WORK SESSION AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION COUNCIL CHAMBERS
TUESDAY 211 WEST ASPEN AVENUE
FEBRUARY 24, 2015 6:00 P.M.
1. Call to Order

2, Pledge of Allegiance

3. Roll Call

NOTE: One or more Councilmembers may be in attendance telephonically or by other

technological means.
MAYOR NABOURS COUNCILMEMBER ORAVITS
VICE MAYOR BAROTZ COUNCILMEMBER OVERTON
COUNCILMEMBER BREWSTER COUNCILMEMBER PUTZOVA

COUNCILMEMBER EVANS

4. Preliminary Review of Draft Agenda for the March 3, 2015, City Council Meeting.*

* Public comment on draft agenda items may be taken under “Review of Draft Agenda Iltems”

later in the meeting, at the discretion of the Mayor. Citizens wishing to speak on agenda items
not specifically called out by the City Council for discussion under the second Review section

may submit a speaker card for their items of interest to the recording clerk.

5. Public Participation

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

6. Presentation from Closing the Gap Coalition
7. City of Flagstaff 2015 Student Housing Work Plan Progress and Update
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Report, discuss and gain City Council comments regarding the progress of the eight
elements within the 2015 Student Housing (SH) Work Plan Action ltems.

8. Discussion of possible amendment to City Charter to address municipal election dates

9. Boards and Commissions - Process Update and Proposed Manual Changes



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Overview of City Council Legislative Trip to Washington D.C.

Possible Future Agenda Item: Request by Councilmember Putzova to place the
consideration of a Council Resolution pertaining to DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrivals) on a future agenda.

Review of Draft Agenda Items for the March 3, 2015, City Council Meeting.*

* Public comment on draft agenda items will be taken at this time, at the discretion of the
Mayor.

Public Participation

Informational Items To/From Mayor, Council, and City Manager; and request for future
agenda items.

Adjournment

at

Dated this

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING OF NOTICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at Flagstaff City Hall on

a.m./p.m. in accordance with the statement filed by the City Council with the City Clerk.

day of 2015.

Elizabeth A. Burke, MMC, City Clerk




Memorandum 6.
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council
From: Sarah Darr, Deputy Housing Director
Date: 02/17/2015

Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:

Presentation from Closing the Gap Coalition

DESIRED OUTCOME:
This presentation is for informational purposes only.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Closing the Gap Coalition (CGC) is a collaborative committee that has been working to alleviate the
issue of chronic alcoholism in Northern Arizona. The CGC has been meeting since September of 2012
and has maintained collaboration and participation from fourteen different local agencies. The CGC has
established housing as a priority for the community and individuals with chronic substance abuse. The
presentation will provide a short background and an update on recent accomplishments surrounding the
housing efforts.

INFORMATION:

COUNCIL GOALS:
4) Explore and adopt policies to lower the costs associated with housing to the end user

REGIONAL PLAN:

Goal NH.3. Make available a variety of housing types at different price points, to provide

housing opportunity for all economic sectors.
Policy NH.3.1. Provide a variety of housing types throughout the City and region, including
purchase and rental options, to expand the choices available to meet the financial and lifestyle
needs of our diverse population.

Policy NH.3.3. Increase the availability of affordable housing for very low-income persons,
through innovative and effective funding mechanisms.

Goal NH.5. Eliminate homelessness.
Policy NH.5.2. Provide adequate resources for individuals experiencing homelessness.

Attachments: PowerPoint



Closing the Gap
February 24, 2015

City of Flagstaff

Leah Bloom - Housing and Grants Administrator

Southwest Behavioral Health Services

Lauren Lauder - Vice President, Northern Arizona

Catholic Charities

Camie Rasband - Housing Team Lead




Closing the Gap

What is Closing the Gap?
Who is the target population?

What are the different elements of CTG?




Closing the Gap

Collaborative Council
has been meeting since Collaborative Council
September of 2012

The Collaborative

Council has established Closin THe Gap
; e o aition

housing as a priority for

our community and

individuals with chronic G e

substance abuse




Participating Agencies

The Guidance Center
Catholic Charities
Southwest Behavioral

H

F

Flagstaft Police

ealth Services
agstaff Medical Center

Department

Flagstaft Fire Department

Coconino County Sherift’s

Office

Native American
Connections

NARBHA
NACA
Hope Lives
CJCC

The County Supervisor’s
Office

City of Flagstaff Housing
Section

United Way
Flagstaft Shelter Services




Some Inistory...

LARC

[TU

SToHP
Housing First

Jail Services
FMC
Flagstaft Shelter services

As a group we have identified that many of
the services are available in our community,
however housing is not readily available.




W hvecanis c[anjerouafy cJose to

accepting the fhomeless situation as a
Joroﬁfem that we J'ua‘t can t solve.
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Closing the Gap

The Collaborative Council has partnered with Native
American Connections in order to identify how to best
meet the needs of our community.

The Collaborative Council has created a subcommittee
in order to determine to how to best create and

obtain housing in our community.

