would require a variance for each 
development standard that is not met.  

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On December 26, 1977, City Council approved Ordinance 1103 New Series, which annexed the 
subject site into the City of Glendale.   
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Approval of this request would facilitate the future development of this property with single-
family residential land uses.  The proposed minor land division and custom homes would utilize 
existing infrastructure that is located on Paradise Lane. 
 
On January 16, 2014, the applicant mailed notification letters to adjacent property owners and 
interested parties. The applicant did not receive any response regarding the request. Planning did 
receive one response from a nearby resident. The resident supported the request but asked that 
the property owner keep the lot clean. As identified in the narrative the property owner confirmed 
that the lot will be kept clean. 
 
At the Planning Commission public hearing held on April 3, 2014, there was one resident that 
spoke in support of the applicant’s request. The resident cited that she lives near the applicant’s 
property and that she just wanted the applicant to keep the property clean as he moves forward 
with obtaining building permits. 
 
A Notice of Public Hearing was published in The Glendale Star on April 24, 2014. Notification 
postcards of the public hearing were mailed to adjacent property owners and interested parties 
on April 25, 2014. The property was posted by the applicant on April 25, 2014. 
 

Attachments 
Resolution 

Ordinance 

Excerpt of Meeting Draft Minutes 

Planning Staff Report 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4796 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENDING 
THE GENERAL PLAN MAP OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, 
ARIZONA, BY APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
GPA13-08 FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6812 WEST 
PARADISE LANE. 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 
 

SECTION 1.  T hat the General Plan Map of the City of Glendale, Arizona, is hereby 
amended by approving General Plan Amendment GPA13-08 amending the General Plan Land 
Use Map from 8-12 (MHDR - Medium-High Density Residential) to 3.5 -5 (Medium Density 
Residential) for property located at 6812 West Paradise Lane. 
 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk                 (SEAL) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
z_gpa13_08 



ORDINANCE NO. 2889 NEW SERIES 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, REZONING 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6812 WEST PARADISE LANE 
FROM A-1 (AGRICULTURAL) TO R1-4 (SINGLE 
RESIDENCE); AMENDING THE ZONING MAP; AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 3, 
2014 in zoning case ZON13-13 in the manner prescribed by law for the purpose of rezoning 
property located at 6812 West Paradise Lane from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-4 (Single Residence); 
 
 WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in the time, form, 
substance and manner provided by law including publication of such notice in the Glendale Star 
on March 13, 2014; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission has recommended to the Mayor 
and the Council the zoning of property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council desire to 
accept such recommendation and rezone the property described on Exhibit A as aforesaid. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE as follows: 
 
 SECTION 1.  That a parcel of land in Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona located at 
6812 West Paradise Lane and more accurately described in Exhibit A to this ordinance, is hereby 
conditionally rezoned from A-1 (Agricultural) to R1-4 (Single Residence). 
 
 SECTION 2.  That the rezoning herein provided for be conditioned and subject to the 
following: 
 

1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with the project narrative, date 
stamped March 6, 2014. 

 
2. The existing wall along the front property line is within the City’s right-of-way 

and shall be removed prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
3. All power poles that are located on this property shall be removed prior to 

issuance of building permits. 
 
 SECTION 3.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Glendale Zoning Map is herewith 
amended to reflect the change in districts referred to and the property described in Section 1 
above. 
 



 SECTION 4.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the time and in 
the manner prescribed by law. 
 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _______ day of ________________ 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk                 (SEAL) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
z_zon13_13 
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EXCERPT OF THE MINUTES 
CITY OF GLENDALE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE 
GLENDALE, ARIZONA 85301 

 
THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014 

6:00 PM 
 
GPA13-08/ZON13-13: A request by the property owner, Matthew Ming, to amend the 

general plan designation from 8-12 (Medium-High Density 
Residential) to 3.5 -5 (Medium Density Residential) and to Rezone 
from A-1 (Agricultural) zoning district to R1-4 (Single Residence) 
zoning district. The site is located west of the northwest corner of 
67th Avenue and Paradise Lane (6812 West Paradise Lane) and is 
located in the Sahuaro District.   

 
Remigio Cordero, Planner, stated Cases GPA13-08 and ZON13-13 were requests by the property 
owner, Matthew Ming, to amend the general plan designation from 8-12 Medium-High Density 
Residential to 3.5 -5 Medium Density Residential and to Rezone from A-1 Agricultural zoning 
district to R1-4 Single Residence zoning district.  The site is located west of the northwest corner 
of 67th Avenue and Paradise Lane and is located in the Sahuaro District.  
 
He explained the property owner is proposing to lower the current general plan density 
designation and rezone the property to a conforming zoning district that is most compatible with 
the surrounding area.  He noted that if approved, there is an ability to subdivide the parcel into 
two parcels and the applicant would then propose to build custom homes on the property.  He 
explained that currently the A-1 zoning district is a legal non-conforming zoning district that 
requires a parcel to have a minimum of forty acres in size to be in conformance with the zoning 
ordinance.  He added that if a home were to be built on this property, a variance would be needed 
and any additional development on t he property thereafter would require a variance for each 
development standard that is not met.   
 
Mr. Cordero noted that on January 16, 2014 t he applicant mailed 105 not ification letters to 
adjacent property owners and interested parties.  T he applicant did not receive any response 
regarding the request.  He added that Planning received one response regarding the request from 
a nearby resident.  The resident supported the request, however, asked that the property be kept 
in a clean manner.  The property owner confirmed that the property will be kept clean. 
 
In conclusion, Mr. Cordero stated this request appears to meet the required findings for both the 
General Plan Amendment and Rezoning.  He stated the Commission should recommend 
approval of these requests subject to the stipulations listed in the staff report. He provided 
information on stipulation #2 and noted it had been met by the applicant.  He asked for questions 
from the Commission.  
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Chairperson Penilla called for questions from the Commission.  There were none. 
 
Chairperson Penilla called for the applicant. 
 
Matthew Ming, applicant, stated Mr. Cordero’s presentation covered most of the details and he 
agreed with the presentation provided.  
 
Chairperson Penilla opened the public hearing. 
 
Lisa Cabral, speaker, stated she agreed with the project but was concerned with the upkeep of the 
property.  She wondered if they will be following through with the clean-up.  
 
Mr. Cordero explained the procedure and the city ordinances that have to be met with any 
project.  H e noted the applicant has agreed and stated he will keep the property in a cl ean 
manner.  
 
Mr. Ming stated he had been a Glendale resident for over 30 years and would like to invest more 
money in the City of Glendale.   
 
With no one else wishing to speak, Chairperson Penilla closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Berryhill made a motion to recommend approval of GPA13-08.  Vice 
Chairperson Aldama seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 
Vice Chairperson Aldama made a motion to recommend approval of ZON13-03, subject to 
stipulations in the staff report.  Commissioner Dobbelaere seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously. 
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney stated the Planning Commission’s actions are not 
final.  The Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to City Council for further action. 



 
COMMISSION ACTION: Motion made by Commissioner Berryhill to recommend 
APPROVAL of GPA13-08, as written.  Motion seconded by Vice Chairperson Aldama.   
The motion was approved unanimously. 
COMMISSION ACTION: Motion made by Vice Chairperson Aldama to recommend 
APPROVAL of ZON13-13, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report.  Motion 
seconded by Commissioner Dobbelaere.  The motion was approved unanimously. 

 
City of Glendale 

Planning  ● 5850 West Glendale Avenue, Suite 212 ● Glendale, AZ 85301-2599 ● (623) 930-2800 

 

 

Planning 
Staff Report 

 
DATE: April 3, 2014 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Tabitha Perry, Assistant Planning Director 
PRESENTED BY: Remigio Cordero, Planner 
 
SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) GPA13-08 AND 

REZONING APPLICATION ZON13-13:  MING GPA 
AMENDMENT AND REZONE (ZON) – 6812 WEST PARADISE 
LANE 

 
REQUESTS: Amend the General Plan from 8-12 (MHDR - Medium-High Density 

Residential) to 3.5 -5 (Medium Density Residential). 
 
 Rezone from A-1 (Agricultural) zoning district to R1-4 (Single 

Residence) zoning district. 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Matthew H. Ming. 
 
REQUIRED ACTION: The Planning Commission must conduct a public hearing and 

determine if this request is in the best long-term interest of the 
neighborhood and consistent with the General Plan. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission should recommend approval of      

GPA13-08, as written, and ZON13-13, subject to the stipulations 
contained in the staff report. 

 
PROPOSED MOTION: Move to recommend approval of GPA13-08, as written, and   

ZON13-13, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report. 
 
SUMMARY: The property owner, Matthew Ming, is proposing to lower the current 

general plan density designation and rezone the property to a 
conforming zoning district that is most compatible to the surrounding 
area. If approved, there is an ability to subdivide the parcel into two 
parcels and build two custom homes on the property in the future. 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT GPA13-03 (RESOLUTION) AND 
REZONING APPLICATION ZON13-06 (ORDINANCE): WEST POINTE VILLAGE 
PAD – 7041 WEST OLIVE AVENUE (PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED) 

Staff Contact: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
These requests are by Dave Cisiewski Esq. representing Westside Land LLC for City Council to 
approve a General Plan Amendment and a Rezoning Application on 26.28 acres.  The request is to 
amend the General Plan designation from 12-20 (High Density Residential 12/20 DU/AC) to 5-8 
(Medium-High Density Residential) and to amend the general plan designation from GC (General 
Commercial) to PC (Planned Commercial) on 2.64 acres.  
 
Additionally, the applicant is requesting to amend the existing Planned Area Development (PAD) 
to delete the multifamily component and add a single-family residential component and to delete 
the C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) land uses and permit NSC (Neighborhood Shopping Center) 
land uses. 
 
Staff is requesting Council conduct a public hearing, waive reading beyond the titles, and adopt a 
resolution for GPA13-03 and approve an ordinance for ZON13-06, subject to the stipulations as 
recommended by the Planning Commission.  

Background 

The proposed General Plan land use designation and PAD amendment will allow the property 
owner to remove the multifamily land use and lower the density to pursue a final plat application 
for a single family subdivision titled West Pointe Village. West Pointe Village, formerly Kalamata 
PAD, is an existing PAD that comprised of three land use components, Single Family Residential, 
Commercial, and Multifamily. The applicant is proposing to amend the 12.56 acres of the general 
plan designation from a high density residential to a medium density residential.  Additionally, the 
applicant is proposing to amend 2.64 acres of the general plan from GC to PC land use designation. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On April 22, 2008, cases GPA07-09 and ZON07-23 (Kalamata PAD) for this property was approved 
by City Council. Kalamata was a PAD that permitted Multifamily, Commercial, and Single Family 
land uses. 
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Approval of these requests will allow the property owner to pursue a final plat application for 
future development of a single family subdivision on 23.64 acres. This will also allow 
neighborhood commercial uses that are less intensive on 2.64 acres within this PAD. 
 
On December 3, 2013, the applicant mailed notification letters to adjacent property owners and 
interested parties notifying the public of a neighborhood meeting that was to be held on December 
18, 2013. At the neighborhood meeting there was one resident in attendance in addition to the 
applicant, property owner, and City staff. The resident had concerns with access onto Alice 
Avenue, additional work to be done to the existing subdivision perimeter wall to the east of this 
project, and questioned if a user had been identified for the commercial component of the project. 
The applicant provided the resident the preliminary plat which showed no access from the project 
onto Alice Avenue. Additionally, the applicant indicated that no work to the subdivision eastern 
wall will be done, and he informed the resident that the project did not have a commercial user for 
the commercial component at this time. The resident was satisfied with the responses and had no 
additional concerns.   
 
At the Planning Commission public hearing held on April 3, 2014, there was one resident that 
spoke in support of the applicant’s request. The resident cited that they live in the immediate area 
and they support the applicant’s request to remove the multifamily use from this PAD and 
construct a single family subdivision. 
 
A Notice of Public Hearing was published in The Glendale Star on April 24, 2014. Notification 
postcards of the public hearing were mailed to adjacent property owners and interested parties 
on April 25, 2014. The property was posted on April 25, 2014. 
 

Attachments 
Resolution 

Ordinance 

Excerpt of Meeting Draft Minutes 

Planning Staff Report 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4797 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENDING 
THE GENERAL PLAN MAP OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, 
ARIZONA, BY APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
GPA13-03 FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 7041 WEST OLIVE 
AVENUE. 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 
 

SECTION 1.  T hat the General Plan Map of the City of Glendale, Arizona, is hereby 
amended by approving General Plan Amendment GPA13-03 amending a portion of the General 
Plan Land Use Map for an existing PAD (Planned Area Development) from 12-20 (High Density 
Residential 12/20 DU/AC) to 5-8 (Medium-High Density Residential) and from GC (General 
Commercial) to PC (Planned Commercial). 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
z_gpa13_03 



ORDINANCE NO. 2890 NEW SERIES 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, REZONING 
PROPERTY TO AMEND AN E XISTING PAD (PLANNED 
AREA DEVELOPMENT) FOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN TITLED 
“WEST POINTE VILLAGE” LOCATED AT 7041 WEST OLIVE 
AVENUE; AMENDING THE ZONING MAP; AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 3, 
2014, in zoning case ZON13-06 in the manner prescribed by law for the purpose of rezoning 
property located at 7041 West Olive Avenue amending an existing PAD (Planned Area 
Development); 
 
 WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in the time, form, 
substance and manner provided by law including publication of such notice in The Glendale Star 
on March 13, 2014; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission has recommended to the Mayor 
and the Council the zoning of property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council desire to 
accept such recommendation and rezone the property described on Exhibit A as a PAD (Planned 
Area Development) in accordance with the Development Plan currently on file with the Planning 
Department as of the date of this ordinance. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE as follows: 
 
 SECTION 1.  That a parcel of land in Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona located at 
7041 West Olive Avenue is hereby conditionally amending the existing PAD (Planned Area 
Development) as enacted by Ordinance No. 2637 dated April 22, 2008 t o PAD (Planned Area 
Development) in accordance with the Development Plan currently on f ile with the Planning 
Department as of the date of this ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 2.  That the rezoning herein provided for be conditioned and subject to the 
development being in substantial conformance with the development plan and permitted uses 
contained therein of the West Pointe Village prepared January 16, 2014. 



 
 SECTION 3.  That the rezoning herein provided for be further conditioned and subject to 
the following: 
 

1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with the development plan 
outlined in the PAD document, date stamped February 16, 2014. 

 
2. Dedication of right-of-way on 71st Avenue to provide a total half-width of 35 feet 

shall be made prior to issuing any building permit for any part of the project. 
 

3. Dedication of right-of-way along Alice Avenue to provide a total half-width of 25 
feet shall be made prior to issuing any building permit for any part of the project. 
 

4. Dedication of right-of-way and all required street improvements along Olive 
Avenue shall be approved by the City of Peoria prior to issuing any building 
permit for any part of the project. 
 

5. The applicant shall provide documentation that the City of Peoria has reviewed 
and approved all necessary improvements to Olive Avenue. 

 
6. All half-street improvements on 71 st, Alice, and Olive avenues adjacent to the 

property shall be completed at the time of development.  Required improvement 
standards are determined by the City of Glendale Engineering Design and 
Construction Standards. 
 

7. A decorative finish shall be provided on both sides of the eight-foot wall, which 
separates the commercial and multi-family residential parcel. 
 

8. The sidewalk adjacent to 71st Avenue and the sidewalks located adjacent to all 
streets that are internal to this project shall be 5’ feet in width.  

 
 SECTION 4.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Glendale Zoning Map is herewith 
amended to reflect the change in districts referred to and the property described in Section 1 
above. 
 
 SECTION 5.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the time and in 
the manner prescribed by law. 



 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk                 (SEAL) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
z_zon13_06 
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MINUTES 
CITY OF GLENDALE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE 
GLENDALE, ARIZONA 85301 

 
THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014 

6:00 PM 
 
 
GPA13-03/ZON13-06/PP13-02 A request by Dave Cisiewski representing the property 

owner, Westside Land LLC, to amend 12.56 acres of the general 
plan designation from 12-20 (High Density Residential 12-20 
DU/AC) to 5-8 (Medium Density Residential, 5-8 DU/AC), to 
amend an existing PAD (Planned Area Development) to delete the 
multifamily land use component and add a Single Family land use 
component, and to approve a preliminary plat for West Pointe 
Village, an 89-lot subdivision.  The site is located at the southeast 
corner of Olive Avenue and 71st Avenue (7041 West Olive 
Avenue) and is located in the Barrel District.   

 
Remigio Cordero, Planner, stated Cases GPA13-03, ZON13-06, and PP13-02 were requests by 
Dave Cisiewski representing the property owner, Westside Land LLC, to amend 12.56 acres of 
the general plan designation from 12-20 High Density Residential 12-20 DU/AC to 5-8 Medium 
Density Residential, 5-8 DU/AC, to amend an existing PAD Planned Area Development to 
delete the multifamily land use component and add a Single Family land use component, and to 
approve a preliminary plat for West Pointe Village, an 89-lot subdivision.  The site is located at 
the southeast corner of Olive Avenue and 71st Avenue at 7041 West Olive Avenue. 
 
He said the applicant is proposing an 89 lot single family subdivision on 23.64 a cres with a 
density of 3.76 dwelling units per acre.  He said lot sizes vary from 6,168 square feet in size to 
13,338 square feet in size.  He said vehicular access is provided by entrance directly at 69th and 
Olive Avenues, Puget Avenue, and Lawrence Lane off 71st Avenue.  He explained the 
development plan includes 3.59 a cres of common open space or approximately 15.2% of the 
total site. 
 
Mr. Cordero noted that on December 3, 2013 the applicant mailed 305 notification letters to 
adjacent property owners and interested parties notifying them of a public neighborhood meeting 
to be held on D ecember 18, 2013 .  He noted that at the meeting there was one resident in 
attendance in addition to the applicant, the property owner and city staff.  T he resident had a 
concern with access, additional work to the existing perimeter wall on the east of the project and 
questioned if a user had been identified for the commercial component of this project.   
 