ICollaborative Council




Goals for the Closing the Gap

Housing Grants

$

Establish an
Owner/
Operator




The Details

Tax Credits
Owner
Operator

Developer
Property Manager
Service Provider




Bridge House Project

A tax credit project will take 2-4 years to
complete

The committee has a smaller project ready start
as soon as possible; The “Bridge House”

The house is owned by Catholic Charities

House will be leased by Southwest Behavioral
Health Services




The Bridge House

Southwest Behavioral will provide project oversight
including substance use services and overnight staff

6 bedroom, 5 bathroom house in the Southside
neighborhood, large kitchen, dining room, additional room
to hold groups and classes, and onsite office for staff

Up to 8 unrelated individuals can be housed based on
current zoning

Funding has been identified through Flagstaft Medical
Center and NARBHA for this interim solution.




The Bridge House and Beyond

Multiple collaborative agencies have committed to work
together on this project focusing on the long term solution
as well as housing vulnerable individuals now.

Some of these commitments include: on site groups, case
management, and additional support

This interim project will enable the committee to gather
necessary data needed to apply for the larger Tax Credit
project and the Housing Vouchers.




The Bridge House
Next Steps

Execution of inter-agency agreements

Completion of building rehabilitation to create a single
point of entry and installation of a security system
utilizing previously awarded CDBG funding

Creation of Processes and Procedures
Establishment of agreed upon data collection methods

Target opening date Spring/Summer 2015
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Thank you for your time!

Questions?

Lauren Lauder (928) 779-4550

laurenl@sbhservices.org

Camie Rasband (928) 774-9125

crasband@cc-az.org




CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council
From: Jerene Watson, Deputy City Manager

Co-Submitter: Dr. Sarah Bickel, NAU Office of the President

Date: 02/17/2015
Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:
City of Flagstaff 2015 Student Housing Work Plan Progress and Update

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Report, discuss and gain City Council comments regarding the progress of the eight elements
within the 2015 Student Housing (SH) Work Plan Action Items.

Executive Summary:

Several proposed student housing developments came to the City in the first half of 2014. Based

on strong community participation and concerns that were voiced, a Student Housing Symposium was
held in the fall to educate, inform and facilitate constructive public dialog. As a result, a Flagstaff Student
Housing Work Plan was drafted, circulated among the City Council, staff and stakeholders, presented
and then adopted by Resolution on January 6, 2015 (Attach. #1).

Tonight's presentation is to report the progress of the Work Plan action items (Attach. #2) as summarized
below:

e Internal Work Groups #1 & #2 formation in January 2015

¢ Recommendation for External Work Group (EWG) formation in March 2015 to steer the work of the
Student Housing Action Plan which will include review of possible amendments to the Regional
Plan, development of neighborhood components and development of property owner outreach

¢ Draft amendment in March 2015 to Council on the City's Party Ordinance that includes a Security
component or establishes a stand-alone ordinance

¢ In late March into April 2015, Council will re-visit the concept of a residential parking permit system
in Southside

¢ Establish standard Security Conditions for Development Agreements and Zoning Ordinances by
May 2015

¢ Review and assess current definition of "Family" in Ch. 10 of the City Code by end of June 2015

¢ Review Zoning Code to strengthen communication and notification of neighbors on student housing
developments by end of July 2015

¢ Examine "Use by Right" process for student housing proposals by end of July 2015

¢ Staff to undertake Traffic Impact Analysis possibilities and explore Milton Avenue mobility and
alternatives to Milton and bring back for discussion in June 2015

¢ Report on all elements to Council with recommendations in late August 2015



Financial Impact:

The financial impact identified from the outset of this project currently consists of staff time from NAU,
NAIPTA and the City and in-kind support from these entities. Potential future costs could include
facilitators, traffic consultants, outreach costs, possibly a parking permit system and a new position for a
university-community liaison, although currently NAU's President has committed existing University staff.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:

Identified Council Goals are:

6) Relieve traffic congestion throughout Flagstaff

7) Address key issues and processes related to the implementation of the Regional Plan

8) Improve effectiveness of notification, communication, and engagement with residents, neighborhoods
and businesses and about City services, programs, policies, projects and developments

9) Foster relationships and maintain economic development commitment to partners

Identified Regional Plan Goals are:

Growth Areas & Land Use

Policy LU12.8 Provide strong connections from the Flagstaff Medical Campus to the Northern Arizona
University campus via pedestrian paths, bicycle connections, streets and transit service

Goal LU.13: Increase the variety of housing options and expand opportunities for employment and
neighborhood shopping within all suburban neighborhoods.

Neighborhoods, Housing & Urban Conservation

Goal NH.3 Make available a variety of housing types at different price points, to provide housing
opportunity for all economic sectors.

Policy NH.1.7. Develop appropriate programs and tools to ensure the appropriate placement, design, and
operation of new student housing developments consistent with neighborhood character and scale.
Economic Development

Goal ED.2: Support and encourage an excellent education system that promotes critical thinking and job
training programs at all levels.

Previous Council Decision on This:

On December 8 and 9, 2014, direction was given at the City Council retreat to staff to bring forward a
Student Housing action plan.

On December 16, 2014, the City Council reviewed a potential list of action items, provided some edits
and directed staff to bring back a resolution with the Work Plan developed for measurable
accomplishment toward .

On January 6, 2015, the City Council adopted the 2015 Student Housing Work Plan as an attachment to
a resolution, communicating to the public the City's intentions, providing guidance for the work of City
staff and offering a list of possible action items for NAU and community stakeholders.

Options and Alternatives:

This report is intended for information and communication to the City Council and community on the
progress of the adopted 2015 Student Housing Work Plan.



Background/History:

A day-long Student Housing Symposium was co-sponsored by the City, Northern Arizona University
(NAU), Coconino County, Friends of Flagstaff's Future and the Greater Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce
on October 27, 2014. This was in response to intensive community interest, questions on neighborhood
rights and how the resident voice and desires could be part of the public process relating to the impact
of development applications submitted for student housing. Panelists from the City, the University,
neighborhood representatives and guests from the cities of Ft. Collins, Colorado, and Davis, California
provided information and addressed questions.

A follow-up meeting was held with NAU President Dr. Rita Cheng and staff to review possible work plan
items that were drafted from the comments and tentative commitments at the Symposium. Additionally, a
list of potential work plan items was circulated to the Alliance for the 21st Century partners (County,
Flagstaff Unified School District, Coconino Community College, NAU and the City) and NAIPTA
(Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority) for review and comment.

Community Involvement:

Inform
Consult
Involve

Attachments: Student Housing Resolution 01.06.15

2015 COF Student Housing WP Matrix
PowerPoint



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-01

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA,
ADOPTING THE 2015 STUDENT HOUSING WORK PLAN FOR THE CITY OF
FLAGSTAFF

RECITALS:

WHEREAS, On October 27, 2014, the City of Flagstaff participated in a Student Housing
Symposium initiated by County Supervisor Liz Archuleta and co-sponsored by the City, Northern
Arizona University, Friends of Flagstaff's Future and the Greater Flagstaff Chamber of
Commerce; and

WHEREAS, the one-day symposium featured speakers from the City and University as well as
area neighborhoods and representatives from Davis, California and Ft. Collins, Colorado; and

WHEREAS, a list of possible action items has been prepared and parties have agreed that it is
a workable list and could be supported moving forward.

ENACTMENTS:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF,
ARIZONA AS FOLLOWS:

THAT the 2015 Student Housing Work Plan (Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part
hereof) is hereby adopted as a Work Plan to address the issue of student housing in the City of
Flagstaff.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council and approved by the Mayor of the City of
Flagstaff this 6th day of January, 2015.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

CITY ATTORNEY



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-01 PAGE 2

EXHIBIT ‘A’

2015 Student Housing Work Plan
January 2015

1. Designate internal and external City —NAU work groups to possibly accomplish the
following.
a. Internal NAU-City Work Group (WG)

i. City to Include: Police Department, Community Development (Planning,
Engineering, Code Enforcement), Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Office,
and the City Manager’s Office; NAIPTA

ii. NAU to Include: Student Life, Student Transportation, President’'s Office,
NAU PD.

iil. Possible Work Items in addition to those below
1. Applying NAU Code of Conduct to off campus behavior
2. Staff work associated with a Student Housing Action Plan (SHAP)

b. External NAU-City and Stakeholders Group
i. Possibly Use the Good Neighbor Coalition
ii. Possibly use Town-Gown Steering Committee (open to anyone)
iil. Possible Work Items in addition to those below

1. SHAP
a. Review Regional Plan and Zoning Code for Possible
Amendments
2. Neighborhood component for freshman orientation or sophomore
move-out.
a. Work with private sector on an off-campus housing guide
3. Outreach to property owners in single family detached

neighborhoods who are renting to students about parking, trash,
noise, etc. Get HOA's to sign up for orientation and communicate

to members.
2. City/NAU Police Department
a. Review Party Ordinance with an eye on holding landlords & hosts more

accountable, extending warning period from 90 to 180 days, initiating a police
response fee upon first offense, Security Plans

b. Develop a Security Ordinance focused upon Crime Free Multi-Housing

C. Determine Standard Security Conditions for Development Agreements (D.A.) and
Zoning Ordinances

d. Invite City/NAU PD to Community Development’s (CD’s) Inter-Divisional Staff

meeting for developments involving more than some specified number of
residential units.

e. Work with CD & Legal to determine Post Construction Consequences for non-
compliance.



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-01 PAGE 3

3. Look at a Neighborhood/University Liaison position in FY16 Budget Cycle. (Internal WG)
a. Get job descriptions from Ft. Collins for their 2 positions.
b. Understand budget to include outreach dollars.
C. Determine if outreach dollars go to Southside officers in meantime
d. Develop a work plan for position

4. Review the Flagstaff Zoning Code to understand when and how neighbors are informed
of student housing developments. Compare this to the City of Fort Collins process.
Further review how the neighborhood meeting is conducted in terms of who conducts,
what is the required content, what is the role of staff, etc. (City CD).