Mr. Cordero explained that the applicant provided the resident the preliminary plat and showed 
that there was no access onto Olive Avenue and that the eastern perimeter wall of the existing 
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subdivision to the east of this project will not be affected.  H e added that there was no 
commercial user at this time.  The applicant did not receive any response regarding the request.   
He added that Planning did not receive any response regarding the request either.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Cordero stated this request appears to meet the required findings for GPA13-
03, ZON13-06, and PP13-02.  He stated the Commission should recommend approval of these 
requests subject to the stipulations listed in the staff report.  He asked for questions from the 
Commission.  
 
Chairperson Penilla called for questions from the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Aldama asked for additional information on s tipulation #8 regarding sidewalks. 
He asked if there were new standards or a stipulation specific to this project.  Mr. Cordero stated 
there were new standards brought forth by the traffic and land development engineering.   
 
Chairperson Penilla called for the applicant to make a presentation.  
 
Dave Cisiewski, representing the property owner, stated staff had done a great job explaining the 
project.  He said he would like to add that this project had been the result of about six to eight 
months of cooperative work between the applicant and staff.  Therefore, he believes this was a 
very good project for the community.  He indicated they were in agreement with the stipulations 
set forth.  
 
Chairperson Penilla asked if they had transmitted a record of what people said and who they 
were during the citizen participation process to staff.  M r. Cisiewski stated they submitted a 
citizen’s participation plan report to staff shortly after the meeting in December.   
 
Chairperson Penilla opened the public hearing.  
 
Dennis Wilshawn, speaker, stated he had some concerns regarding the development.  However, 
after listening to the project narrative, he supports the application.  
 
Chairperson Penilla called for questions from the Commission. There were none. 
 
Chairperson Penilla closed the public hearing.  
 
Commissioner Johnston asked if it was part of the city’s procedure to notify the school district 
nearest to them.  Mr. Cordero replied they have notified the school district and they have given 
their approval.  
 
Commissioner Johnston recommended approval of GPA13-03.  Vice Chairperson Aldama 
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 
Commissioner Johnston recommended approval of ZON13-06, subject to stipulations in 
the staff report.  Commissioner Berryhill seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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Commissioner Dobbelaere made a motion to approve PP13-02, subject to stipulations in 
the staff report.  Vice Chairperson Aldama seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously. 
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney, stated the Planning Commission’s actions are not 
final regarding GPA13-03 and ZON13-06. The Commission’s recommendation will be 
forwarded to City Council for further action. 
 
Deborah Robberson, Deputy City Attorney, said PP13-02 is final approval by the Planning 
Commission subject to a written appeal if filed within 15 days.   



 
COMMISSION ACTION: Motion made by Commissioner Johnston to recommend 
approval of GPA13-03, as written.  Motion seconded by Vice Chairperson Aldama.  The 
motion was approved unanimously. 
COMMISSION ACTION: Motion made by Commissioner Johnston to recommend 
approval of ZON13-06, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report.  Motion 
seconded by Commissioner Berryhill.  The motion was approved unanimously. 

 
City of Glendale 

Planning  ● 5850 West Glendale Avenue, Suite 212 ● Glendale, AZ 85301-2599 ● (623) 930-2800 

 

 

Planning 
Staff Report 

 
DATE: April 3, 2014 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Tabitha Perry, Assistant Planning Director 
PRESENTED BY: Remigio Cordero, Planner 
 
SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) GPA13-03 AND 

REZONING (ZON) APPLICATION ZON13-06:  WEST POINTE 
VILLAGE – 7041 WEST OLIVE AVENUE 

 
 
REQUESTS: Amend the General Plan designation for an existing PAD (Planned 

Area Development) from 12-20 (High Density Residential 12/20 
DU/AC) to 5-8 (Medium-High Density Residential). 

 
 Amend the existing PAD to delete the multifamily component and 

add a s ingle-family residential component and to delete the C-1 
(Neighborhood Commercial) land use and permit NSC 
(Neighborhood Shopping Center) land uses. 

 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Dave Cisiewski Esq.  / Westside Land LLC. 
 
REQUIRED ACTION: The Planning Commission must conduct a public hearing and 

determine if this request is in the best long-term interest of the 
neighborhood and consistent with the General Plan. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission should recommend approval of      

GPA13-03, as written, and ZON13-06, subject to the stipulations 
contained in the staff report. 

 
PROPOSED MOTION: Move to recommend approval of GPA13-03, as written, and   

ZON13-06, subject to the stipulations contained in the staff report. 
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SUMMARY: West Pointe Village, formerly Kalamata, is an existing PAD that 
comprised of three land use components, Single Family Residential, 
Commercial, and Multifamily. The applicant is proposing to amend 
the 12.56 acres of the general plan designation from a high density 
residential 8-12 du /  ac to a medium density residential 5-8 du /  ac.  
Additionally, the applicant is proposing to amend 2.64 acres of the 
general plan from GC (General Commercial) to PC (Planned 
Commercial) land use designation.  

 
 The rezone application is proposing to amend the multifamily zoning 

land use and delete it from the PAD. They will add the additional 
12.56 acres from this amendment to bring the total of 23.64 acres of 
single family residential land use to the existing PAD zoning. The 
result will be an 89 lot subdivision. The 2.64 acre portion located at 
the southeast corner of 71st and Olive avenues is also proposed to be 
amended as part of this rezoning application to allow NSC 
(Neighborhood Shopping Center) land uses. 

 
DETAILS OF REQUEST: 
 
General Plan Designation: 
The property is designated as 12-20 (High Density Residential 12/20 DU/AC) to 5-8 (Medium-
High Density Residential) 
 
Property Location and Size: 
The property is located at the southeast corner of 71st Avenue and Olive Avenue and is 26.28 
acres in size. 
 
History: 
On April 22, 2008, c ases GPA07-09 and ZON07-23 for this property was approved by City 
Council. On March 6, 2008, t he Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend 
approval of GPA07-09 and rezoning application ZON07-23. GPA07-09 and ZON07-23, 
Kalamata, was a PAD that permitted Multifamily, Commercial, and Single Family land uses. 
 
Project Details: 
 

1. The applicant intends to develop a mixed-use project titled West Pointe Village. 
 

2. The proposed PAD plan will contain the following mix land uses: 
Single-family residential: 89 units - 23.64 Acres 
Commercial:    2.64 acres 
 

3. The proposed land uses are similar to the zoning districts found in the Zoning 
Ordinance.  T he single-family component is most similar to the R1-6 (Single 
Residence) district and the commercial is most similar to the NSC (Neighborhood 
Shopping Center) district. 
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4. The proposed development standards for the project are as follows: 
 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
EXISTING PAD 
COMMERCIAL  

PROPOSED 
COMMERCIAL 

Minimum Lot Area n/a n/a 

Minimum Lot Width n/a n/a 

Minimum Lot Depth n/a n/a 

Minimum Front Setback 20 feet 25 feet 

Minimum Rear Setback 20 feet 25 feet 

Minimum Side Setback 5 feet 25 feet  
Minimum Street Side Yard Setback 20 feet 20 feet 

Maximum Structure Height 35 feet 35 feet 

Maximum % Lot Coverage N/A 30% 

 
5. Development standards proposed for the project are different than some of the 

existing standards found in the Zoning Ordinance.  The single-family component of 
the project has subtle deviations from the R1-6 developments standards.  S taff does 
not believe these development standards are excessive and are actually less intensive 
than what was previously approved in the PAD.  Below is a summary of the 
differences. 
 

DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

EXISTING PAD REQUESTED AMENDED 

Minimum Lot Area 6,000 square feet 6,000 square feet 
Minimum Lot Width 35 55’ 
Minimum Lot Depth 80’ 115’ 
Minimum Front Yard Setback 15’ to livable and 20’ feet to 

garage 
20’ to living area or side entry 
garage, measured from property 
line to face of garage 

Minimum Side Yards 0-5’ 5’ 
Minimum Distance Between 
Buildings on Adjacent Lots 

10’ 10’ 

Minimum Street Side Yard 
Setback 

10’  10’  

Minimum Rear Yards 15’ 20’ 
Maximum Lot Coverage 60 % 45 % 
Maximum Building Height 30’ 30’ 

 
6. The PAD amendment plan includes design criteria for the walls along the street 

frontage and landscape tracts will be constructed of decorative materials. 
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7. The development plan includes approximately 15.2% or 3.92 acres of the site as 
common open space.   

 
8. The applicant will dedicate right-of-way and construct half-street improvements 

along 71st Avenue.  The required improvement standards are determined by the City 
of Glendale Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

 
9. All landscape, perimeter walls, theme walls, and entry features within the subdivision 

will be owned and maintained by the homeowners association. 
 

10. Access to the single-family portion of the project will be provided by three access 
points: at Puget Avenue, at Lawrence Avenue, and off of Olive Avenue and 69th 
Lane. 

 
11. The commercial component can have access to the site off of 71st and Olive avenues. 

 
CERTIFICATE OF ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES: 
 
West Pointe Village is located within the Glendale Elementary School District (GESD) and 
Glendale Union High School District (GUHSD). The applicant has met with both school districts 
to ensure that there are adequate school facilities in their respective districts.  Both GESD and 
GUHSD confirmed that the school districts have adequate facilities to accommodate West Pointe 
Village. Copies of the certificates are attached. 
 
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION TO DATE: 
 
Applicant’s Citizen Participation Process: 
On December 3, 2013, the applicant mailed notification 305 letters to adjacent property owners 
and interested parties notifying the public of a neighborhood meeting that was to be held on 
December 18, 2013.  At the neighborhood meeting there was one resident in attendance in 
addition to the applicant, property owner, and City staff. The resident had concerns with access 
onto Alice Avenue, additional work to be done to the existing subdivision perimeter wall to the 
east of this project, and questioned if a user had been identified for the commercial component of 
the project. The applicant provided the resident the preliminary plat which showed no access 
from the project onto Alice Avenue. Additionally, the applicant indicated that no w ork to the 
subdivision eastern wall will be done, and he informed the resident that the project did not have a 
commercial user for the commercial component at this time. The resident was satisfied with the 
responses and had no additional concerns.  The applicant’s Citizen Participation Final Report is 
attached. 
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing: 
A Notice of Public Hearing was published in The Glendale Star on March 13, 2014. Notification 
postcards of the public hearing were mailed to adjacent property owners and interested parties on 
March 19, 2014. The property was posted on March 14, 2014. 
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STAFF FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS: 
 
General Plan Amendment 
 
Findings: 

• The amendment is consistent with the policies and objectives of the rest of the General 
Plan; and 

• The proposed amendment furthers the public health, safety and general welfare of the 
citizens of Glendale. 

 
Analysis: 

• Amending the General Plan designation of 12-20 DU/AC and GC to the requested 
General Plan designations of 5-8 DU/AC and PC are appropriate for the site and are 
compatible with the adjacent land use designations in the area. 

• The proposed amendment reduces the amount of density for the project in the area and 
lowers the intensity of the uses permitted in the PC land use designation. 

 
Rezoning 
 
Findings: 

• The amendment is consistent with the policies and objectives of the Glendale General 
Plan; 

• The proposed amendment furthers the public health, safety and general welfare of the 
citizens of Glendale; and 

• If the amendment is to the official Zoning Map, the proposed change will include any 
conditions necessary to mitigate any adverse impacts on the businesses, persons, or 
properties adjacent to the requested amendment. 

• A finding is made that there are adequate school facilities, if the amendment is to the 
Official Zoning Map, and if Section 3.812 (Adequate School Facilities) is applicable. 

 
Analysis: 

• Amending this existing PAD zoning district is compatible with the proposed 5-8 DU/AC 
and PC General Plan designations. 
 

• The proposed development plan is designed to be compatible with adjacent residential 
areas. This proposal will reduce the amount of multifamily residential units in the area. 
 

• Approximately 15.2% of the site is shown as open space.  Single-family development 
typically has 15% open space.  Given the size of the lots proposed for the single family 
development, 15.2% of open space is appropriate. 
 

• The proposed landscaping, decorative theme walls, and enhance pavement features at 
each access point to this subdivision provides the sense of place for this development. 
 

• Stipulations are necessary to ensure the dedication of right-of-way for adjoining streets 
and that all street improvements are constructed in order to serve the development. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Planning Commission should recommend approval of this request, subject to the following 
stipulations: 
 
1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with the development plan outlined in 

the PAD document, date stamped February 16, 2014. 
 
2. Dedication of right-of-way on 71st Avenue to provide a total half-width of 35 feet shall be 

made prior to issuing any building permit for any part of the project. 
 
3. Dedication of right-of-way along Alice Avenue to provide a total half-width of 25 feet 

shall be made prior to issuing any building permit for any part of the project. 
 
4. Dedication of right-of-way and all required street improvements along Olive Avenue 

shall be approved by the City of Peoria prior to issuing any building permit for any part 
of the project. 

 
5. The applicant shall provide documentation that the City of Peoria has reviewed and 

approved all necessary improvements to Olive Avenue. 
 
6. All half-street improvements on 71st, Alice, and Olive avenues adjacent to the property 

shall be completed at the time of development.  Required improvement standards are 
determined by the City of Glendale Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 
 

7. A decorative finish shall be provided on both sides of the eight-foot wall, which separates 
the commercial and multi-family residential parcel. 
 

8. The sidewalk adjacent to 71st Avenue and the sidewalks located adjacent to all streets that 
are internal to this project shall be 5’ feet in width.  
 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Applicant’s PAD Booklet, date stamped February 16, 2014. 

2. Certification of Adequate School Facilities Form from Glendale 
Union High School District, dated March 14, 2014. 

3. Citizen Participation Final Report (without mailing labels), 
approved February 4, 2014. 

4. Vicinity General Plan Map. 
5. Vicinity Rezoning Map. 
6. Aerial Photograph, dated November 2012. 

 
PROJECT MANAGER: Remigio Cordero, Planner   (623) 930-2597 
    rcordero@glendaleaz.com 
 
 
 
 

mailto:rcordero@glendaleaz.com
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GPA13-03 ºCASE NUMBER

7041 W. Olive Avenue
LOCATION

         AMEND 12.56 ACRES OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
DESIGNATION FROM 12-20 (HIGH DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL, 12-20 DU/AC) TO 5-8 (MEDIUM 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, 5-8 DU/AC)

REQUEST

a

OLIVE AVENUE
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67
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E

          AMEND 2.64 ACRES OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
DESIGNATION FROM GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL)
TO PC (PLANNED COMMERCIAL).

a
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ZON13-06 ºCASE NUMBER

7041 W. Olive Avenue
LOCATION

REQUEST

a

OLIVE AVENUE
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ST

  A
VE

NU
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E

a

           AMEND 12.56 ACRES OF THE EXISTING PAD (PLANNED 
AREA DEVELOPMENT) TO DELETE THE MULTI-FAMILY 
LAND USE AND ADD SINGLE FAMILY LAND USE.
           AMEND 2.64 ACRES OF THE EXISTING PAD (PLANNED 
AREA DEVELOPMENT) TO DELETE THE C-1 
(NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL) LAND USE AND ADD NSC 
(NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING CENTER) LAND USE.
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: FINAL PLAT APPLICATION FP13-02:  RE-PLAT OF COPPER COVE PHASE 2 
 – 9300 WEST CAMELBACK ROAD 

Staff Contact: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request by Bowman Consulting Group, representing DR Horton Inc., for City Council to 
approve the final plat of Copper Cove Phase 2, a Planned Residential Development, located at 9300 
West Camelback Road. 
 
Staff recommends approval of Final Plat Application FP13-02. 

Background 
 
Copper Cove Phase 2 is a 141 lot single family subdivision on approximately 38 acres with a 
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.  Lot sizes vary from 5,750 square feet to 9,179 square feet 
with an average lot size of 6,783 square feet. 
 
A Final Plat application for this subdivision was approved and recorded in 2008; however, the 
subdivision was never constructed.  The previously approved subdivision plat included 180 lots 
with private streets, as the previous owner’s intention was to develop a gated community.  The 
current owner wishes to construct a non-gated subdivision with public streets, and this re-plat 
will dedicate the right-of-way and streets to the city. 
 
The proposed final plat is consistent with the General Plan land use designation of Medium High 
Density Residential and the existing R1-4 PRD (Single-Residence, Planned Residential 
Development) zoning district. 
 
This request meets the requirements of the Subdivision and Minor Land Division Ordinance and is 
consistent with the Residential Design and Development Manual. 

 
The request is consistent with the approved Copper Cove Development Plan. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On September 10, 2013, Council approved Rezoning Application ZON13-01 for this subdivision. 
 
On April 8, 2008, Council approved Final Plat Application FP07-17 for this subdivision. 
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
This project provides for the development of a vacant infill property and a subdivision that is 
designed to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Final plat applications do not require citizen participation; therefore, no public notification was 
conducted specifically for this application.  However, the companion Rezoning Application  
ZON13-01 completed the Citizen Participation and Notice of Public Hearing processes. 
 
As part of the rezoning request, the applicant held a neighborhood meeting on January 14, 2013.  
All comments made at the neighborhood meeting, including questions about floor plans, energy 
efficiency of the proposed house product, and wall height along the east property line were 
addressed by the applicant.  Following the neighborhood meeting, an additional neighborhood 
notice letter was mailed to the adjacent property owners notifying them of the requested 
rezoning.  No comments concerning Phase 2 were received as a result of this letter.  

Attachments 

Final Plat Narrative 

Proposed Final Plat 

Vicinity Zoning Map 

Aerial Photograph 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A LEASE AGREEMENT WITH NEW  
WESTGATE, LLC FOR THE GALLERY GLENDALE AT WESTGATE RETAIL  
SPACE 

Staff Contact: Erik Strunk, Executive Director, Parks, Recreation & Library Services 

Purpose and Policy Guidance 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve a new, one-year lease agreement to provide the city 
with 3,050 leasable square feet of retail space for the “Gallery Glendale at Westgate.” 