5. Re-examine a Parking Permit System in the Southside. Determine who should pay for
the system. (External WG)

6. Review definition of “Family” in City Zoning code with the City Attorney’s Office to
explore the legal risk, if any, and the practical concerns, with reducing the number of
unrelated people living in a single dwelling unit. (City CD/Attorney’s Office)

7. Student Housing Proposals on Land with appropriate entitlements (a.k.a. Use-by-Right)
(City CD)
a. Explore requiring a public meeting for Use-by-Right developments over Certain
Units.
b. Understand what is informative vs. Discretionary.
C. Discuss what you do when people don't like it, but there is no discretion.
8. Traffic Impact Analysis (Internal WG)
a. City/FMPO consider funding a consultant to develop trip generation models for
the Student Housing Category.
b. Update (using grant funds) the mobility and land use components of the adopted

Milton Avenue Corridor Plan in order to address traffic impacts of mixed use and
multi-family developments including student housing.
i. Use Internal City-NAU Work Group plus ADOT and FMPO to continue to
explore the Lone Tree alternative to Milton.
ii. Re-examine Pedestrian access corridors across Milton with an eye
towards combining improvement
C. Multi-Modal Traffic Impact Analysis — develop a tool to measure bike, ped, and
bus transportation impacts of a development. (FMPO)



2015 STUDENT HOUSING WORK PLAN

(Adopted by Resolution 2015-01 on January 6, 2015)
Report Out Target Date: August 25, 2015

ITEM DESCRIPTION DELIVERABLE TARGET STATUS
DATE
1(a). Designate NAU-City Internal IWG #1: NAU: Jane Kuhn, Rick Brandel (Student Life), Sarah Bickel 1/16/15 Initial discussion
Work Group (IWG) to (President’s Office); CITY: Walt Miller, Kevin Treadway, Jerene held 1/16/15
= Develop plan to expand NAU | Watson; existing groups to employ Work Plan elements:
Code of Conduct off campus | “Good Neighbor Goalition” (NAU PD and City PD participate) Lead Staff: Jerene
(IWG #1) . Stu;lent Transportation Action Committee (Erika Mazza, NAIPTA, Watson (CMO)
committee member) Erika Mazza (NAIPTA)
with NAU Student
Transportation Action
Cmte.
= Assign staff to work with IWG #2: 1/30/15 Initial discussion
External WG on Student CD: Rick Barrett, Sarah Darr, Dan Folke, Roger Eastman, Reid Miller, held 1/30/15 and
Housing Action Plan ELepEa”ée ﬁa,ré)”HDave WEESC?XLC_MN?: hJireB?AWStSO”E%:WK?{'M_” assignments made
erhard, Heidi Hansen; . Michelle ndrea; : Walt Miller, : :
(SHAP) (IWG #2) Kevin Treadway (will confer with NAU PD) \Iive/e;[(ljmsetgfr;:eierene
Watson (CMQO)
1(b). Designate External 1. Establish EWG members with to consist of seven members, | February/ | Pending
Stakeholder Work Group co-chaired by NAU (Dr. Sarah Bickel) and City (Deputy City March
(EWG): NAU, City and Manager Jerene Watson) with one representative each from the | 2015
Stakeholders League of Neighborhoods, Friends of Flagstaff’s Future, the
Chamber of Commerce, the construction industry, and a property
management company (To date —Volunteer is Amy Smith of the
BellanvGroup)
2. SHAP: Review Regional Plan for possible amendments, Begin
staffed by IWG #2 CD staff Mar.2015
-Aug 2015
3. Develop neighborhood component with private sector: Off- Begin
campus housing guide for freshman orientation and Mar.2015
sophomore “move-out” timing staffed by IWG #1 NAU staff -Aug 2015
4. Property Owner Outreach on trash, parking, noise, etc. in Begin
single family detached neighborhoods who are renting to Mar.2015
students. Get HOA'’s to sign up for orientation and -Aug 2015
communicate efforts to members
2(a). Review Party Ordinance for IWG #2: Consider extending warning periods from 90 to 180 3/10/15 Initial discussion
more landlord & party host days, security plans, police-response fee, using Tucson “scarlet | revised 1/30/15
accountability. letter” notices, etc. ord. to Lead Staff: Walt Miller
Task: Legal (Marianne Sullivan & Michelle | Council (PD)




2015 STUDENT HOUSING WORK PLAN
(Adopted by Resolution 2015-01 on January 6, 2015)
Report Out Target Date: August 25, 2015

ITEM DESCRIPTION DELIVERABLE TARGET STATUS
DATE
D’Andrea) to provide material to PD
2(b). Develop a Security Ordinance | IWG #2: 2(b) and 2(e) go hand in hand; 3/10/15 Initial discussion
Focused on Crime Free Multi- Task: Legal to work with CD & Legal to determine and | to 1/30/15
Housing develop both a security ordinance and establish post- | Council Lead Staff: Michelle
2(e). Work with CD & Legal to construction consequences for non-compliance D’Andrea (Legal) 2
determine Post-construction
non-compliance penalties
2(c). Determine Standard Security IWG #2: PD recommends a “hotspot” concept and review of TBD Initial discussion
conditions for Development Tempe and Tucson models for what has been legislated/what (April 1/30/15
Agreements (DA) and Zoning | works 20157) Lead Staff: Dan Folke
Ordinances (CD)
Task: Dan, Roger & Walt to research security elements and develop
2(d). CD’s IDS (Interdivisional Staff) IWG #2: Dan will contact PD’s Ryan Darr and NAU PD for As Initial discussion
meeting will include PD/NAU comments to be included in applications that reach the threshold | needed 1/30/15
PD comments for consideration | of number of residential units (to be determined) Lead Staff: Dan Folke
in applications that meet criteria (CD)
3. Consider a Neighborhood/ IWG#1 — Job description, budget including outreach, work plan Pending | Initial discussion
University Liaison for FY16 development for Liaison duties, and establish whether outreach 12/2/14 at City Hall
Budget. funds goes to Southside officers or are handled by NAU staff. with NAU-Dr. Cheng
Note: Dr. Cheng has offered to use existing NAU staff and has and EVP Sarah
asked Dean Rick Brandel in Student Affairs to find the Liaison Bickel
within his team.
IWG#1 discussion
Task: Jerene to follow up with Rick Brandel 1/16/15
4, Review Flagstaff Zoning Code | IWG #2: CD to compare this to Ft. Collins (or other appropriate | July 2015 | Initial discussion
for communication/ process that accomplishes work plan goals). Undertake further 1/30/15
notification timing with review of how the neighborhood meeting is conducted in terms of Lead Staff: Dan Folke
neighbors on student housing who hosts, what is or should be required purpose & content, role (CD)
developments of staff, etc.
5. Re-examine a Parking Permit IWG #2: Staff will prepare a two-part session with Council 3/24/15 Initial discussion
System in the Southside beginning in March to bring back previous research & history, to 12/2/14 at City Hall
costs and new ideas to offer. Council with NAU-Dr. Cheng
(Part ) and EVP Sarah

Part Il

Bickel




2015 STUDENT HOUSING WORK PLAN

(Adopted by Resolution 2015-01 on January 6, 2015)
Report Out Target Date: August 25, 2015

ITEM DESCRIPTION DELIVERABLE TARGET STATUS
DATE
back to IWG#1 discussion
Task: Karl to work with Dan, Erika, Walt, Dave, and | Council 1/16/15
Heidi to refine research and provide updated | TBD Lead Staff: Karl
information for Council consideration Eberhard (EV)
6. Review definition of “Family” IWG #2: City Attorney to review definition of ‘Family’ in Ch. 10 of | TBD — Initial discussion
in City Zoning code City Code and explore legal risk, practical concerns, impacts, etc. | (June 1/30/15
Task: Legal, CD-Planning and CD-Housing to review | 20157?) Lead Staff: Michelle
and discuss; has implications for federal programs D’Andrea (Legal)
7. Examine “Use-by-Right” IWG #2: Explore requiring public meeting for Use-by-Right Initial discussion
process for Student Housing developments; Understand what is informative v. discretionary 1/30/15
proposals Explore what to do when people don't like it, but there is no Lead Staff:
discretion Dan Folke for (CD)
Michelle D’Andrea for
Task: Legal to review and have opinion by end of February whether | March 1 | Legal
there should be a change in development process and whether the | (Legal)
public has equal standing
July 1
Task: CD to review and draft a standard process based upon Legal (CD)
opinion and options for when some in public don’t like
8(a). Traffic Impact Analysis IWG #2: City & FMPO consider funding a consultant to develop TBD Initial discussion
& possibilities trip generation models for the “student housing” category; (June 1/30/15
8(c). explore and develop multi-modal traffic impact analysis tool to 20157) Lead Staff: Dave
measure bike, ped, and bus transportation impacts of Wessel
developments.
Task: Dave, Erika, Reid & Stephanie to team on these two elements
8(b) Update (using grant funds) the | IWG #2: This is intended to address traffic impacts of mixed use | 2/17/15 Initial discussion
mobility and land use and multi-family developments, including student housing. CCR 1/30/15

components of Milton Avenue
(Corridor Plan-?7?)

= Use IWG #2 plus ADOT/FMPO to continue to explore Lone
Tree alternative to Milton

= Re-examine Pedestrian access corridors across Milton with
eye toward combining improvements

Task: Dave to clarify what the 2004 ADOT Flagstaff Urban Mobility
Study was developed to do (it was not adopted); what current

Lead Staff: Dave
Wessel




2015 STUDENT HOUSING WORK PLAN
(Adopted by Resolution 2015-01 on January 6, 2015)
Report Out Target Date: August 25, 2015

ITEM

DESCRIPTION

DELIVERABLE

TARGET
DATE

STATUS

operations and study along Milton entails
(no grant awarded; will reapply)
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STUDENT HOUSING PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

FLAGSTAFF CITY COUNCIL

February 24, 2015




&

JANUARY 2015

Internal Work Groups (IWG)
Formed Jan. 2015

#1 - NAU & CITY

#2 - CITY & NAIPTA

Work Plan matrix
developed

Implements 8 Elements of
Student Housing

Action Plan (SHAP)

(SHAP #1a)