Background Summary 
 
On April 23, 2013, the City Council approved a one-year lease between the City and New Westgate, 
LLC, for the creation of the “Gallery Glendale @ Westgate.”  Under the agreement, New Westgate, 
LLC provided 3,050 square feet of space (Suite #D-109) and covered all utility expenses at no cost to 
the city for a period of 12 months.   
 
The intent of the Gallery over the past year has been to provide a public venue to display the City’s 
municipal arts collection, work with partnering groups to bring new art and artistic experiences to 
Glendale, and provide residents and visitors with the opportunity to view and appreciate art gallery 
displays free of charge.  Since that time, the City has coordinated and planned over 20 different 
events and art displays that have brought over 14,000 persons to the Gallery Glendale and 
Westgate.  Examples would include the Touch a Truck event, and art displays by the WHAM, Art 
League West, the Glendale Union High School, and the Arizona Artists Guild. 
 
In exchange, the city has staffed the Gallery Glendale every Friday and Saturday evening from the 
hours of 6:00 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. The city also cross-promoted activities on its website, newsletters and 
publications, city calendars, disseminated information at its parks, recreation and library facilities, 
placed temporary Westgate promotional banners at various city-owned sports facilities, and uses 
the LED billboard located at the northeast corner of the Loop 101 Freeway and Glendale Avenue to 
promote the endeavor.   
 
Earlier this year, both the City and the owners of New Westgate, LLC, mutually indicated their desire 
to extend the lease at the same terms and conditions, for an additional 12 month period.  As a result, 
staff is requesting renewal of the existing lease.   
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Previous Related Council Action 
 
The City Council approved a one-year, lease agreement with New Westgate, LLC, on April 23, 
2013. 

Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
The intent of Gallery Glendale is to provide an alternate location for the provision of parks, 
recreation and library and arts services.  It serves to provide area residents and patrons of Westgate 
with programs and services they might not otherwise be able to conveniently access.  The site also 
provides the Parks, Recreation and Library Services Department with an additional location (at very 
low cost) to provide services and programs, while Westgate will see an increase in foot traffic.   
 
Budget and Financial Impacts 

Estimated operating costs to the city (i.e. temporary staff as needed, signage, custodial, technology 
and program supplies), will not exceed $750/month.  These funds are budgeted in department self-
sustaining accounts 1260-15410 and 1880-14825; and the municipal arts program 1220-15310.  

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Agreement 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$2,000 1260-15410-518200, Library – Professional and Contractual 

$5,000 1220-15310-518200, Arts – Professional and Contractual 

$2,000 1880-14825-518200, Recreation – Professional and Contractual 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
WITH BLACK AND VEATCH CORPORATION FOR PYRAMID PEAK WATER 
TREATMENT PLANT PROCESS AND EXPANSION EVALUATION 

Staff Contact: Craig Johnson, P.E., Executive Director, Water Services 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional 
services agreement with Black and Veatch Corporation in an amount not to exceed $174,960 for 
process and expansion evaluations for the Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Plant (PPWTP). 

Background 
 
The Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Plant (PPWTP) is jointly owned by the City of Glendale and 
the City of Peoria with Peoria as a 23 percent equity owner.  The plant was originally constructed 
in 1986 and currently has the capacity to treat a maximum 48 million gallons of water per day 
(mgd).   
 
Since the original construction, several improvements have taken place, both expanding the plant 
capacity and maintaining its reliability.  Improvements have included a new reservoir, additional 
sludge lagoons, modifications to the chemical feed systems, and other system upgrades.   
 
The current project is comprised of two tasks.  The first task is to evaluate the plant’s treatment 
processes and recommendations for improvements.  The second task is to evaluate the potential 
expansion to add 10 million gallons per day of capacity to meet future water demands by Peoria. 

Analysis 
 
The PPWTP processes water from Central Arizona Project 365 days a year.  There is periodic need 
to evaluate and rehabilitate current processes to ensure that the infrastructure is in good working 
order and operational processes are following best practices.  Major improvements require an 
evaluation and design phase prior to construction.  This request is to secure process and 
expansion evaluation services.  Once the evaluation is complete, a future project will move 
forward with design and construction of any needed improvements or expansion of the facility. At 
that time, a request for approval will be brought forward to Council.  
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A Request for Proposal was issued in August 2013 to hire a consultant to provide professional 
services related to the operational processes and expansion planning evaluation.  Two firms 
submitted proposals, and Black and Veatch Corporation was determined to be the most qualified.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
The total cost for process and expansion evaluation is an amount not to exceed $174,960.  Peoria will 
reimburse Glendale for costs as follows:  
 

Task Cost by Task Glendale  Peoria 
Task 1- Treatment Process Evaluation $144,700 $111,419 $33,281 

Task 2- Plant Expansion Evaluation $30,260 $0 $30,260 
Total Cost $174,960 $111,419 $63,541 

 
Funding is available in the Water Services FY2013-14 capital improvement program. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Agreement 

Acknowledgement Letter 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$174,960 2400-61043-551200, Pyramid Pk WTP Train #1 Equip 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 

AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO AN AMENDMENT TO A PROFESSIONAL  
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH GHD, INC. FOR CONSTRUCTION  
ADMINISTRATION SERVICES AT THE WEST AREA WATER RECLAMATION 
FACILITY 

Staff Contact: Craig Johnson, P.E., Executive Director, Water Services 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to enter into an amendment to the 
Professional Services Agreement with GHD, Inc. for additional construction administration 
services at the West Area Water Reclamation Facility in amount not to exceed $20,670.30.   

Background 
 
A Professional Services Agreement with GHD Inc. was entered into on March 15, 2013 for design 
services for an equipment rehabilitation project located at the West Area Water Reclamation 
Facility.  The project includes the replacement of flow control gates for the aeration basins.  During 
construction, a potential structural issue was identified, requiring additional engineering review 
and design. This additional work demands the submittal of a request for an amendment to the 
existing contract.   The amendment will address a structural review, design, and construction 
administration services for the gates repair.   

Analysis 
 
Expanding the original agreement’s Scope of Work as amended per this agreement will allow the 
work to be completed under the appropriate professional standards and represents a long term 
cost savings to the city.   Proper installation of the repairs will help diminish any future issues 
which could arise to equipment as a result of exposure to an extremely harsh environment.    
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Proper maintenance of the equipment ensures that the system continues to function as designed 
resulting in efficient and uninterrupted plant operations, high quality A+ effluent production, and 
continued federal and state regulatory compliance.   

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Funding is available in the FY 2013-14 operating budget for the Water Services Department. 
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Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Amendment to Agreement 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$20,670.30 2360-17170-518200, West Area Plant 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT 
WITH ACTION DIRECT, LLC FOR THE ROSE LANE PARK STORM  
DRAIN MODIFICATIONS PROJECT 

Staff Contact: Stuart Kent, Executive Director, Public Works 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to enter into a construction 
agreement with Action Direct, LLC d.b.a. Redpoint Contracting, for the construction of storm drain 
piping and associated drywells in Rose Lane Park in an amount not to exceed $63,880. 

Background 
 
The Rose Lane Park Storm Drain Modifications Project is needed for the disposal of collected 
storm water utilizing the existing storm drain system.  The system previously discharged collected 
storm water to a Salt River Project (SRP) irrigation line located in 51st Avenue.  As a result of the 
continued necessity to disconnect storm water disposal from SRP irrigation facilities, it is 
necessary to drain the collected storm water utilizing two drywells included as part of this project.  
Improvements to the storm drain system will ensure continued compliance with the Maricopa 
County vector control regulations by eliminating the opportunity for water to become stagnant, 
and is consistent with the city’s stormwater management plan. 

Analysis 
 
The Engineering Department received two bids for this project, with Action Direct, LLC d.b.a. 
Redpoint Contracting submitting the lowest responsive bid. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
This project will improve the disposal of collected storm water from the neighborhood adjacent to 
the Rose Lane Park retention basin to ensure the general welfare of the public.  

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Funds are available in the Engineering division FY 2013-14 Capital Improvement Plan.   
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Capital Expense? Yes X No  

Budgeted? Yes X No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No X 

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Agreement 

Bid Tab 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$63,880 2180-79004-550800,  Local Drainage Problems 































OPENED AT THE CITY OF GLENDALE, ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

5850 W. GLENDALE AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR

DATE: MARCH 27, 2014 AT 10AM 10:00A.M.

CONTRACTOR BID BOND/CHECK BASE BID

REDPOINT CONTRACTING BID BOND 63,880.00$                                     

CITYWIDE CONTRACTING BID BOND 74,010.00$                                     

BID TABULATION

PROJECT# 121320  ROSE LANE PARK STORM DRAIN MODIFICATIONS



     

  CITY COUNCIL REPORT  
 

 

1 
 

Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AWARD OF BID 14-20 AND AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE TRAFFIC  
SIGN POSTS FROM XCESSORIES SQUARED SOUTHWEST INC. 

Staff Contact: Cathy Colbath, Interim Executive Director, Transportation Services 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to award Invitation for Bid (IFB) 14-20 and authorize the 
purchase of traffic sign posts, bases, sleeves and rivets to Xcessories Squared Southwest Inc. in an 
amount not to exceed $244,488.75. 

Background 
 
The Transportation Services Department is responsible for maintaining existing signage and 
installing new signs within the public right-of-way throughout the city.  Staff uses two techniques 
to install signs.  Signs can be attached to existing infrastructure, such as a streetlight or traffic 
signal pole, or they can be installed on freestanding sign posts.  Transportation Services staff uses 
a square, breakaway sign post and base system as its standard.  For safety reasons, the base and 
sleeve is designed to cause a sign post to breakaway.  For example, when a vehicle hits a sign, the 
post will break at the base instead of cutting through the vehicle. 
 
The Materials Management Division solicited responses to IFB 14-20 in February 2014, for traffic 
sign posts, bases, sleeves and rivets.  Three bids were received, and Xcessories Squared Southwest 
Inc. was determined to be the lowest responsive, responsible bidder.   

Analysis 
 
The Transportation Services Department tries to limit the number of sign posts used by utilizing 
streetlights and traffic signal poles to attach signs.  However, there is a need for sign posts in 
locations where the city has no existing infrastructure.  Furthermore, approximately five signs per 
week are knocked down and have to be replaced as a result of accidents.  Many of these signs are 
considered critical (stop and median marker signs), which requires a supply of sign posts be kept 
on hand so they can be replaced quickly. 
 
Three vendors responded to the solicitation, and Xcessories Squared Southwest Inc. was 
determined to be the lowest responsive, responsible bidder at $44,452.50 annually.  The initial 
solicitation term is for one year, and allows an option to extend for four additional years, in one 
year increments, based on satisfactory contractor performance.   
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Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Traffic signs are used to regulate, warn and provide guidance/information to roadway users.  

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
Xcessories Squared Southwest Inc. was determined to be the lowest responsive, responsible 
bidder at $44,452.50 annually.  Tax was not included in the vendor’s response, however, it will be 
charged; therefore, ten percent has been added to staff’s estimate.  This will cover both tax and 
any potential pricing adjustments that may occur.  Over the five-year life of this solicitation, total 
expenditures will not exceed $244,488.75.  

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 
IFB Solicitation 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$244,488.75 1340-16820-524400, Traffic Signs and Markings 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND EXISTING CONTRACT WITH DELTA DENTAL 
OF ARIZONA 

Staff Contact: Jim Brown, Executive Director, Human Resources and Risk Management 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to extend the current contract for Delta Dental of Arizona through 
June 30, 2015. 

Background 
 
The city entered into the existing contract for the Delta Dental on July 1, 2011.  The contract for 
this plan currently expires June 30, 2014.  Delta Dental has offered the city an extension through 
June 30, 2015, keeping the existing dental insurance coverage and services in place for city 
employees and retirees with no rate increases. 
 
The Total Compensation Committee reviewed and recommended the Delta Dental plan bid on 
February 3, 2010.  The Total Compensation Committee consisted of seven representatives within 
the city.  Costs for this plan have been provided for in the proposed budget for fiscal year (FY) 
2014-15. 
 
Last year, the City Attorney's Office advised Human Resources to go out for a new Request for 
Proposal (RFP) on this dental plan; however, due to the necessity of maintaining these important 
employee benefits and in light of the fact that there was insufficient time and staff resources to 
complete the RFP process for budget approval, HR was advised to fully inform Council and to 
request permission to enter a one year agreement with Delta Dental, which was done. 
 
Human Resources did not go out for an RFP this past year again due to the lack of staffing 
resources in both the benefits and procurement areas.  Delta Dental has agreed to extend current 
coverage to the City for another year at the same rates.  To avoid the interruption of benefits 
Human Resources is requesting the extension through June 30, 2015.  Human Resources must 
conduct an RFP for dental services in FY2015 and has engaged a consultant to assist in this 
process. 

Analysis 
 
The current contract with Delta Dental went into effect on July 1, 2011 and the Delta Dental plan 
has 1,829 plan participants.  This plan includes both employees and retirees. 
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Previous Related Council Action 
 
On December 10, 2013, Council ratified the contract for Delta Dental of Arizona. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Employee benefit plans enable the city to attract and retain qualified employees to provide 
necessary services to its citizens.   

Budget and Financial Impacts  
 
Costs for dental insurance benefits have been included in the budget proposal to Council for FY 
2014-15. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted?  Yes   No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments

Agreement 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$1,874,519 
2580-18210-541201   Delta Dental Employee  
2580-18210-541801   Delta Dental Retiree  
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND EXISTING CONTRACT WITH EMPLOYERS 
DENTAL SERVICES 

Staff Contact: Jim Brown, Executive Director, Human Resources and Risk Management 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to extend the current contract for Employers Dental Services 
through June 30, 2015. 

Background 
 
The city entered into the existing contract for the Employers Dental Services plan on July 1, 2011.  
The contract for this plan currently expires on June 30, 2014.  Employers Dental Services has 
offered the city an extension through June 30, 2015, keeping the existing dental insurance services 
in place for city employees and retirees with no rate increases. 
 
The Total Compensation Committee reviewed and recommended the Employers Dental Services 
plan bid on February 3, 2010.  The Total Compensation Committee consisted of seven 
representatives within the city.  Costs for this plan have been provided for in the proposed budget 
for fiscal year (FY) 2014-15. 
 
Last year, the City Attorney's Office advised Human Resources to go out for a new Request for 
Proposal (RFP) on this dental plan; however, due to the necessity of maintaining these important 
employee benefits and in light of the fact that there was insufficient time and staff resources to 
complete the RFP process for budget approval, HR was advised to fully inform Council and to 
request permission to enter a one year agreement with Employers Dental Services, which was 
done.   

Human Resources did not go out for an RFP this past year again due to the lack of staffing 
resources in both the benefits and procurement areas.  Employers Dental Services has agreed to 
extend current coverage to the city for another year at the same rates.  To avoid the interruption 
of benefits, Human Resources is requesting the extension through June 30, 2015.  Human 
Resources must conduct an RFP for dental services in FY2015 and has engaged a consultant to 
assist in this process.   
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Analysis 
 
The current contract with Employers Dental Services went into effect on July 1, 2011.  Currently, 
the Employers Dental Services plan carries 246 participants.  This plan includes both employees 
and retirees. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On December 10, 2013, Council ratified the contract for Employers Dental Services. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Employee benefit plans enable the city to attract and retain qualified employees to provide 
necessary services to its citizens.   

Budget and Financial Impacts  
 
Costs for dental insurance benefits have been included in the budget proposal to Council for FY 
2014-15. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted?  Yes   No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachment

Agreement 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$55,862 
2580-18210-541200   Employers Dental Services Employee 
2580-18210-541800   Employers Dental Services Retiree 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND EXISTING CONTRACT WITH THE HARTFORD 
LIFE AND ACCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 

Staff Contact: Jim Brown, Executive Director, Human Resources and Risk Management 

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to extend current contract for The Hartford Life and Accident 
Insurance Company through June 30, 2015. 

Background 
 
The city entered into the existing contract with The Hartford Life and Accident Insurance 
Company plan on July 1, 2008.  The contract expires on June 30, 2014.  The Hartford Life and 
Accident Insurance Company has offered the city an extension for an additional year, through June 
30, 2015, keeping the existing life insurance coverage and rates in place for city employees and 
retirees with no rate increases. 
 
The Total Compensation Committee reviewed and recommended The Hartford Life and Accident 
Insurance plan bid selection on January 29, 2008.  The Total Compensation Committee consisted 
of seven representatives within the city.  Costs for these plans have been provided for in the 
proposed budget for fiscal year (FY) 2014- 15. 
 
Last year, the City Attorney's Office advised Human Resources to go out for a new Request for 
Proposal (RFP) on this life plan; however, due to the necessity of maintaining these important 
employee benefits and in light of the fact that there was insufficient time and staff resources to 
complete the RFP process for budget approval, HR was advised to fully inform Council and to 
request permission to enter a one year agreement with The Hartford, which was done.   

Human Resources did not go out for an RFP this past year again due to the lack of staffing 
resources in both the benefits and procurement areas.  The Hartford has agreed to extend current 
coverage to the city for another year at the same rates.  To avoid the interruption of benefits, 
Human Resources is requesting the extension through June 30, 2015.  Human Resources must 
conduct an RFP for life insurance benefit services in FY2015 and has engaged a consultant to 
assist in this process.  
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Analysis 
 
The city’s Hartford Life and Accident Insurance contract went into effect July 1, 2008 and insures 
1,942 lives.  This plan includes both employees and retirees. 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On December 10, 2013, Council ratified the contract for The Hartford Life and Accident Insurance 
Company. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
Employee benefit plans enable the city to attract and retain qualified employees to provide 
necessary services to its citizens.   

Budget and Financial Impacts  
 
Costs for life insurance benefits have been included in the budget proposal to Council for FY 2014-
15. 

Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted?  Yes   No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments

Agreement 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$695,467 
2580-18210-541000   Hartford Life Employee  
2580-18210-542200   Hartford Life Retiree    
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
ADOPT AN ORDINANCE AMENDING GLENDALE CITY CODE, CHAPTER 28, 
ARTICLE VI. DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES, AND ADOPT A RESOLUTION 
AMENDING THE SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

Staff Contact: Stuart Kent, Executive Director, Public Works  

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt an ordinance 
amending the Glendale City Code, Chapter 28, Article VI. Development Impact Fees, by repealing 
existing Chapter 28, Article VI, Sections 28-125 through 28-149, and adopting in its place a new 
Development Impact Fees ordinance of the City of Glendale, Chapter 28, Article VI, Sections 28-
125 through 28-149, with an effective date of July 31, 2014. 
 
This is also a request for City Council to waive reading beyond the title and adopt a resolution 
amending the Schedule of Community Development Impact Fees for the City of Glendale, with an 
effective date of July 31, 2014.   

Background 
 
Development impact fees are one-time charges to developers that are used to offset capital costs 
resulting from new development that necessitate the expanding of existing facilities or the 
development of new facilities to serve growth in a municipality.  The collection of these fees allows 
the municipality to provide the same level of service to the new growth in the community without 
shifting the cost of growth related projects to the existing residents.  Historically, the city’s Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP) was the basis for impact fee calculations.   
 
On April 26, 2011, Governor Brewer signed into law Senate Bill 1525 (SB1525) which 
dramatically changed how impact fees are calculated.  The new State law for development impact 
fees, Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 9-463.05 now requires three integrated products: 1) Land 
Use (LU) Assumptions for at least 10 years; 2) Infrastructure Improvements Plan (IIP); and 3) 
Development Impact Fees (DIF).  The Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements Plan, 
and Development Impact Fees report contains the three integrated products required by law for 
the City of Glendale DIF update.   

Analysis 
 
The new law for development impact fees requires a two-phase adoption process; the LU 
Assumptions and IIP must be reviewed, refined, and approved before focusing on the 
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development impact fees.  The city completed the necessary review and modification steps and on 
March 4, 2014 Council adopted the LU Assumptions and IIP for Glendale, thus completing phase-
one of the process.   
 
Phase-two required Council to hold a public hearing on April 8, 2014 in order to receive input on 
the proposed DIF and allowed for changes to be made prior to requested adoption at the May 13, 
2014 Council meeting, with an effective date of July 31, 2014. 
 
Land Use Assumptions 
TischlerBise prepared current demographic estimates and future development projections for 
both residential and nonresidential development that were used in the IIP and calculation of the 
development impact fees.  Demographic data for FY 2013-14 (beginning July 1, 2013) are used in 
calculating levels-of-service provided to existing development in Glendale.  Although long-range 
projections are necessary for planning infrastructure systems, a time frame of five to ten years is 
critical for the development impact fees analysis.  Due to the slow economic recovery, compound 
growth rates were used to produce conservative initial projections that increase over time.  The 
adopted LU Assumptions for Glendale are explained in Appendix C (pages 68 - 80) of the Land Use 
Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements Plan, and Development Impact Fees report. 
 
Infrastructure Improvement Plan 
This update of Glendale’s DIF includes the following necessary public services as listed below, and 
the recently adopted IIP for each service can be found in the Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure 
Improvements Plan, and Development Impact Fees report on the indicated pages.     

• Parks and Recreational Facilities (pages 14 – 20) 
• Streets (pages 22 – 38) 
• Police Facilities (pages 39 – 45) 
• Fire Facilities (pages 46 – 52) 
• Water Facilities (pages 53 – 57) 
• Wastewater Facilities (58 – 62) 
 

Glendale currently collects development impact fees for library facilities but city staff is 
recommending suspension of these fees when the DIF update becomes effective on July 31, 2014 
(page 21).  Opening a new library in the next ten years would require significant staffing and 
operating costs and this would be difficult given Glendale’s limited fiscal resources. 
 
Forecast of Revenues 
The required forecast of non-development impact fee revenue that might be used for growth-
related capital costs are located in Appendix A (pages 63 – 66) of the Land Use Assumptions, 
Infrastructure Improvements Plan, and Development Impact Fees report. 
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Creation of Service Zones 
Service zones allow for development impact fees that service a specific area to be differentiated 
from other parts of the community, recognizing that parts of the community have nearly all of the 
infrastructure necessary to serve it while other areas still need more infrastructure.  Service zones 
also restrict the usage of fees collected from that zone to be used only in that zone.  In Glendale, 
three demographic areas (shown in Figure 1) define the service zones for the city.  For example, 
Glendale does not provide water and wastewater service to the area west of 115th Avenue, so the 
service area for water utilities is East Glendale and West 101 Glendale area.  Street facilities are the 
only type of infrastructure that has three service areas and unique fees for each.  Given the 
expectation that Glendale will not annex significant residential development west of 115th Avenue 
within the next five years, residential development in the West 303 Glendale area is excluded from 
the service area.  Nonresidential development in the West 303 Glendale area will be annexed and 
will pay development fees for streets, police, and fire facilities. 
 

Figure 1 – Glendale Service Zones 

 
 
Development Impact Fees  
In contrast to project-level improvements, development impact fees fund growth-related 
infrastructure that will benefit multiple development projects, or the entire jurisdiction (usually 
referred to as system improvements).  The Non-Utility fees for Residential Development are 
shown in Figure 2, and the Non-Utility fees for Non-Residential Development (per thousand 
square feet of floor area) are shown in Figure 3.  The figures show the development impact fees for 
the necessary public services identified in the city’s IIP.    
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Figure 2 - Non-Utility Fees for Residential Development             
Residential - per Dwelling Unit in East Glendale     

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Single Unit $909  $1,551  $339  $1,146  $3,945  

2+ Units per Structure $517  $865  $193  $652  $2,227  
            
Residential - per Dwelling Unit in West 101 Glendale     

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Single Unit $909  $3,522  $339  $1,146  $5,916  

2+ Units per Structure $517  $1,963  $193  $652  $3,325  

 
Figure 3 - Non-Utility Fees for Non-Residential Development             

Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in East Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $23  $308  $12  $129  $472  

Commercial $43  $2,210  $99  $239  $2,591  

Institutional $30  $883  $36  $166  $1,115  

Office & Other Services $101  $957  $39  $563  $1,660  
            
Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in West 101 Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $23  $701  $12  $129  $865  

Commercial $43  $5,017  $99  $239  $5,398  

Institutional $30  $2,005  $36  $166  $2,237  

Office & Other Services $101  $2,172  $39  $563  $2,875  
            
Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in West 303 Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $0  $1,154  $12  $129  $1,295  

Commercial $0  $8,260  $99  $239  $8,598  

Institutional $0  $3,301  $36  $166  $3,503  

Office & Other Services $0  $3,575  $39  $563  $4,177  
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The development impact fees for water and wastewater facilities for all development types (per 
meter) in East Glendale and West 101 Glendale are shown in Figure 4.  Since Glendale does not 
provide water and wastewater service west of 115th Avenue, no development impact fees are 
proposed for the West 303 Glendale area.  If residential parcels are annexed in the West 303 
Glendale area, the need for public facilities may be addressed through annexation and 
development agreements.  
 

Figure 4 - Fees for Water and Wastewater Facilities 

Meter Size Water Wastewater Total 
0.75 $2,761  $1,944  $4,705  
1.00 $4,607  $3,243  $7,850  
1.50 $9,183  $6,462  $15,645  
2.00 $14,695  $10,341  $25,036  
3.00 $29,413  $20,696  $50,109  
4.00 $45,950  $32,331  $78,281  
6.00 $91,867  $64,637  $156,504  
8.00 $146,991  $103,420  $250,411  

 
The development impact fees shown herein are being requested for Council adoption at the May 
13, 2014 Voting meeting of the Glendale City Council, with an effective date of July 31, 2014. 
 
Amended City Code 
Prior to adopting the new development impact fees schedule, Council must amend Glendale City 
Code, Chapter 28, Article VI. Development Impact Fees, by repealing existing Chapter 28, Article 
VI, Sections 28-125 through 28-149, and adopt in its place a new Development Impact Fees 
ordinance of the City of Glendale, Chapter 28, Article VI, Sections 28-125 through 28-149, with an 
effective date of July 31, 2014.  This amendment is necessary to provide clarification to certain 
conditions of service, which comply with the changes required by ARS 9-463.05.   
 
The Development Impact Fees ordinance has been drafted in conformance with the League of 
Arizona Cities and Towns “Model Development Impact Fee Ordinance” and adapted for use by the 
City of Glendale.  The City Code amendment includes sections specific to the city’s LU Assumptions 
and IIP, administration of the program and collections of fees, DIF credits, refunds and appeals, as 
well as development agreements and oversight of the DIF program.   Included in the ordinance is 
the action to repeal the current Schedule of Community Development Impact Fees, and to replace 
it with a new Schedule of Community Development Impact Fees to be adopted by resolution, with 
an effective date of July 31, 2014.  The ordinance and resolution are attached for City Council 
consideration and adoption at the May 13, 2014  Voting meeting. 



     

  CITY COUNCIL REPORT  
 

 

6 
 

Previous Related Council Action 
 
On April 8, 2014, Council held a public hearing on the proposed development impact fees for the 
City of Glendale.  As there were no comments, Mayor Weiers closed the public hearing. 
 
On March 4, 2014, Council adopted by resolution the LU Assumptions and the IIP for the City of 
Glendale.  
 
On January 28, 2014, Council held a public hearing on the proposed LU Assumptions and IIP for 
the City of Glendale.  As there were no comments, Mayor Weiers closed the public hearing. 
 
At the November 19, 2013 Workshop, Council received an update on the DIF and directed staff to 
continue with the process and to hold a public hearing on January 28, 2014 to hear the LU 
Assumptions and IIP. 
 
At the March 5, 2013 Workshop, Council received an update on the DIF and approved a hybrid 
method of reviewing the IIP and new or modified impact fees, and to contract for an independent 
biennial certified audit of LU assumptions, IIP and the expenditure and collection of impact fees.   
 
On May 22, 2012, Council authorized the City Manager to enter into a professional services 
contract with TischlerBise to update the city’s DIF schedule and to develop the IIP. 
 
On November 22, 2011, Council adopted the current version of development impact fees that were 
modified to be compliant with SB1525 and which took effect on December 31, 2011. 
 
At the September 20, 2011 Workshop, Council was briefed on the potential impacts of SB1525 and 
directed staff to modify the existing development impact fees to ensure the city can continue to 
collect development impact fees in accordance with the new law. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
The public was provided an opportunity to comment on the proposed DIF during the April 8, 2014 
public hearing.  March 6 through April 7 reflected the required 30-day waiting and consensus 
building period and allowed for changes to be made to the draft development impact fees prior to 
requested adoption at the May 13, 2014 Council Meeting, with an effective date of July 31, 2014. 
 
On March 5, 2014, the city provided notice of the April 8, 2014 public hearing on the city’s website 
and in the March 6, 2014 publication of the Glendale Star; and, on March 7, 2014 posted the 
revised Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements Plan, and Draft Development Impact 
Fees report on the city’s website for public review. 
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At the March 4, 2014 Special Voting meeting, Council adopted by resolutions the LU Assumptions 
and IIP for the City of Glendale.  There were no letters of opposition received prior to the meeting, 
and no requests by the public or development community to speak during the meeting.  This 
action completed phase-one of the DIF adoption process as specified by the new State law.    
 
On February 18, 2014, the city posted the revised Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure 
Improvements Plan, and Draft Development Fees report on the city’s website, and emailed a copy to 
the development community prior to the requested adoption of the LU Assumptions and IIP by 
Council at the March 4, 2014 Special Voting meeting. 
 
On January 28, 2014, the public was provided an opportunity to comment during the public 
hearing held on the proposed LU Assumptions and IIP.  January 29 through March 3 reflected the 
required 30-day waiting and consensus building period and allowed for changes to be made to the 
draft LU Assumptions and IIP prior to the requested adoption at the March 4, 2014 Special Voting 
Meeting.  No comments were received during the public hearing. 
 
On December 19, 2013, the Public Works Executive Director and staff from TischlerBise met with 
representatives from the Home Builders Association of Central Arizona, the Arizona Multi-Family 
Housing Association and Valley Partnership.  The city and the development community worked 
cooperatively on the draft LU Assumptions and IIP that were presented to Council at the January 
28, 2014 public hearing.     
 
On November 26, 2013, the city provided notice of the January 28, 2014 public hearing on the LU 
Assumptions and IIP on the city’s website and in the November 28, 2013 publication of the 
Glendale Star.  The city posted the Draft Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements Plan, 
and Development Fees report on the city’s website, and emailed a copy to the development 
community.  November 28 through January 27 reflected the required 60-day public notice and 
consensus building period and allowed for changes to be made to the draft LU Assumptions and 
IIP prior to the January 28, 2014 public hearing.      

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
As stated in ARS 9-463.05.A, a municipality may assess development fees to offset costs to the 
municipality associated with providing necessary public services to a development, including the 
costs of infrastructure, improvements, real property, engineering and architectural services, 
financing and professional services required for the preparation or revision of a development fee 
pursuant to this section, including the relevant portion of the infrastructure improvements plan.   
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ORDINANCE NO. 2891 NEW SERIES 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, 
AMENDING GLENDALE CITY CODE CHAPTER 28, 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, ARTICLE VI, 
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES; DELETING THE 
CURRENT SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
IMPACT FEES; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Glendale retained TischlerBise to conduct a study to analyze 

and assess growth and development projections for the City of Glendale to determine the 
additional demand on certain City facilities, equipment and vehicles as permitted and required 
by A.R.S. § 9-463.05; and 

 
WHEREAS, TischlerBise previously prepared certain Land Use Assumptions and an 

Infrastructure Improvements Plan, which analyzed among other things the existing levels of 
service provided by the City, the future anticipated need for additional expenditures related to 
new development in order to maintain those levels of service for the various categories of 
development and other potential revenue sources related to new development that could be 
used to offset the impacts of new development, all in accordance with A.R.S. § 9-463.05; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City, after public notice and hearing on January 28, 2014, adopted the 

Land Use Assumptions and the Infrastructure Improvements Plan on March 4, 2014 b y 
Resolution #4772 New Series; and 

 
WHEREAS, TischlerBise has prepared a Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure 

Improvements Plan and Development Impact Fees Report (“Report”), dated May 13, 2014, 
presenting the results of the analysis using existing levels of service to derive appropriate 
sharing factors for residential and non-residential development for the continuing costs of 
growth on facilities, equipment and vehicles; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Report has been presented to, and reviewed by, the City Council of 

the City of Glendale, who have determined: (1) that the proposed development impact fees set 
forth in the Report are necessary to offset some of the costs associated with meeting future 
City facilities, equipment and vehicle needs pursuant to the development projections of the 
City; (2) that the proposed development impact fees bear a r easonable relationship to the 
burden imposed on t he City to provide additional capital items for new residents and 
development to maintain appropriate levels of service, and provides a benefit to these new 
residents reasonably related to the revised and new fees; and (3) that the amount of the fees 
are roughly proportional to the pro rata share of the additional capital items needed to provide 
adequate municipal services to the new development, while maintaining the existing levels of 
service currently provided to City residents and businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 5, 2014, the City provided public notice of its intention to hold 

a public hearing to amend development impact fees on the City’s web site and published the 
same in the Glendale Star on March 6, 2014; and 
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WHEREAS, on April 8, 2014, t he City conducted a public hearing on t he proposed 

development impact fees, which date was at least thirty (30) days after the notice of intention 
to impose the fees, and at least fourteen (14) days before the scheduled date of adoption of the 
fees; and 

 
WHEREAS, the development impact fees adopted subsequent this ordinance shall 

not be effective until at least seventy-five (75) days after its formal adoption by the Mayor 
and City Council. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

GLENDALE as follows:  
 

SECTION 1.  That current Chapter 28, (Planning & Development), Article VI 
(Development Impact Fees) is repealed in its entirety. 

 
SECTION 2.  That a new Chapter 28, Article VI to be titled "DEVELOPMENT 

IMPACT FEES" is hereby inserted to read as follows: 
 

CHAPTER 28, ARTICLE VI.  DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

Sec. 28-125.  Legislative intent and purpose.  

This Article is adopted for the purpose of promoting the health, safety and general 
welfare of the residents of the City by: 

 (a) Requiring new development to pay its proportionate share of the costs incurred by 
the City that are associated with providing necessary public services to new development. 

 (b) Setting forth standards and procedures for creating and assessing development 
impact fees consistent with the requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes (“A.R.S.”) § 9-463.05, 
including requirements under A.R.S. § 9-463.05(K) that, on or before August 1, 2014, t he City 
replace its development impact fees adopted before January 1, 2012 w ith development impact 
fees adopted under A.R.S. § 9-463.05 as amended by the state legislature in SB 1525, Fiftieth 
Legislature, First Regular Session. 

 (c) Providing for the temporary continuation of certain development impact fees 
adopted before January 1, 2012 until otherwise replaced under this Article, or longer where such 
development impact fees were pledged to support financing or debt for a grandfathered facility 
as permitted by A.R.S. § 9-463.05(K)(R)(S).  

 (d) Setting forth procedures for administering the development impact fee program, 
including mandatory offsets, credits, and refunds of development impact fees.  All development 
impact fee assessments, offsets, credits, or refunds must be administered in accordance with the 
provisions of this Article. 
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 (e) Having no i mpact upon the City’s zoning authority or its authority to adopt or 
amend its general plan, provided that City planning and zoning activities may require 
amendments to development impact fees as provided in Section 28-130 of this Article.  

 (f) Not allowing the payment of development impact fees to entitle the applicant to a 
building permit unless all other applicable land use, zoning, planning, platting, subdivision or 
other related requirements, standards and conditions have been met.  Such other requirements, 
standards and conditions are independent of the requirement for payment of a development 
impact fee.   