Student Housing Plan
Implementation Progress

FEBRUARY 2015
Recommended representation
on External Work Group (EWG)
Formation in March 2015

Steers work of SHAP:

Possible amendments to the
Regional Plan

Neighborhood components

Property owner outreach
(SHAP #1b)



&

MARCH 2015

City’s Party Ordinance -
draft amendment discussion
with City Councll

Security component within
Party Ordinance

or
establishes stand-alone
ordinance

(SHAP #2a, 2D, 2¢)

Student Housing Plan
Implementation Progress

MARCH / APRIL 2015

Council re-visit
residential parking
permit system in

Southside

(SHAP #5)



&

MAY 2015

Establish standard
Security Conditions
for Development
Agreements and
Zoning Ordinances

(SHAP #2c)

Student Housing Plan
Implementation Progress

JUNE 2015

Review and assess
current definition of
"Family" in Ch. 10 of the
City Code

(SHAP # 6)

Council to discuss
Traffic Impact Analysis
possibilities / alternatives

along Milton Avenue
(SHAP #8)



Student Housing Plan
Implementation Progress

&

JULY 2015 AUGUST 2015
Review Zoning Code University Liaison to
to strengthen neighborhoods in motion
communication / (SHAP #3)
notification of neighbors . o
on student housing el ]
developments Student Housing
Work Plan by
(SHAP #4) _
External Working
Examine "Use by Right" Group
process for student housing
proposals
(SHAP #7)




Memorandum 8.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Elizabeth A. Burke, City Clerk

Co-Submitter: Anja Wendel, Senior Assistant City Attorney AW
Date: 01/28/2015

Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:
Discussion of possible amendment to City Charter to address municipal election dates

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Council direction

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The current City Charter calls for primary and general elections to be held on dates that are inconsistent
with the four dates permitted by state law for holding elections. In 1997 an ordinance was adopted to
clarify that the primary and general elections of the City would be held in the spring (March and May), the
closest dates to those in the Charter. Beginning in 2014 all municipalities in Arizona were required to
hold their candidate elections in the fall of even-numbered years regardless of charters; therefore,
Flagstaff's 2014 elections, which would have normally been held in March and May, were held in August
and November. A recent decision in the Court of Appeals determined that charters supersede state law;
this decision has been appealed and is currently before the Arizona Supreme Court. Regardless of the
outcome of this litigation, the City Charter remains inconsistent with state law. At some point a question
will need to go before the voters to correct the City Charter. If the Council wishes to return to Spring
elections such question would need to go before the voters in August of 2015 to allow enough time for
candidates to file their paperwork for the Spring 2016 elections.

INFORMATION:

COUNCIL GOALS:

8) Improve effectiveness of notification, communication, and engagement with residents,
neighborhoods and businesses and about City services, programs, policies, projects and
developments

The attached document outlines the history of election dates in Flagstaff and provides various options for
consideration. Also attached is a calendar of dates to be considered with regard to election dates and
their impact on candidate packets.

Attachments: History.Options
Calendar
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HISTORY OF ELECTION DATES IN FLAGSTAFF

The current City Charter reads that Primary Elections shall be held on the first Tuesday in
February in even-numbered years and the General Election shall be held on the first Tuesday in
March in each even-numbered year. In 1996, A.R.S. 816-204(B) was amended to require cities
to hold elections on one of four consolidated election dates regardless of Charter provisions.
Thereafter, the City Attorney’s Office determined that the City Charter provisions were
preempted by State Law; a notation was added to the City Charter that A.R.S. §16-204(B)
preempts the charter.

On September 16, 1997, the City adopted Ordinance No. 1951 establishing that the Primary
Election be held on the second Tuesday in March of even-numbered years, and the General
Election be held on the third Tuesday in May of even-numbered years, consistent with
A.R.S. 816-204(B) and closest to the dates included in the Charter.

In 2012, A.R.S. 816-204 was amended to require cities starting in 2014 to hold primary
elections in August, and general elections on the first Tuesday in November of even-numbered
years, regardless of Charter provisions.

On August 18, 2014, the Arizona Court of Appeals in City of Tucson, City of Phoenix v. State
affirmed that election dates are a matter of local concern, and cities may hold their elections on
the date specified in the City Charter. However, because this decision was not made until after
the process was to start for a fall election, the City of Flagstaff took steps to prepare for such a
fall election.

On September 16, 2014, the City adopted Ordinance No. 2014-26, repealing Ordinance No.
1951 as the primary and general election dates no longer conformed with A.R.S. §16-204
as amended in 2012. Ordinance No. 2014-26 did not establish new election dates.

On October 20, 2014, pursuant to an extension, the State filed a petition for review of the
Arizona Court of Appeals decision, which was granted.

The Arizona Court of Appeals in City of Tucson, City of Phoenix v. State has ruled that state
law does not preempt local election dates established by city charter, and we are waiting for a
final decision from the Arizona Supreme Court later in 2015. This memorandum assumes that
Tucson and Phoenix will prevail and sets forth some options for the Council to consider.

COUNCIL DECISIONS REQUIRED

l. When do we want to hold candidate elections?
Currently the City Charter requires February/March for primary and general elections.
Pursuant to existing case law, that election schedule is not permissible. Please see the
various options below (A through D).