Neither this ordinance nor the specific development fee schedules for particular capital 
facilities shall affect, in any manner, the permissible use of property, density/intensity of 
development, design and improvement standards or other applicable standards or requirements of 
the city land development regulations, which shall be operative and remain in full force and 
effect without limitation.   

Sec. 28-126.  Definitions. 

When used in this Article, the terms listed below shall have the following meanings 
unless the context requires otherwise.  Singular terms shall include their plural. 

Applicant:  A person who applies to the City for a building permit. 

Appurtenance:  Any fixed machinery or equipment, structure or other fixture, including 
integrated hardware, software or other components, associated with a capital facility that are 
necessary or convenient to the operation, use, or maintenance of a capital facility, but excluding 
replacement of the same after initial installation. 

Aquatic Center:  A facility primarily designed to host non-recreational competitive 
functions generally occurring within water, including, but not limited to, water polo games, 
swimming meets, and diving events.  Such facility may be indoors, outdoors, or any combination 
thereof, and includes all necessary supporting amenities, including but not limited to, locker 
rooms, offices, snack bars, bleacher seating, and shade structures. 

Building:  Any structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any residential or 
non-residential land use or occupancy. 

Building Area:  The area included within surrounding exterior walls (or exterior walls 
and fire walls) exclusive of vent shafts and courts.  A reas of the building not provided with 
surrounding walls shall be included in the building area if such areas are included within the 
horizontal projection of the roof or floor above. 

Building Permit:  Any permit issued by the City that authorizes vertical construction, 
increases square footage (building area), authorizes changes to land use, or provides for the 
addition of a residential or non-residential point of demand to a water or wastewater system.  

Capital Facility:  An asset having a useful life of three or more years that is a component 
of one or more categories of necessary public service provided by the City.  A capital facility 
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may include any associated purchase of real property, architectural and engineering services 
leading to the design and construction of buildings and facilities, improvements to existing 
facilities, improvements to or expansions of existing facilities, and associated financing and 
professional services.  W herever used herein, “infrastructure” shall have the same meaning as 
“Capital Facilities.” 

Category of Necessary Public Service:  A category of necessary public services for which 
the City is authorized to assess development impact fees, as further defined in Section 28-
131(a)(1) of this Article. 

Category of Development:  A specific category of residential, industrial, commercial, 
institutional, or office and other services development against which a development impact fee is 
calculated and assessed.  T he City assesses development impact fees against the following 
categories of development:  

(a) residential development on a per dwelling unit basis (which includes, but is not 
limited to, single family, multi-family, mobile home/park model, and all other 
types of residential dwelling units), and  

(b) non-residential development on a per thousand square foot basis (which includes, 
but is not limited to, commercial/retail development, office, institutional, business 
park, light industrial, warehousing, manufacturing and hotel).  

City:  The City of Glendale, Arizona. 

Commercial Land Use:  Retail development, including the sale of goods to the public for 
use or consumption, rather than for resale, and eating/drinking places.  A shopping center is an 
integrated group of commercial establishments.  

Credit:  A reduction in an assessed development impact fee resulting from developer 
contributions to, payments for, construction of, or dedications for capital facilities included in an 
infrastructure improvements plan under Section 28-135 of this Article (or as otherwise permitted 
by this Article). 

Credit Agreement:  A written agreement between the City and the developer(s) of subject 
development that allocates credits to the subject development under Section 28-135 of this 
Article.  A credit agreement may be included as part of a Development Agreement under Section 
28-136 of this Article. 

Credit Allocation:  A term used to describe when credits are distributed to a particular 
development or parcel of land after execution of a credit agreement, but are not yet issued. 

Credit Issuance:  A term used to describe when the amount of an assessed development 
impact fee attributable to a p articular development or parcel of land is reduced by applying a 
credit allocation. 
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Developer:  An individual, group of individuals, partnership, corporation, limited liability 
company, association, municipal corporation, state agency, or other person or entity undertaking 
land development activity, and their respective successors and assigns. 

Development Agreement:  An agreement prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
Section 28-136 of this Article, A.R.S. § 9-500.05, and any applicable requirements of the City 
Code. 

Direct Benefit:  A benefit to a service unit resulting from a capital facility that:  ( a) 
addresses the need for a Necessary Public Service created in whole or in part by the service unit; 
and that (b) meets either of the following criteria:  ( i) the capital facility is located in the 
immediate area of the service unit and is needed in the immediate area of the service unit to 
maintain the levels of service; or (ii) the capital facility substitutes for, or eliminates the need for 
a capital facility that would have otherwise have been needed in the immediate area of the 
service unit to maintain the City’s levels of service. 

Dwelling:  A building that contains one or more dwelling units used, intended or 
designed to be used, rented, leased, let or hired out to be occupied for living purposes. 

Dwelling Unit:  A place of residence providing complete, living facilities for one or more 
persons, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation.  
Examples include a house, apartment, townhome, condominium unit, or manufactured home.  
Dwelling unit does not include hotels designed primarily for transient occupant purposes, nor 
group quarters, nor rooms in hospitals or nursing homes.    

Equipment:  Machinery, tools, materials, and other supplies, not including vehicles, that 
are needed by a capital facility to provide the levels of service specified by the infrastructure 
improvement plan, but excluding replacement of the same after initial development of the capital 
facility. 

Excluded Library Facility:  Library facilities for which development impact fees may not 
be charged under A.R.S. § 9-463.05, including that portion of any Library facility that exceeds 
10,000 square feet, and equipment, vehicles or appurtenances associated with Library operations. 

Excluded Park Facility:  Park and recreational facilities for which development impact 
fees may not be charged under A.R.S. § 9 -463.05, including amusement parks, aquariums, 
aquatic centers, auditoriums, arenas, arts and cultural facilities, bandstand and orchestra 
facilities, bathhouses, boathouses, clubhouses, community centers greater than three thousand 
square feet in floor area, environmental education centers, equestrian facilities, golf course 
facilities, greenhouses, lakes, museums, theme parks, water reclamation or riparian areas, 
wetlands, or zoo facilities.  

Fee Report:  A written report developed under Section 28-132 of this Article that 
identifies the methodology for calculating the amount of each development impact fee, identifies 
the service area to which each impact fee applies, explains or demonstrates the relationship 
between the development impact fee to be assessed and assumptions and calculations set forth in 
the infrastructure improvements plan, and which meets other requirements set forth in A.R.S. § 
9-463.05.   
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Financing or Debt:  Any debt, bond, not e, loan, interfund loan, fund transfer, or other 
debt service obligation used to finance the development or expansion of a capital facility. 

Fire Protection:  A category of necessary public services that includes fire stations, fire 
equipment, fire vehicles and all appurtenances for fire stations.  Fire protection does not include 
vehicles or equipment used to provide administrative services, or helicopters or airplanes.  Fire 
protection does not include any facility that is used for training firefighters from more than one 
station or substation. 

Grandfathered Facilities:  Capital facilities provided through financing or debt incurred 
before June 1, 2011 for which a development impact fee has been pledged towards repayment as 
described in Section 28-128(c) of this Article. 

General Plan:  Refers to the comprehensive plan, or part thereof, and all amendments, 
providing for the future growth and development of the City, the overall land-use plan for the 
City establishing areas of the City for different purposes, zones and activities adopted by the City 
Council and any subsequent amendments to the general plan, including but not limited to the 
updated Land Use Map.  

Gross Development Impact Fee:  The total development impact fee to be assessed against 
a subject development on a per unit basis, before subtraction of any credits. 

Industrial Land Use:  Processing or production of goods, along with warehousing, 
transportation, communications, and utilities. 

Infrastructure Improvements Plan:  A document or series of documents that meet the 
requirements set forth in A.R.S. § 9 -463.05, including those adopted under Section 28-132 of 
this Article to cover any Category or combination of categories of necessary public services.  

Institutional Land Use:  Schools, universities, churches, and public buildings.  

Interim Fee Schedule:  Any development impact fee schedule established before January 
1, 2012 in accordance with then-applicable law, and which shall expire not later than August 1, 
2014 under Section 28-134 of this Article. 

Land Use Assumptions:  Projections of changes in land uses, densities, intensities and 
population for a service area over a period of at least ten years as specified in Section 28-130 of 
this Article. 

Level of Service:  A quantitative and/or qualitative measure of a Necessary Public Service 
that is to be provided by the City to development in a particular service area, defined in terms of 
the relationship between service capacity and service demand, accessibility, response times, 
comfort or convenience of use, or other similar measures or combinations of measures.  Level of 
service may be measured differently for different categories of necessary public services, as 
identified in the applicable infrastructure improvements plan. 

Library Facilities:  A category of necessary public services in which literary, musical, 
artistic, or reference materials are kept (materials may be kept in any form of media such as 
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electronic, magnetic, or paper) for non-commercial use by the public in a facility providing a 
direct benefit to development.  L ibraries do not  include excluded library facilities, although a 
library may contain, provide access to, or otherwise support an excluded library facility. 

Mixed-Use Land Use:  A development or phase of development that may contain 
components of more than one use category (Residential, Industrial, Commercial, Institutional, or 
Office and Other Services).   

Necessary Public Services:  “Necessary Public Services” shall have the meaning 
prescribed in A.R.S. § 9-463.05(T)(7).  

Office and Other Services Land Use:  Offices, health care, business services, and lodging. 

Offset:  An amount which is subtracted from the overall costs of providing necessary 
public services to account for those capital components of infrastructure or associated debt that 
have been or will be paid for by a development through taxes, fees (except for development 
impact fees), and other revenue sources, as determined by the City under Section 28-131 of this 
Article. 

Parks and Recreational Facilities:  A category of necessary public services including but 
not limited to parks, swimming pools and related facilities and equipment located on r eal 
property not larger than 30 acres in area, as well as park facilities larger than 30 acres where such 
facilities provide a direct benefit.  Parks and recreational facilities do not include excluded park 
facilities, although parks and recreational facilities may contain, provide access to, or otherwise 
support an excluded park facility. 

Pledged:  Where used with reference to a development impact fee, a development impact 
fee shall be considered “pledged” where it was identified by the City as a source of payment or 
repayment for financing or debt that was identified as the source of financing for a Necessary 
Public Service for which a d evelopment impact fee was assessed under the then-applicable 
provisions of A.R.S. § 9-463.05. 

Police Facilities:  A category of necessary public services, including vehicles and 
equipment, that are used by law enforcement agencies to preserve the public peace, prevent 
crime, detect and arrest criminal offenders, protect the rights of persons and property, regulate 
and control motorized and pedestrian traffic, train sworn personnel, and/or provide and maintain 
police records, vehicles, equipment, and communications systems.  P olice facilities do not  
include vehicles and equipment used to provide administrative services, or helicopters or 
airplanes.  Police facilities do not include any facility that is used for training officers from more 
than one station or substation. 

Qualified Professional:  Any one of the following:  (a) a professional engineer, surveyor, 
financial analyst or planner, or other licensed professional providing services within the scope of 
that person’s education or experience related to City planning, zoning, or impact development 
fees and holding a license issued by an agency or political subdivision of the State of Arizona; 
(b) a financial analyst, planner, or other non-licensed professional that is providing services 
within the scope of the person’s education or experience related to City planning, zoning, or 
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impact development fees; or (c) any other person operating under the supervision of one or more 
of the above.  

Residential Land Use:  Single-unit residential includes detached units (both site-built and 
manufactured) and townhouses that share a common sidewall, but are constructed on a n 
individual parcel of land.  The 2+ Units per Structure category includes all structures with two or 
more units on an individual parcel of land.  

Right-of-Way:  Land which by deed, conveyance, agreement, easement, dedication, 
usage, or process of law is reserved for or dedicated to the general public for street, highway, 
alley, public utility, or pedestrian walkway purposes. 

Service Area:  Any specified area within the boundaries of the City within which:  (a) the 
City will provide a category of necessary public services to development at a planned level of 
service; and (b) within which (i) a substantial nexus exists between the capital facilities to be 
provided and the development to be served, or (ii) in the case of library facilities or a park 
facility larger than 30 acres, a direct benefit exists between the library facilities or park facilities 
and the development to be served, each as prescribed in the infrastructure improvements plan.  
Some or all of the capital facilities providing service to a service area may be physically located 
outside of that service area provided that the required substantial nexus or direct benefit is 
demonstrated to exist. 

Service Unit:  A standardized measure of consumption, use, generation or discharge 
attributable to an individual unit of development calculated under generally accepted engineering 
or planning standards for a particular category of necessary public services or facility expansions 
(A.R.S. § 9-463.05(T)(10)).   

Street Facilities:  A category of necessary public services including arterial or collector 
streets or roads, traffic signals, rights-of-way, and improvements thereon, bridges, culverts, 
irrigation tiling, storm drains, and regional transportation facilities. 

Subject Development:  A land area linked by a unified plan of development, which must 
be contiguous unless the land area is part of a Development Agreement executed in accordance 
with Section 28-136 of this Article. 

Substantial Nexus:  A substantial nexus exists where the demand for necessary public 
services that will be generated by a service unit can be reasonably quantified in terms of the 
burden it will impose on the available capacity of existing capital facilities, the need it will create 
for new or expanded capital facilities, and/or the benefit to the development from those capital 
facilities. 

Swimming Pool:  A public facility primarily designed and/or utilized for recreational non-
competitive functions generally occurring within water, including, but not limited to, swimming 
classes, open public swimming sessions, and recreational league swimming/diving events.  The 
facility may be indoors, outdoors, or any combination thereof, and includes all necessary 
supporting amenities. 
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Useful Life:  The period of time in which an asset can reasonably be expected to be used 
under normal conditions, whether or not the asset will continue to be owned and operated by the 
City over the entirety of such period. 

Vehicle:  Any device, structure, or conveyance utilized for transportation in the course of 
providing a p articular category of necessary public services at a s pecified level of service, 
excluding helicopters and other aircraft. 

Wastewater:  A category of necessary public services including but not limited to sewers, 
lift stations, reclamation plants, wastewater treatment plants, and all other facilities for the 
collection, interception, transportation, treatment and disposal of wastewater, and any 
appurtenances for those facilities. 

Water:  A category of necessary public services including but not limited to those 
facilities necessary to provide for water services to development, including the acquisition, 
supply, transportation, treatment, purification and distribution of water, and any appurtenances to 
those facilities. 

Sec. 28-127.  Applicability. 

(a) Except as otherwise provided herein, from and after July 31, 2014, t his Article 
shall apply to all new development within any service area. 

(b) The provisions of this Article shall apply to all of the territory within the 
corporate limits of the City and/or within the City’s water and wastewater service areas. 

(c) The City Manager or his/her designee is authorized to make determinations 
regarding the application, administration and enforcement of the provisions of this Article. 

Sec. 28-128.  Authority for Development Impact Fees. 

(a) Fee Report and Implementation.  The City may assess and collect a development 
impact fee for costs of necessary public services, including all professional services required for 
the preparation or revision of an infrastructure improvements plan, fee report, development 
impact fee, and required reports or audits conducted under this Article.  Development impact 
fees shall be subject to the following requirements: 

(1) The City shall develop and adopt a fee report that analyzes and defines the 
development impact fees to be charged in each service area for each capital 
facility category, based on the infrastructure improvements plan and the cost per 
service unit calculated under Section 28-131(a)(12) of this Article. 

(2) Development impact fees shall be assessed against all new commercial, 
residential, and industrial developments, provided that the City may assess 
different amounts of development impact fees against specific categories of 
development based on the actual burdens and costs that are associated with 
providing necessary public services to that category of development.  N o 
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development impact fee shall exceed the cost per service unit for any category of 
development.   

(3) No development impact fees shall be charged, or credits issued, for any capital 
facility that does not fall within one of the categories of necessary public services 
for which development impact fees may be assessed as identified in Section 28-
131(a)(1) of this Article.  

(4) Costs for necessary public services made necessary by new development shall be 
based on the same level of service provided to existing development in the same 
service area.  Development impact fees may not be used to provide a higher level 
of service to existing development or to meet stricter safety, efficiency, 
environmental, or other regulatory standards to the extent that these are applied to 
existing capital facilities that are serving existing development.  

(5) Development impact fees may not be used to pay the City’s administrative, 
maintenance, or other operating costs.  

(6) Projected interest charges and financing costs can only be included in 
development impact fees to the extent they represent principal and/or interest on 
the portion of any financing or debt used to finance the construction or expansion 
of a capital facility identified in the infrastructure improvements plan. 

(7) Except for any fees included on interim fee schedules, all development impact 
fees charged by the City must be included in a “Fee Schedule” prepared under this 
Article and included in the fee report.  

(8) All development impact fees shall meet the requirements of A.R.S. § 9-463.05. 

(b) Costs per Service Unit.  The fee report shall summarize the costs of capital 
facilities necessary to serve new development on a  per service unit basis as defined and 
calculated in the infrastructure improvements plan, including all required offsets, and shall 
recommend a d evelopment impact fee structure for adoption by the City.  T he actual 
development impact fees to be assessed shall be disclosed and adopted by Council Resolution in 
the form of development impact fee schedules noting the date the fee will become effective.  

(c) Carry-over of Previously-Established Development Impact Fees and 
Grandfathered Facilities.  Notwithstanding the requirements of this Article, certain development 
impact fees adopted by the City before the effective date of this Article shall continue in effect as 
follows:  

(1) Until August 1, 2014 or the date a new development impact fee is effective for the 
applicable category of necessary public services in a s ervice area under this 
Article, whichever occurs first, development impact fees established before 
January 1, 2012 s hall continue in full force and effect to the extent that the 
development impact fee is used to provide a category of necessary public services 
that is authorized by Section 28-131 of this Article.  D evelopment impact fees 
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collected before January 1, 2012, shall be expended on capital facilities within the 
same category of necessary public services for which they were collected.  

(2) The City may continue to collect and use any development impact fee established 
before January 1, 2012, even if the development impact fee would not otherwise 
be permitted to be collected and spent under A.R.S. § 9-463.05, as amended by 
the state legislature in SB 1525, Fiftieth Legislature, First Regular Session, if 
either of the following apply:   

a. Both of the following conditions are met: 

i. Before June 1, 2011, t he development impact fee was pledged 
towards the repayment of financing or debt incurred by the City to 
provide a capital facility. 

ii. The applicable capital facility was included in the City’s 
infrastructure improvements plan, or other City planning document 
prepared under applicable law, before June 1, 2011. 

b. Before August 1, 2014,  the City uses the development impact fee to 
finance a capital facility in accordance with A.R.S. § 9-463.05(S). 

(3) Defined terms in any previously established fee schedule shall be interpreted 
according to the ordinance in effect at the time of their adoption. 

Sec. 28-129.  Administration of Development Impact Fees. 

(a) Separate Funds.  Development impact fees collected pursuant to this Article shall 
be placed in separate funds for each capital facility category within each service area.  Impact fee 
funds must be held by the City in an interest bearing account or accounts. 

(b) Limitations on Use of Fees.  Development impact fees and any interest thereon 
collected under this Article shall be spent to provide capital facilities associated with the same 
category of necessary public services in the same service area for which they were collected, 
including costs of financing or debt used by the City to finance such capital facilities and other 
costs authorized by this Article that are included in the infrastructure improvements plan. 

(c) Time Limit.  Development impact fees collected after July 31, 2014 shall be used 
within ten years of the date upon which they were collected for all categories of necessary public 
services except for water and wastewater facilities.  For water facilities or wastewater facilities 
collected after July 31, 2014, development impact fees must be used within 15 years of the date 
upon which they were collected. 

Sec. 28-130.  Land Use Assumptions. 

The infrastructure improvements plan shall be consistent with the City’s current land use 
assumptions for each service area and each category of necessary public services as adopted by 
the City under A.R.S. § 9-463.05. 
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(a) Reviewing the Land Use Assumptions.  Before the adoption or amendment of an 
infrastructure improvements plan, the City shall review and evaluate the land use assumptions on 
which the infrastructure improvements plan is to be based to ensure that the land use 
assumptions within each service area conform to the general plan. 

(b) Evaluating Necessary Changes.  If the land use assumptions upon w hich an 
infrastructure improvements plan is based have not been updated within the last five years, the 
City shall evaluate the land use assumptions to determine whether changes are necessary.  If, 
after general evaluation, the City determines that the land use assumptions are still valid, the City 
shall issue the report required in Section 28-133 of this Article.  

(c) Required Modifications to Land Use Assumptions.  If the City determines that 
changes to the land use assumptions are necessary in order to adopt or amend an infrastructure 
improvements plan, it shall make such changes as necessary to the land use assumptions before 
or in conjunction with the review and approval of the infrastructure improvements plan under 
Section 28-133 of this Article. 

Sec. 28-131.  Infrastructure Improvements Plan. 

(a) Infrastructure Improvements Plan Contents.  T he infrastructure improvements 
plan shall be developed by qualified professionals and may be based upon or incorporated within 
the City’s Capital Improvements Plan.  The infrastructure improvements plan shall: 

(1) Specify the categories of necessary public services for which the City will impose 
a development impact fee, which may include any or all of the following: 

a. Water  

b. Wastewater  

c. Stormwater, Drainage, and Flood Control  

d. Libraries  

e. Street Facilities  
f. Fire Protection  

g. Police  

h. Parks  
 

(2) Define and provide a map of one or more service areas within which the City will 
provide each category of necessary public services for which development impact 
fees will be charged.  Each service area must be defined in a m anner that 
demonstrates a substantial nexus between the capital facilities to be provided in 
the service area and the service unit to be served by those capital facilities.  For 
Libraries and for Parks larger than 30 acres, each service area must be defined in a 
manner that demonstrates a direct benefit between the capital facilities and the 
service units to be served by those capital facilities.  The City may cover more 
than one category of capital facilities in the same service area provided that there 
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is an independent substantial nexus or direct benefit, as applicable, between each 
category of necessary public services and the service units to be served.  

(3) Identify and describe the land use assumptions upon w hich the infrastructure 
improvements plan is based in each service area. 

(4) Analyze and identify the existing level of service provided by the City to existing 
service units for each category of necessary public services in each service area.  

(5) Identify the level of service to be provided by the City for each category of 
necessary public services in each service area based on the relevant land use 
assumptions and any established City standards or policies related to required 
levels of service.  If the City provides the same category of necessary public 
services in more than one service area, the infrastructure improvements plan shall 
include a comparison of the levels of service to be provided in each service area. 

(6) For each category of necessary public services, analyze and identify the existing 
capacity of the capital facilities in each service area, the utilization of those capital 
facilities by existing service units, and the available excess capacity of those 
capital facilities to serve new service units including any existing or planned 
commitments or agreements for the usage of such capacity.  T he infrastructure 
improvements plan shall additionally identify any changes or upgrades to existing 
capital facilities that will be needed to achieve or maintain the planned level of 
service to existing service units, or to meet new safety, efficiency, environmental, 
or other regulatory requirements for services provided to existing service units. 

(7) Identify any grandfathered facilities and the impact thereof on t he need for 
necessary public services in each affected service area. 

(8) Estimate the total number of existing and future service units within each service 
area based on the City’s land use assumptions and projected new service units in 
each service area.  

(9) Based on t he analysis in paragraphs (3) through (6) above, provide a s ummary 
table or tables describing the level of service for each category of necessary 
public services by relating the required capital facilities to service units in each 
service area, and identifying the applicable service unit factor associated with 
each category of development.  

(10) For each category of necessary public services, analyze and identify the projected 
utilization of any available excess capacity in existing capital facilities, and all 
new or expanded capital facilities that will be required to provide and maintain 
the planned level of service in each service area as a result of the new projected 
service units in that service area, for a period not to exceed ten years.  Nothing in 
this subsection shall prohibit the City from additionally including in its 
infrastructure improvements plan projected utilization of, or needs for, capital 
facilities for a period longer than ten years, provided that the costs of such capital 
facilities are excluded from the calculation of the cost per service unit. 



14 
 

(11) For each category of necessary public services, estimate the total cost of any 
available excess capacity and/or new or expanded capital facilities that will be 
required to serve new service units, including costs of land acquisition, 
improvements, engineering and architectural services, studies leading to design, 
design, construction, financing, and administrative costs, as well as projected 
costs of inflation.  Such total costs shall not include costs for ongoing operation 
and maintenance of capital facilities, nor for replacement of capital facilities to 
the extent that such replacement is necessary to serve existing service units.  If the 
infrastructure improvements plan includes changes or upgrades to existing capital 
facilities that will be needed to achieve or maintain the planned level of service to 
existing service units, or to meet new regulatory requirements for services 
provided to existing service units, such costs shall be identified and distinguished 
in the infrastructure improvements plan. 

(12) Forecast the revenues from taxes, fees, assessments or other sources that will be 
available to fund the new or expanded capital facilities identified in the 
infrastructure improvements plan, which shall include estimated state-shared 
revenue, highway users revenue, federal revenue, ad valorem property taxes, 
construction contracting or similar excise taxes and the capital recovery portion of 
utility fees attributable to development based on t he approved land use 
assumptions.  T he infrastructure improvements plan shall additionally estimate 
the time required to finance, construct and implement the new or expanded capital 
facilities. 

(13) Calculate required offsets as follows:   

a. From the forecasted revenues in subsection (12) of this section, identify 
those sources of revenue that: (i) are attributable to new development, and 
(ii) will contribute to paying for the capital costs of necessary public 
services. 

b. For each source and amount of revenue identified under paragraph “a” of 
this subsection, calculate the relative contribution of each Category of 
Development to paying for the capital costs of necessary public services in 
each service area.  

c. Based on the relative contributions identified under paragraph “b” of this 
subsection, for each category of necessary public services, calculate the 
total offset to be provided to each category of development in each service 
area. 

d. For each category of necessary public services, convert the total offset to 
be provided to each category of development in each service area into an 
offset amount per service unit by dividing the total offset for each category 
of development by the number of service units associated with that 
category of development.  
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e. Beginning August 1, 2014, for purposes of calculating the required Offset, 
if the City imposes a construction, contracting, or similar excise tax rate in 
excess of the percentage amount of the transaction privilege tax rate that is 
imposed on the majority of other transaction privilege tax classifications in 
the City, the entire excess portion of the construction, contracting, or 
similar excise tax shall be treated as a contribution to the capital costs of 
necessary public services provided to new development unless the excess 
portion is already utilized for such purpose under this section. 

f. In determining the amount of required offset for land included in a 
community facilities district established under A.R.S. Title 48, Chapter 4, 
Article 6, the City shall take into account any capital facilities provided by 
the district that are included in the infrastructure improvements plan and 
the capital costs paid by the district for such capital facilities, and shall 
offset impact fees assessed within the community facilities district 
proportionally. 

(14) Calculate the Plan-Based Cost per service unit by: 

a. Dividing the total projected costs to provide capital facilities to new 
service units for each category of necessary public services in each service 
area as determined under subsection (9) of this section into the number of 
new service units projected for that service area over a period not to 
exceed ten years, considering the specific service units factor(s) associated 
with such service units for each category of necessary public services. 

b. Subtracting the required offset per service unit calculated under subsection 
(11) of this section. 

(b) Multiple Plans.  An infrastructure improvements plan adopted under this 
subsection may address one or more of the City’s categories of necessary public services in any 
or all of the City’s service areas.  E ach capital facility shall be subject to no more than one 
infrastructure improvements plan at any given time.  

(c) Reserved Capacity.  The City may reserve capacity in an infrastructure 
improvements plan to serve one or more planned future developments, including capacity 
reserved through a Development Agreement under Section 28-136 of this Article.  A ll 
reservations of existing capacity must be disclosed in the infrastructure improvements plan at the 
time it is adopted. 

Sec. 28-132.  Adoption and Modification Procedures. 

(a) Adopting or Amending the Infrastructure Improvements Plan.  The infrastructure 
improvements plan shall be adopted or amended subject to the following procedures: 

(1) Major Amendments to the Infrastructure Improvements Plan.  Except as provided 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection, the adoption or amendment of an 
infrastructure improvement plan shall occur at one or more public hearings 



16 
 

according to the following schedule, and may occur concurrently with the 
adoption of an update of the City’s land use assumptions as provided in Section 
28-130 of this Article: 

a. At least sixty days before the first public hearing regarding a new or 
updated infrastructure improvements plan, the City shall provide public 
notice of the hearing and post the infrastructure improvements plan and 
the underlying land use assumptions on i ts website; the City shall 
additionally make available to the public the documents used to prepare 
the infrastructure improvements plan and underlying land use assumptions 
and the amount of any proposed changes to the Plan-Based Cost per 
service unit. 

b. The City shall conduct a public hearing on t he infrastructure 
improvements plan and underlying land use assumptions at least thirty 
(30) days, but no more than sixty (60) days, before approving or 
disapproving the infrastructure improvements plan.  

(2) Minor Amendments to the Infrastructure Improvements Plan.  Notwithstanding 
the other requirements of this section, the City may update the infrastructure 
improvements plan and/or its underlying land use assumptions without a public 
hearing if all of the following apply: 

 
a. The changes in the infrastructure improvements plan and/or the underlying 

land use assumptions will not add any new category of necessary public 
services to any service area. 

b. The changes in the infrastructure improvements plan and/or the underlying 
land use assumptions will not increase the level of service to be provided 
in any service area. 

c. Based on an analysis of the fee report and the City’s adopted development 
impact fee schedules, the changes in the infrastructure improvements plan 
and/or the underlying land use assumptions would not, individually or 
cumulatively with other amendments undertaken under this subsection, 
have caused a development impact fee in any service area to have been 
increased by more than five per cent above the development impact fee 
that is provided in the current development impact fee schedule. 

d. At least thirty (30) days before the date that the any amendment under this 
section is adopted, the City shall post the proposed amendments on t he 
City website. 

(b) Amendments to the Fee Report.  Any adoption or amendment of a fee report and 
fee schedule shall occur at one or more public hearings according to the following schedule: 

(1) The first public hearing on the fee report must be held at least thirty (30) days 
after the adoption or approval of and infrastructure improvements plan as 
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provided in subsection A of this section.  The City must give at least thirty (30) 
days’ notice before the hearing, provided that this notice may be given on t he 
same day as the approval or disapproval of the infrastructure improvements plan.  

(2) The City shall make the infrastructure improvements plan and underlying land use 
assumptions available to the public on the City’s website thirty (30) days before 
the public hearing described in Paragraph (1) of this subsection.  

(3) The fee report may be adopted by the City no sooner than thirty (30) days, and no 
later than 60 days, after the hearing described in Paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(4) The development fee schedules in the fee report adopted under this subsection 
shall become effective seventy-five (75) days after adoption of the fee report by 
the City. 
 

Sec. 28-133.  Timing for the Renewal and Updating of the Infrastructure Improvements 
Plan and the Land Use Assumptions. 

 
(a) Renewing the Infrastructure Improvements Plan.  Except as provided in 

subsection (b) of this section, not later than every five (5) years the City shall update the 
applicable infrastructure improvements plan and fee report related to each category of necessary 
public services under Section 28-132 of this Article.  Such five-year period shall be calculated 
from the date of the adoption of the infrastructure improvements plan or the date of the adoption 
of the fee report, whichever occurs later. 

 
(b) Determination of No Changes.  Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section, if 

the City determines that no changes to an infrastructure improvements plan, underlying land use 
assumptions, or fee report are needed, the City may elect to continue the existing land use 
assumptions, infrastructure improvements plan, and fee report without amendment by providing 
notice as follows: 

 
(1) Notice of the determination shall be published at least one hundred eighty (180) 

days before the end of the five-year period described in subsection (a) of this 
section. 

 
(2) The notice shall identify the infrastructure improvements plan and fee report that 

shall continue in force without amendment. 
 
(3) The notice shall provide a map and description of the service area(s) covered by 

such infrastructure improvements plan and fee report. 
 

(4) The notice shall identify an address to which any resident of the City may submit, 
within sixty (60) days, a written request that the City update the infrastructure 
improvements plan, underlying land use assumptions, and/or fee report and the 
reasons and basis for the request. 
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(c) Response to Comments.  The City shall consider and respond within thirty (30) 
days to any timely requests submitted under subsection 4(b) of this section.  
 
Sec. 28-134.  Collection of Development Impact Fees. 

(a) Collection.  Development impact fees, together with administrative charges 
assessed under subsections (a)(5) and (d) of this section, shall be calculated and collected before 
issuance of permission to commence development; specifically:  

 
(1) Unless otherwise specified under a Development Agreement adopted under 

Section 28-136 of this Article, development impact fees shall be paid before 
issuance of a building permit according to the current development impact fee 
schedule for the applicable service area(s) as adopted under this Article, or 
according to any other development impact fee schedule as authorized in this 
Article. 

 
(2) If a building permit is not required for the development, but water or wastewater 

connections are required, any and all development impact fees due shall be paid at 
the time the water service connection is purchased.  If only a wastewater 
connection is required, the development impact fees shall be paid before approval 
of a connection to the sewer system.  Wastewater development impact fees shall 
be assessed if a development connects to the public sewer, or as determined by 
the Utilities Director or his/her designee, is capable of discharging sewage to a 
City public sewer. 

 
(3) No building permit, water or sewer connection, or certificate of occupancy shall 

be issued if a development impact fee is not paid as directed in subsections (a)(1) 
and (a)(2) of this section. 

 
(4) If the building permit is for a change in the type of building use, an increase in 

square footage, a change to land use, or an addition to a residential or non-
residential point of demand to the water or wastewater system, the development 
impact fee shall be assessed on the additional service units resulting from the 
expansion or change, and following the development impact fee schedule 
applicable to any new use type.  

 
(5) For issued permits that expire or are voided, development impact fees and 

administrative charges shall be as follows: 
 

a. If the original permittee is seeking to renew an expired or voided permit, 
and the development impact fees paid for such development have not been 
refunded, then the permittee shall pay the difference between any 
development impact fees paid at the time the permit was issued and those 
in the fee schedule at the time the permit is reissued or renewed.   

 
b. If a new or renewed permit for the same development is being sought by 

someone other than the original permittee, the new permit applicant shall 
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pay the full development impact fees specified in the fee schedule in effect 
at the time that the permits are reissued or renewed.  If the original 
permittee has assigned its rights under the permits in writing to the new 
permit applicant, the new permit applicant shall pay development impact 
fees as if it were the original permittee.   

(b) Exceptions.  Development impact fees shall not be owed under the following 
conditions: 

 
(1) Development impact fees have been paid for the development and the permit(s) 

which triggered the collection of the development impact fees have not expired or 
been voided. 

 
(2) The approval(s) that trigger the collection of development impact fees involve 

modifications to existing residential or non-residential development that do not: 
(a) add new service units, (b) increase the impact of existing service units on 
existing or future capital facilities, or (c) change the land-use type of the existing 
development to a different category of development for which a higher 
development impact fee would have been due.  T o the extent that any 
modification does not meet the requirements of this paragraph, the development 
impact fee due shall be the difference between the development impact fee that 
was or would have been due on t he existing development and the development 
impact fee that is due on the development as modified. 

 
(3) Parking garages are ancillary uses that do not directly create a demand for 

infrastructure and the primary land uses (commercial, office, etc.) generate the 
service units and pay development fees.  If a d edicated water meter is used for 
landscaping, fire suppression, restroom or other water system at the parking 
garage then the water meter size is used to determine the utility development 
impact fees assessed on the development. 