A. March/May of even-numbered years (past practice) (MAR/MAY 2016)

1. Terms for Brewster, Evans, Oravits would be four years (Summer 2016).
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2. Term for Barotz, Overton, Putzova would be five and one-half years
(Summer 2020).
3. Term for Mayor would be three and one-half years (Summer 2018); OR
4. Mayor and/or Councilmembers resign before conclusion of term.

B. March/May of odd-numbered years (MAR/MAY 2017)

1. Terms for Brewster, Evans, Oravits would be five years (Summer 2017).

2. Terms for Barotz, Overton, Putzova would be four and one-half years
(Summer 2019).

3. Term for Mayor would be two and one-half years (Summer 2017); OR

4, Council members and/or Mayor resign before conclusion of term.

C. August/November of odd-numbered years (AUG/NOV 2017)

1. Terms for Brewster, Evans, Oravits would be five and one-half years
(Winter 2017).
2. Terms for Barotz, Overton, Putzova would be five years (Winter 2019).
3. Term for Mayor would be three years (Winter 2017)
D. August/November of even-numbered years (this year's elections, meets current

statutory requirement) (AUG/NOV 2016)

1. Terms for Brewster, Evans, Oravits would be four and one-half years
(Winter 2016).
2. Terms for Barotz, Overton, Putzova would be four years (Winter 2018).
3. Term for Mayor would be two years (Winter 2016).
E. For elections held under A, B or C above:

Would NOT be in conjunction with statewide elections:

PROS:

1. Allows for a mail-ballot election — convenience for voters

2. More emphasis on local candidates/issues; only thing on ballot

3. Potentially more campaign funding for local candidate/issues

4, Potentially decreased partisan advertising and party influence on local
politics

5. No confusion with independent/no party voters on Permanent early voting
list (PEVL) needing to request an early ballot

6. Potentially less voter fatigue with local issues not at end of statewide
ballot

7. Cost is the same as polling place election in conjunction with statewide

election
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CONS
1. Election not in conjunction with statewide election; more education
needed to notify electors of election; may result in lower voter turnout
2. If a polling place election was held, cost would double
F. For an election held under D above:

PROS

1. Voters more familiar with election date due to statewide candidates/issues

2. Allows for polling place election (for those preferring this method)

CONS

1. Potentially increased partisan advertising and party influence on local
politics

2. Potentially decreased campaign funding for local candidates/issues

3. Confusion with Primary ballots being partisan and independents/no party

designated needing to request an early ballot if on the PEVL, leading to
less participation by independents in primary election

Il. When should we bring a Charter amendment to the voters?

A.

Should the Council want to return to March/May elections in_even-numbered
years (past practice) an amendment would be needed as soon as possible
(August 2015 Charter amendment election) because candidate packets would be
required to be submitted to the Clerk’s Office as follows:

1. If the May 2015 Charter amendment question passes (to change from 60-
90 days to 90-120 days for submission of petitions), candidates
petitions/documentation would need to be filed with the City Clerk’s Office
between November 9, 2015, and December 9, 2015.

2. If the May 2015 Charter amendment question fails (to change from 60-90
days to 90-120 days for submission of petitions), candidate
petitions/documentation would need to be filed with the City Clerk’s Office
between December 9, 2015, and January 8, 2016.

Regardless of the outcome of the May 2015 Charter amendment election, a
decision will need to be made as soon as possible IF the Council wishes to go
back to a spring election because even with an August 2015 election, the results
will not be official until the first part of September, thus giving candidates only a
few months to circulate their petitions.

If the City Charter is amended in an August 2015 Charter amendment election to
return to March/May 2016 spring elections, and later this year the Arizona
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Supreme Court affirms local authority to set such election dates by Charter, then
the City may so proceed. If the Arizona Supreme Court reverses the appellate
decision, then the City’s new Charter provision will be preempted and the City will
follow current state law providing for August/November elections in even-
numbered years.

Note: Election called and ballot language must be ready by 04/21/15

B. Should the Council want to follow current state law of August/November
elections in even-numbered yvears, a Charter amendment is recommended so
that the City Charter can be cleaned up. Thus, we would recommend a
November 2015 Charter amendment election to simply require election dates to
be held in conformance with state law. If the voters approve this change, the City
will follow state law regardless of how the Arizona Supreme court rules later this
year.

Note: Election called and ballot language must be ready by 07/06/2015

C. Should the City want to hold its elections in March/Mayor of odd-numbered
years, or August/November of odd-numbered years, then we recommend the
Council wait and see whether the Arizona Supreme Court upholds local authority
to set election dates by City Charter. The City may hold a Charter election in
2016.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Mayor/
Councilmembers Election Term
Karla Brewster March 2012 June 2012 — June 2016
Coral Evans March 2012 June 2012 — June 2016
Jeff Oravits March 2012 June 2012 — June 2016
Celia Barotz November 2014 December 2014 — December 2018
Scott Overton November 2014 December 2014 — December 2018
Eva Putzova November 2014 December 2014 — December 2018
Mayor Nabours November 2014 December 2014 — December 2016

City Of Flagstaff Charter Provisions (Select. Emphasis Added):

Article IX, Section 5 — PRIMARY ELECTIONS. (a) The Primary Election shall be held on the
first Tuesday in February in even-numbered years. * * * *

Article IX, Section 6 - TIME OF HOLDING THE GENERAL ELECTION. The General Election
shall be held on the first Tuesday in March in even-numbered years.
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Article I, Section 3 — TERM OF THE MAYOR. The term of office of the Mayor shall commence
on the first meeting in_April following the election, and shall be for two (2) years, or until a
successor is elected and inducted.