 
(c) Temporary Exemptions from Development Impact Fee Schedules.  New 

developments in the City shall be temporarily exempt from increases in development impact fees 
that result from the adoption of new or modified development impact fee schedules as follows: 

(1) Residential Uses.  On or after the day that the first building permit is issued for a 
single-family residential development, the City shall, at the permittee’s request, 
provide the permittee with an applicable development impact fee schedule that 
shall be in force for a period of 24 m onths beginning on t he day that the first 
building permit is issued, and which shall expire at the end of the first business 
day of the 25th month thereafter.  During the effective period of the applicable 
development impact fee schedule, any building permit issued for the same single-
family residential development shall not be subject to any new or modified 
development impact fee schedule. 

  
(2) Commercial, Industrial and Multifamily Uses.  On or after the day that the final 

approval, as defined in A.R.S. § 9 -463.05(T)(4), is issued for a commercial, 
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industrial or multifamily development, the City shall provide an applicable 
development impact fee schedule that shall be in force for a period of 24 months 
beginning on the day that final development approval of a site plan or final 
subdivision plat is given, and which shall expire at the end of the first business 
day of the 25th month thereafter.  During the effective period of the applicable 
development impact fee schedule, any building permit issued for the same 
development shall not be subject to any new or modified development impact fee 
schedule. 

 
(3) Other Development.  Any category of development not covered under subsections 

(c)(1) and (c)(2) of this subsection shall pay development impact fees according 
to the fee schedule that is current at the time of collection as specified in 
subsection (a) of this section. 

 
(4) Changes to Site Plans and Subdivision Plats.  N otwithstanding the other 

requirements of this subsection, if changes are made to a development’s final site 
plan or subdivision plat that will increase the number of service units after the 
issuance of a grandfathered development impact fee schedule, the City may assess 
any new or modified development impact fees against the additional service units.  
If the City reduces the amount of an applicable development impact fee during the 
period that a grandfathered development impact fee schedule is in force, the City 
shall assess the lower development impact fee. 

 
(d) Option to Pursue Mixed-Use Development Fee Determination.  The development 

fees with categories Industrial, Commercial, Institutional, office and other services take into 
account that a development or phase of development may contain components of more than one 
use category but the primary use category for which the development or phase of development is 
being constructed shall be the basis for which fees are assessed.  For uses that cannot readily be 
designated under a particular category and are not part of a larger development, the City’s 
Development Services Director, Planning Director or City Manager designee shall determine the 
category the particular use will be assigned based on which category has a p.m. peak hour trip 
generation rate equal to or less than the rate for the land use under consideration. 

(e) Option to Pursue Special Fee Determination.  Where a development is of a type 
that does not closely fit within a particular category of development appearing on an adopted 
development impact fee schedule, or where a development has unique characteristics such that 
the actual burdens and costs associated with providing necessary public services to that 
development will differ substantially from that associated with other developments in a specified 
category of development, the City may require the applicant to provide the City’s Development 
Services Director or City Manager authorized designee with an alternative development impact 
fee analysis.  Based on a projection of the actual burdens and costs that will be associated with 
the development, the alternative development impact fee analysis may propose a unique fee for 
the development based on the application of an appropriate service unit factor to the applicable 
cost per service unit, or may propose that the development be covered under the development 
impact fee schedule governing a different and more analogous category of development.  The 
City Development Services Director or authorized designee shall review the alternative impact 
fee analysis and shall make a d etermination as to the development impact fee to be charged.  
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Such decision shall be appealable under Section 28-137 of this Article.  The City Development 
Services Director or authorized designee may require the applicant to pay an administrative fee 
to cover the actual costs of reviewing the special fee determination application.   

Sec. 28-135.  Development Impact Fee Credits and Credit Agreements. 

(a) Eligibility of Capital Facility.  All development impact fee credits must meet the 
following requirements: 

(1) One of the following is true: 

a. The capital facility, or the financial contribution toward a capital facility 
that will be provided by the developer and for which a credit will be 
issued, must be identified in an adopted infrastructure improvements plan 
and fee report as a capital facility for which a development impact fee was 
assessed; or 

b. The applicant must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City that, given 
the class and type of improvement, the subject capital facility should have 
been included in the infrastructure Improvements Plan in lieu of a 
different capital facility that was included in the infrastructure 
improvements plan and for which a development impact fee was assessed.  
If the subject capital facility is determined to be eligible for a credit in this 
manner, the City shall amend the infrastructure improvements plan to (i) 
include the subject replacement facility and (ii) delete the capital facility 
that will be replaced. 

(2) Credits shall not be available for any infrastructure provided by a developer if the 
cost of such infrastructure will be repaid to the developer by the City through 
another agreement or mechanism.  To the extent that the developer will be paid or 
reimbursed by the City for any contribution, payment, construction, or dedication 
from any City funding source including an agreement to reimburse the developer 
with future collected development impact fees under Section 28-136 of this 
Article, any credits claimed by the developer shall be: (a) deducted from any 
amounts to be paid or reimbursed by the City; or (b) reduced by the amount of 
such payment or reimbursement. 

(b) Eligibility of Subject Development.  T o be eligible for a credit, the subject 
development must be located within the service area of the eligible capital facility. 

(c) Calculation of Credits.  Credits will be based on that portion of the costs for an 
eligible capital facility identified in the adopted infrastructure improvements plan for which a 
development fee was assessed under the fee report.  If the gross impact fee for a particular 
category of necessary public services is adopted at an amount lower than the cost per service 
unit, the amount of any credit shall be reduced in proportion to the difference between the cost 
per service unit and the gross impact fee adopted.  A credit shall not exceed the actual costs the 
applicant incurred in providing the eligible capital facility nor shall it exceed the gross impact 
fees payable for the subject development for that particular category of necessary public services.   
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(d) Allocation of Credits.  Before any credit can be issued to a subject development 
(or portion thereof), the credit must be allocated to that development as follows:   

(1) The developer and the City must execute a credit agreement stating all of the 
following: 

a. The total amount of the credits resulting from provision of an eligible 
capital facility. 

b. The estimated number of service units to be served within the subject 
development. 

c. The method by which the credit values will be distributed within the 
subject development. 

(2) It is the responsibility of the developer to request allocation of development 
impact fee credits through an application for a credit agreement (which may be 
part of a Development Agreement entered into under Section 28-136 of this 
Article). 

(3) If a building permit is issued or a water/sewer connection is purchased, and a 
development impact fee is paid before execution of a credit agreement for the 
subject development, no credits may be allocated retroactively to that permit or 
connection.  C redits may be allocated to any remaining permits for the subject 
development in accordance with this Article. 

(4) If the entity that provides an eligible capital facility sells or relinquishes a 
development (or portion thereof) that it owns or controls before execution of a 
credit agreement or Development Agreement, credits resulting from the eligible 
capital facility will only be allocated to the development if the entity legally 
assigns such rights and responsibilities to its successor(s) in interest for the 
subject development. 

(5) If multiple entities jointly provide an eligible capital facility, both entities must 
enter into a s ingle credit agreement with the City, and any request for the 
allocation of credit within the subject development(s) must be made jointly by the 
entities that provided the eligible capital facility. 

(6) Credits may only be reallocated from or within a subject development with the 
City’s approval of an amendment to an executed credit agreement, subject to the 
following conditions: 

a. The entity that executed the original agreement with the City, or its legal 
successor in interest and the entity that currently controls the subject 
development are parties to the request for reallocation.  

b. The reallocation proposal does not change the value of any credits already 
issued for the subject development. 
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(7) A credit agreement may authorize the allocation of credits to a n on-contiguous 
parcel only if all of the following conditions are met: 

a. The entity that executed the original agreement with the City or its legal 
successor in interest, the entity that currently controls the subject 
development, and the entity that controls the non-contiguous parcel are 
parties to the request for reallocation.  

b. The reallocation proposal does not change the value of any credits already 
issued for the subject development. 

c. The non-contiguous parcel is in the same service area as that served by the 
eligible capital facility. 

d. The non-contiguous parcel receives a Necessary Public Service from the 
eligible capital facility. 

e. The credit agreement specifically states the value of the credits to be 
allocated to each parcel and/or service unit, or establishes a mechanism for 
future determination of the credit values. 

f. The credit agreement does not involve the transfer of credits to or from 
any property subject to a Development Agreement. 

(e) Credit Agreement.  Credits shall only be issued under a credit agreement executed 
in accordance with subsection (d) of this section.  T he City Manager or his/her authorized 
designee is authorized by this Article to enter into a credit agreement with the controlling entity 
of a subject development, subject to the following: 

(1) The developer requesting the credit agreement shall provide all information 
requested by the City to allow it to determine the value of the credit to be applied. 

(2) An application for a credit agreement shall be submitted to the City by the 
developer within one year of the date on which ownership or control of the capital 
facility passes to the City. 

(3) The developer shall submit a d raft credit agreement to the City Manager or 
authorized designee(s) for review in the form provided to the applicant by the 
City.  The draft credit agreement shall include, at a minimum, all of the following 
information and supporting documentation: 

a. A legal description and map depicting the location of the subject 
development for which credit is being applied.  The map shall depict the 
location of the capital facilities that have been or will be provided. 

b. An estimate of the total service units that will be developed within the 
subject development depicted on t he map and described in the legal 
description. 
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c. A list of the capital facilities, associated physical attributes, and the related 
costs as stated in the infrastructure improvements plan. 

d. Documentation showing the date(s) of the City’s acceptance, if the capital 
facilities have already been provided. 

e. The total amount of credit to be applied within the subject development 
and the calculations leading to the total amount of credit. 

f. The credit amount to be applied to each service unit within the subject 
development for each category of necessary public services.  

(4) The City Council must approve the credit agreement before it is executed.  The 
City’s determination of the credit to be allocated is final.   

(5) Upon City’s and applicant’s execution of the credit agreement, credits shall be 
deemed allocated to the subject development. 

(6) Any amendment to a previously approved credit agreement must be initiated 
within two years of the City’s final acceptance of the eligible capital facility for 
which the amendment is requested. 

(7) Any credit agreement approved as part of a D evelopment Agreement shall be 
amended under the terms of the Development Agreement and Section 28-136 of 
this Article. 

(f) Issuance of Credits.  Credits allocated under subsection (d) of this section may be 
issued and applied toward the Gross Impact Fees due from a development, subject to the 
following conditions:  

(1) Credits issued for an eligible capital facility may only be applied to the 
development impact fee due for the applicable category of necessary public 
services, and may not be applied to any fee due for another category of necessary 
public services. 

(2) Credits shall only be issued when the eligible capital facility from which the 
credits were derived has been accepted by the City or when adequate security for 
the completion of the eligible capital facility has been provided in accordance 
with all terms of an executed Development Agreement.   

(3) Where credits have been issued under Paragraph (2) of this subsection, an impact 
fee due at the time a b uilding permit is issued shall be reduced by the credit 
amount stated in or calculated from the executed credit agreement.  Where credits 
have not yet been issued, the gross impact fee shall be paid in full, and a refund of 
the credit amount shall be due when the developer demonstrates compliance with 
Paragraph (2) of this subsection in a written request to the City.   
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(4) Credits, once issued, may not be rescinded or reallocated to another permit or 
parcel, except that credits may be released for reuse on the same subject 
development if a building permit for which the credits were issued has expired or 
been voided and is otherwise eligible for a refund under Section 28-138(a)(2)(a) 
of this Article. 

(5) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this Section 28-135, credits issued before 
January 1, 2012 m ay only be used for the subject development for which they 
were issued.  Such credits may be transferred to a new owner of all or part of the 
subject development in proportion to the percentage of ownership in the subject 
development to be held by the new owner.  

Sec. 28-136.  Development Agreements. 

Development Agreements containing provisions regarding development impact fees, 
development impact fee credits, and/or disbursement of revenues from development impact fee 
accounts shall comply with the following: 

(a) Development Agreement Required.  A Development Agreement is required to 
authorize any of the following: 

(1) To issue credits before the City’s acceptance of an eligible capital facility; 

(2) To allocate credits to a parcel that is not contiguous with the subject development 
and that does not meet the requirements of Section 28-135(d)(7) of this Article; 

(3) To reimburse the developer of an eligible capital facility using funds from 
development impact fee accounts; 

(4) To allocate different credit amounts per service units to different parcels within a 
subject development; and 

(5) For a single family residential dwelling unit, to allow development impact fees to 
be paid at a later time than the issuance of a building permit as provided in this 
section.  

(b) General Requirements.  All Development Agreements shall be prepared and 
executed in accordance with A.R.S. § 9 -500.05 and any applicable requirements of the City 
Code.  Except where specifically modified by this section, all provisions of Section 28-135 of 
this Article shall apply to any credit agreement that is authorized as part of a Development 
Agreement. 

(c) Early Credit Issuance.  A Development Agreement may authorize the issuance of 
credits before City’s acceptance of an eligible capital facility when the Development Agreement 
specifically states the form and value of the security (i.e. bond, l etter of credit, etc.) to be 
provided to the City before issuance of any credits.  The City shall determine the acceptable form 
and value of the security to be provided. 
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(d) Non-Contiguous Credit Allocation.  A Development Agreement may authorize 
the allocation of credits to a non-contiguous parcel only if all of the following conditions are 
met: 

(1) The non-contiguous parcel is in the same service area as that served by the 
eligible capital facility. 

(2) The non-contiguous parcel receives a necessary public service from the eligible 
capital facility. 

(3) The Development Agreement specifically states the value of the credits to be 
allocated to each parcel and/or service units, or establishes a mechanism for future 
determination of the credit values. 

(e) Uneven Credit Allocation.  The Development Agreement must specify how 
credits will be allocated amongst different parcels on a per-service unit basis, if the credits are 
not to be allocated equally.  If the Development Agreement is silent on this topic, all credits will 
be allocated equally amongst all parcels on a per-service unit basis. 

(f) Use of Reimbursements.  Funds reimbursed to developers from impact fee 
accounts for construction of an eligible capital facility must be utilized in compliance with 
A.R.S. § 34 -201, et seq., and all other applicable law governing the use of City funds in 
construction or acquisition of capital facilities. 

(g) Deferral of Fees.  A Development Agreement may provide for the deferral of 
payment of development impact fees for a residential development beyond the issuance of a 
building permit; provided that a development impact fee may not be paid later than the fifteen 
(15) days after the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for that dwelling unit.  T he 
Development Agreement shall provide for the value of any deferred development impact fees to 
be supported by appropriate security, including a surety bond, letter of credit, or cash bond. 

(h) Waiver of Fees.  If the City agrees to waive any development impact fees assessed 
under a Development Agreement, the City shall reimburse the appropriate development impact 
fee account for the amount waived. 

(i) No Obligation.  Nothing in this section obligates the City to enter into any 
Development Agreement or to authorize any type of credit agreement permitted by this section. 

Sec. 28-137.  Appeals. 

City staff assessment of a development impact fee may be appealed under the following 
procedures: 

(a) Limited Scope.  An appeal shall be limited to disputes regarding the calculation of 
the development impact fees for a specific development and/or permit and calculation of service 
units for the development. 
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(b) Form of Appeal.  An appeal shall be initiated on such written form as the City 
may prescribe, and submitted to the Director of the Development Services Department or City 
Manager-authorized Designee.  Any hearing on the appeal to the Director, authorized Designee, 
or City Manager will be informal; and strict adherence to the Rules of Evidence is not required.  
Testimony will not be taken under oath and subpoenas for the production of evidence or 
witnesses may not be issued.    

(c) Department Action.  The Development Services Director or City Manager-
authorized Designee shall act upon the appeal within thirty (30) calendar days of the filing of the 
appeal with the City, and the applicant shall be notified of the Director’s or authorized 
Designee’s decision in writing within fourteen (14) calendar days after the date of the hearing. 

(d) Appeal to City Manager.  The applicant may further appeal the decision of the 
Development Services Director or authorized Designee to the City Manager or his/her authorized 
Designee, who shall be in a more senior position than the initial appeals decision-maker, within 
fourteen (14) calendar days of the decision. 

(e) Action by City Manager.  The City Manager or his/her authorized Designee shall 
act upon the appeal within fourteen (14) calendar days of receipt of the appeal, and the applicant 
shall be notified of the City Manager or authorized Designee’s decision in writing. 

(f) Final Decision.  The City Manager or his/her authorized Designee’s decision 
regarding the appeal is final and no further administrative appeals shall be permitted. 

(g) Fees during Pendency.  Building permits may be issued during the pendency of 
an appeal if the applicant:  ( 1) pays the full impact fee calculated by the City at the time the 
appeal is filed; or (2) provides the City with financial assurances in the form acceptable to the 
City Manager or authorized Designee equal to the full amount of the impact fee calculated by the 
City.  Upon final disposition of an appeal, the fee shall be adjusted in accordance with the 
decision rendered, and a refund paid if warranted.  If the appeal is denied by the City Manager or 
authorized Designee and there is no appeal to the Superior Court, and the applicant has provided 
the City with financial assurances as set forth in this subsection (g), the applicant shall deliver 
the full amount of the impact fee to the City within ten days of the City Manager or Designee’s 
final decision on the appeal.  If the applicant fails to deliver the full amount of the impact fees 
when required by this subsection, the City may draw upon such financial assurance instrument(s) 
as necessary to recover the full amount of the impact fees due from the applicant. 

Sec. 28-138.  Refunds of Development Impact Fees. 

(a) Refunds.  A refund (or partial refund) will be paid to any current owner of 
property within the City who submits a written request to the City and demonstrates that:  

 
(1) The permit(s) that triggered the collection of the development impact fee have 

expired or been voided before the commencement of the development for which 
the permits were issued and the development impact fees collected have not been 
expended, encumbered, or pledged for the repayment of financing or debt; or 
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(2) The owner of the subject real property or its predecessor-in-interest paid a 
development impact fee for the applicable capital facility on o r after August 1, 
2014, and one of the following conditions exists:  

 
a. The capital facility designed to serve the subject real property has been 

constructed, has the capacity to serve that real property and any 
development for which there is reserved capacity, and the service which 
was to be provided by that capital facility has not been provided to the real 
property from that capital facility or from any other infrastructure. 

 
b. After collecting the fee to construct a capital facility, the City fails to 

complete construction of the capital facility within the time period 
identified in the infrastructure improvements plan, as it may be amended, 
and the corresponding service is otherwise unavailable to the subject real 
property from that capital facility or any other infrastructure. 

 
c. Regarding categories of necessary public services other than water or 

wastewater facilities, any part of a d evelopment impact fee is not spent 
within ten (10) years of the City’s receipt of the development impact fee. 

 
d. Any part of a d evelopment impact fee for water or wastewater facilities 

that is not spent within fifteen (15) years of the City’s receipt of the 
development impact fee. 

 
e. The development impact fee was calculated and collected for the 

construction cost to provide all or a portion of a specific capital facility 
serving the subject real property and the actual construction costs for the 
capital facility are less than the construction costs projected in the 
infrastructure improvements plan by a factor of 10% or more.  In such 
event, the current owner of the subject real property shall, upon request as 
set forth in this subsection A, be entitled to a refund for the difference 
between the amounts of the development impact fee charged for and 
attributable to such construction cost and the amount the development 
impact fee would have been calculated to be if the actual construction cost 
had been included in the fee report.  T he refund contemplated by this 
subsection shall relate only to the costs specific to the construction of the 
applicable capital facility and shall not include any related design, 
administrative, or other costs not directly incurred for construction of the 
capital facility that are included in the development impact fee as 
permitted by A.R.S. § 9-463.05, as amended. 

 
(b) Earned Interest.  A refund of a development impact fee shall include any interest 

actually earned on the refunded portion of the development impact fee by the City from the date 
of collection to the date of refund.  All refunds shall be made to the record owner of the property 
at the time the refund is paid.  
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(c) Refund to Government.  If a development impact fee was paid by a governmental 
entity, any refund shall be paid to that governmental entity. 

 
Sec. 28-139.  Oversight of Development Impact Fee Program. 

(a) Annual Report.  Within ninety (90) days of the end of each fiscal year, the City 
shall file with the City Clerk an unaudited annual report accounting for the collection and use of 
the fees for each service area and shall post the report on its website in accordance with A.R.S. § 
9-463.05(N)(O), as amended.  

(b) Biennial Audit.  In addition to the Annual Report described in subsection (a) of 
this section, the City shall provide for a biennial, certified audit of the City’s land use 
assumptions, infrastructure improvements plan and development impact fees.  

(1) An audit under this subsection shall be conducted by one or more qualified 
professionals who are not employees or officials of the City and who did not 
prepare the infrastructure improvements plan.  

(2) The audit shall review the collection and expenditures of development fees for 
each project in the plan and provide written comments describing the amount of 
development impact fees assessed, collected, and spent on capital facilities. 

(3) The audit shall describe the level of service in each service area, and evaluate any 
inequities in implementing the infrastructure improvements plan or imposing the 
development impact fee.  

(4) The City shall post the findings of the audit on the City's website and shall 
conduct a public hearing on the audit within sixty (60) days of the release of the 
audit to the public.  

(5) For purposes of this section a certified audit shall mean any audit authenticated by 
one or more of the qualified professionals conducting the audit under paragraph 
(b)(1) of this subsection. 

Secs. 28-140 – 28-149.  Reserved.  

SECTION 3.  That current Schedule of Community Development Impact Fees is 
hereby repealed in its entirety to be replaced with a new Schedule of Community 
Development Impact Fees to be adopted by Resolution No. 4798 with an effective date of 
July 31, 2014.   

 
SECTION 4.  That the provisions of this ordinance shall be in full force and effect 

from and after July 31, 2014. 
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PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk                 (SEAL) 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
c_28 dif 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4798 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, REPEALING 
THE CURRENT SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES; ADOPTING A NEW 
SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT 
FEES; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 
WHEREAS, Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 9-463.05, effective January 1, 2012, 

requires that a municipality prepare and adopt land use assumptions and an infrastructure 
improvements plan for designated service areas before adoption or amendment of a development 
impact fee; and 

WHEREAS, on November 26, 2013, notice of a public hearing on t he Land Use 
Assumptions and Infrastructure Improvements Plan and the Draft Land Use Assumptions, 
Infrastructure Improvements Plan, and Development Fees report were posted on the home page 
of the City of Glendale website for the January 28, 2014 City Council meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2013, notice of a public hearing on t he Land Use 
Assumptions and Infrastructure Improvements Plan was published in the Glendale Star for the 
January 28, 2014 regular City Council meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on January 28, 2014, City Council held the public hearing required by ARS 
§ 9-463.05 concerning the land use assumptions and an infrastructure improvements plan with no 
public comment received; and 

WHEREAS, on M arch 4, 2014, C ity Council adopted by Resolution No. 4772 New 
Series the Land Use Assumptions and the Infrastructure Improvements Plan for the City of 
Glendale; and 

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2014, not ice of a public hearing for an Amendment to 
Development Impact Fees was posted on the home page of the City of Glendale website for the 
April 8, 2014 City Council meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2014 the Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements 
Plan, and Draft Development Impact Fees report was posted on t he home page of the City of 
Glendale website; and 

WHEREAS, on March 6, 2014, not ice of a public hearing for an Amendment to 
Development Impact Fees was published in the Glendale Star for the April 8, 2014 City Council 
meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on April 8, 2014, City Council held the public hearing required by A.R.S. § 
9-463.05 concerning the Amendment to Development Impact Fees with no publ ic comment 
received; and 

WHEREAS, on M ay 13, 2014, C ity Council adopted Ordinance No. 2891 New Series 
amending the Glendale City Code, Chapter 28, A rticle VI. Development Impact Fees, by 



 

repealing existing Chapter 28, Article VI, Sections 28-125 through 28-149, and adopting a new 
Development Impact Fees ordinance of the City of Glendale, Chapter 28, Article VI, Sections 28-
125 through 28-149, with an effective date of July 31, 2014. 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has the authority to update these impact fees in accordance 
with the provisions of A.R.S. §9-463.05 and Glendale City Code, Section 2-2.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE as follows: 

SECTION 1.  Th at the Glendale City Council hereby repeals in its entirety the current 
Schedule of Community Development Impact Fees. 

SECTION 2.  T hat the Glendale City Council hereby adopts a new Schedule of 
Community Development Impact Fees which shall read as follows: 

[See Table 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.] 

 SECTION 3.  That certain documents entitled, “Table 1: Schedule of Community 
Development Impact Fees” and the “Land Use Assumptions, Infrastructure Improvements Plan, 
and Development Impact Fees” report prepared by TischlerBise for the City of Glendale, three 
(3) copies of which are on file in the Office of the City Clerk, are declared to be a public record, 
and said copies are ordered to remain on file with the City Clerk. 

 SECTION 4.  That the provisions of this resolution and the Schedule of Community 
Development Impact Fees be in full force and effect from and after July 31, 2014. 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
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TABLE 1: SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

 
NON-UTILITY FEES FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

            
Residential - per Dwelling Unit in East Glendale     

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Single Unit $909  $1,551  $339  $1,146  $3,945  

2+ Units per Structure $517  $865  $193  $652  $2,227  
            
Residential - per Dwelling Unit in West 101 Glendale     

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Single Unit $909  $3,522  $339  $1,146  $5,916  

2+ Units per Structure $517  $1,963  $193  $652  $3,325  

 
NON-UTILITY FEES FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

            
Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in East Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $23  $308  $12  $129  $472  

Commercial $43  $2,210  $99  $239  $2,591  

Institutional $30  $883  $36  $166  $1,115  

Office & Other Services $101  $957  $39  $563  $1,660  
            
Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in West 101 Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $23  $701  $12  $129  $865  

Commercial $43  $5,017  $99  $239  $5,398  

Institutional $30  $2,005  $36  $166  $2,237  

Office & Other Services $101  $2,172  $39  $563  $2,875  
            
Non-Residential - per Thousand Square Feet of Floor Area in West 303 Glendale 

Type Parks and 
Recreation Streets Police Fire Total 

Industrial $0  $1,154  $12  $129  $1,295  

Commercial $0  $8,260  $99  $239  $8,598  

Institutional $0  $3,301  $36  $166  $3,503  

Office & Other Services $0  $3,575  $39  $563  $4,177  



 

 
TABLE 1: SCHEDULE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

(Continued) 
 

Utility Fees for all Development Types (per meter) in East Glendale and West 101 Glendale 

Meter Size Water Wastewater Total 
0.75 $2,761  $1,944  $4,705  
1.00 $4,607  $3,243  $7,850  
1.50 $9,183  $6,462  $15,645  
2.00 $14,695  $10,341  $25,036  
3.00 $29,413  $20,696  $50,109  
4.00 $45,950  $32,331  $78,281  
6.00 $91,867  $64,637  $156,504  

8.00 $146,991  $103,420  $250,411  

 
MAP OF SERVICE ZONES FOR CITY OF GLENDALE 
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Meeting Date:         5/13/2014 
Meeting Type: Voting 

Title: 
ADOPT A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF THE COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FY 2014-2015 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN  
(PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED)  

Staff Contact: Sam McAllen, Executive Director, Neighborhood and Human Services  

Purpose and Recommended Action 
 
This is a request for City Council to conduct a public hearing, waive reading beyond the title and 
adopt a resolution authorizing submission of the City of Glendale Program Year Five Annual 
Action Plan FY 2014-2015 to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  
Also, request for City Council to authorize the City Manager to sign the CPMP non-state Grantee 
Certification, CDBG Certification, ESG Certification, and Appendix A Certification which certifies 
full compliance with all requirements of the FY 2010-14 Consolidated Plan and Federal Regulation 
24 CFR 91.105.  

Background 
 
The City of Glendale receives annual allocations of federal funds from HUD to address critical 
community needs.  These federal funds are from the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), and Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) 
programs.  For FY 2014-2015, Glendale will receive $2,080,497 in CDBG funds, $512,309 in HOME 
funds and $169,835 in ESG funds.  These funds total over $2.76 million and must be used for 
community development activities that provide quality housing and expand economic 
opportunities, primarily for low-to-moderate income citizens or low-to-moderate income areas 
within our community.   
 
To assist the city in allocating these funds, City Council established the Community Development 
Advisory Committee (CDAC) to consider all eligible grant applications and formulate funding 
recommendations.  T his year, the Committee conducted and extensive public review of 44 
applications and is recommending funding of programs and services they felt would best serve the 
needs of Glendale’s residents.  The Committee relied on the direction City Council provided to the 
Committee Vice Chair, Cherie Hudson, at their September 3, 2013 Workshop.  At that Workshop, 
City Council identified the following priorities for CDAC to consider when making their FY 2014-
2015 Annual Action Plan recommendations:  
 

• Keeping people in their homes  
• Assisting with core needs such as food, utilities and shelter  
• Supporting home delivery of meals and shelter services programs  
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• Providing emergency home repair  
• Housing rehabilitation programs  
• Demolishing and clearing blighted structures  
• Emphasizing revitalization of Centerline/Redevelopment Area  

 
The Annual Action Plan is the yearly implementation document that outlines all proposed funding 
for CDBG, HOME, and ESG funds.  The City of Glendale’s Annual Action Plan must be approved by 
City Council and submitted to HUD no later than May 15, 2014.   

Analysis 
 
Federal funds are provided to allow entitlement cities the ability to meet community needs in a 
wide variety of areas.  Program regulations direct the use of funds, which target families and 
individuals who are low-to-moderate income.  The program has some built-in parameters 
allowing a percentage of the funds to be used to address specific needs.  The most competitive 
area is under the category of public services, where the funding is limited to 15% of the CDBG 
grant.  This category includes after school programs, food boxes, legal services, domestic violence 
assistance, etc.  
 
There are two options available regarding CDAC’s funding recommendations.  The first option is to 
accept CDAC’s funding recommendations and approve submitting the FY 2014-15 Annual Action 
Plan to HUD by their May 15, 2014 deadline.  The second option is to not approve the Annual 
Action Plan.  Council could then either change CDAC’s recommendations or send them back to 
CDAC for reconsideration.  The second option would require the city to request a time extension 
from HUD because May 15, 2014 is the national Annual Action Plan filing deadline.  A time 
extension would be required to enact the second option because funding recommendations must 
be posted for a mandatory 30 day public comment period, which includes the posting of notices, 
advertising in the local paper, and initiating a 30 day public comment period.  Once the comment 
period ends, Council would have to take action adopting the plan and forwarding it to HUD for 
their review and approval.  Once approved by HUD, a grant agreement is created and executed by 
all parties.    
 
Staff is recommending adoption of the FY 2014-2015 Annual Action Plan and authorization for the 
City Manager to sign all the appropriate certifications.  This is based on the work carried out by 
CDAC in reviewing, interviewing the applicants and consideration of Council’s stated priorities.   

Previous Related Council Action 
 
In January 2014, CDAC conducted three public hearings and formulated their funding 
recommendations for the Annual Action Plan FY 2014-2015.  CDAC also initiated a 30 day public 
comment period before submitting the Annual Action Plan for formal Council approval.  One 
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public comment was received during the 30 day public comment period.  The comment was from 
a non-profit organization requesting that their proposed funding allocation be reconsidered as 
CDAC is recommending the organization receive only a portion of the funds that they requested 
through the competitive application process. 
 
During the September 3, 2013 City Council Workshop, Council provided CDAC Vice Chair, Cherie 
Hudson, with direction on the city’s FY 2014-2015 federal funding priorities.  
 
On April 23, 2013, Council voted to approve the city’s Annual Action Plan for FY 2013-2014. 
 
On April 27, 2010, Council previously reviewed and approved the process by which the CDAC 
determines the city’s community needs and prioritizes its recommendations, through the adoption 
of Glendale’s Five-Year Consolidated Plan for Fiscal Years 2010 through 2014. 
 
Community Benefit/Public Involvement 
 
CDBG, HOME and ESG funds have provided assistance to Glendale residents with public service 
programs such as homeless prevention, domestic violence assistance, and services for veterans, 
seniors, youth, and the disabled.  These funds have assisted with many physical improvement 
projects and continue to provide funding for a variety of projects that help revitalize the 
downtown infrastructure and remove blighted, underperforming structures. 
 
The FY 2014-2015 funding recommendations were developed after an extensive public process 
that included a public notice published on August 29, 2013 and September 5, 2013, inviting 
applicants to the September 11, 2013 orientation session.  Forty-four (44) applications for funding 
were forwarded to CDAC for review which was followed by applicant presentations on January 8, 
9, and 22, 2014.  Each of these hearings allowed for public comment; however, no public 
comments were submitted.    

Budget and Financial Impacts 
 
The CDBG, HOME, and ESG programs are federally funded.  The HOME program requires a 25% 
match from non-federal funds for in-house projects such as replacement housing.  A match 
allocation of $31,888 is provided in the General Fund budget, allowing the city to utilize $127,552 
in HOME funded housing rehabilitation projects, administered by the city.  Outside non-profit 
agencies who are awarded HOME funds are required to provide their own source of match to meet 
the 25% requirement. 
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Capital Expense? Yes  No  

Budgeted? Yes  No  

Requesting Budget or Appropriation Transfer? Yes  No  

If yes, where will the transfer be taken from? 

Attachments 

Resolution 

Grant Document 

Certifications 

 

 

 

 

Cost Fund-Department-Account 

$2,080,497 1320-31001-518200, Community Development Block Grant 

$512,309 1300-30001-518200, Home Investments Partnerships Program 

$169,835 1830-31900-518200, Emergency Solutions Grants  

$31,888 1000-15010-518200, Community Revitalization Program  



 

RESOLUTION NO. 4799 NEW SERIES 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, APPROVING 
AND AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 
2014-15 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN TO THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT; 
ACCEPTING: (1) A C OMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 
GRANT UP TO AN AM OUNT OF $2,080,497, (2) A HOM E 
INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM ALLOCATION 
UP TO AN AM OUNT OF $512,309, AND (3) EMERGENCY 
SOLUTIONS GRANTS PROGRAM FUNDING UP TO AN 
AMOUNT OF $169,835; AND AUT HORIZING THE 
ALLOCATION OF THE FUNDS. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE as follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  That the City’s Annual Action Plan for FY 2014-15 is hereby approved.  

The Annual Action Plan is on f ile in the office of the City Clerk and copies are available for 
review/inspection at the following locations: 

• Community Revitalization 
 Glendale Municipal Office Complex 
 5850 West Glendale Avenue, Suite 107 

Glendale, Arizona 

• Community Housing Administration Office 
 6842 North 61st Avenue, Glendale, Arizona 

• Foothills Branch Library 
 19055 North 57th Avenue, Glendale, Arizona 

• Glendale Main Library 
 5959 West Brown Street, Glendale, Arizona 

• Velma Teague Branch Library 
 Murphy Park – Downtown Glendale 
 7010 North 58th Avenue, Glendale, Arizona 

 
SECTION 2.  T hat the City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to submit the 

City’s Annual Action Plan to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and 
execute any and all necessary documents on behalf of the City of Glendale. 
 

SECTION 3.  That the City Council of the City of Glendale hereby accepts the following: 
 (1) Community Development Block Grant entitlement from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development for FY 2014-15 up to an amount of $2,080,497; (2) the HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program allocation from the Maricopa HOME Consortium for FY 2014-15 up to an 
amount of $512,309; and (3) the Emergency Solutions Grants Program funding provided by the 



 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for FY 2014-15 up to an amount of 
$169,835, all of which are subject to the Budget Control Act of 2011.   
 

SECTION 4.  That the City Manager or her designee are hereby authorized and directed 
to execute all agreements and documents necessary to effectuate the allocation of funds received 
under the above programs to the approved entities so long as the allocations are consistent with 
the Council-approved Annual Action Plan and compliant with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), and all applicable environmental regulations. 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of 

Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2014. 
 

  
   M A Y O R 

ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk               (SEAL) 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________ 
City Attorney 
 
REVIEWED BY: 
 
_______________________ 
City Manager 
 
hud_2014 revit action plan 
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