Article Il, Section 4 — TERM OF COUNCILMEMBERS. The term of office of Councilmembers
shall commence on the first meeting in_April following the election, and shall be for two (2)
years, or until a successor is elected and inducted.

Article 1l, Section 8 — INDUCTION. On the second meeting in_April following the General
Election, the Council shall hold a meeting to induct into office the newly-elected Mayor and
Councilmembers and to organize the Council. ** * *

Article 1l, Section 9 — ABSENCE TO TERMINATE MEMBERSHIP. If any Council member shall
be absent from more than two (2) consecutive regular meetings without the consent of the
Council, the member shall thereupon cease to hold office. If the Mayor shall be absent for more

than two (2) consecutive regular meetings without the consent of the Council, the Mayor shall
thereupon cease to hold office.

Article 1, Section 10 - VACANCIES IN THE COUNCIL AND THE OFFICE OF MAYOR. The
Council, by a majority vote of its remaining members, shall, within thirty-one (31) days, fill the
vacancies in its own membership, and in the office of Mayor, for the unexpired terms. In the
event that such unexpired term exceeds two years, then the appointment to such vacancy shall
be for the period from the appointment until the next succeeding election, at which time a
Councilmember shall be elected to serve the remainder of the term and who shall be designated
on the ballot as running for the “short term.”

State Law

A.R.S. 8§ 16-204.E: Beginning with elections held in 2014 and later and notwithstanding any
other law or any charter or ordinance to the contrary, a candidate election held for or on behalf
of any political subdivision of this state other than a special election to fill a vacancy or a recall
election may only be held on the following dates and only in even-numbered years:

1. The tenth Tuesday before the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November. If the political
subdivision holds a primary or first election and a general or runoff election is either required or
optional for that political subdivision, the first election shall be held on this date, without regard
to whether the political subdivision designates the election a primary election, a first election, a
preliminary election or any other descriptive term.

2. The first Tuesday after the first Monday in November. If the political subdivision holds a
general election or a runoff election, the second election held shall be held on this date. If the
political subdivision holds only a single election and no preliminary or primary or other election is
ever held for the purpose of reducing the number of candidates, or receiving a partisan
nomination or designation or for any other purpose for that political subdivision, the single
election shall be held on this date.

Litigation Status

The Arizona Supreme Court will decide whether to uphold or overturn the City of Tucson v.
State decision in summer or fall of 2015.



ISSUE ELECTION DATES - 2015

FALL ELECTION CYCLE

08/25/2015

11/03/2015

Resolution calling Election & language (latest date)

04/21/15

06/16/15

Receive Pro/Con Statements (Issue)

04/27/15-05/27/15

07/06/15 - 08/05/15

Last day to register to vote 07/27/15 10/05/15
Final PP wording to EOS (Issue) 05/27/15 08/05/15
Mail PP to registered voters (Issue) 07/20/15 10/05/15
UOCAVA ballots mailed out 07/11/15 09/19/15
Early Ballots must be ready 07/23/15 10/01/15
Ballots mailed out for Mail Ballot Election 08/03/15* 10/12/15*
ELECTION DAY 08/25/15 11/03/15

Canvass Election results

09/02/15-09/16/15

11/09/15-11/23/15

Candidate packets filed (for Mar 2016 Primary)

11/09/15 - 12/09/15

11/09/15-12/09/15

March 2016 Primary Election

03/08/16

03/08/16

*Approximate date




Memorandum 9.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council
From: Elizabeth A. Burke, City Clerk
Co-Submitter: Michelle D'Andrea, City Attorney
Date: 02/18/2015

Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:

Boards and Commissions - Process Update and Proposed Manual Changes

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Council direction

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City Council uses every opportunity to establish community participation programs to allow for citizen
involvement and input. The City's many boards and commissions are created to allow Flagstaff citizens
to take an active role in City government. The City Attorney has submitted a few recommended changes
to the Board and Commission Manual, and with a recent request by Council to have a brief report from
the City Clerk's Office on the applicant outreach efforts and selection of the Council Interview Teams, we
thought it made sense to combine these topics into one general discussion.

INFORMATION:

COUNCIL GOALS:
8) Improve effectiveness of notification, communication, and engagement with residents,
neighborhoods and businesses about City services, programs, policies, projects and developments

Attachments: B.C.Listing



NAME

TERMS

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF — BOARDS / COMMISSIONS

APP’'D

BY

AUTHORITY

# VOTING
MEMBERS

PURPOSE

Airport Commission

3yrs

CC

CC 2-11

Z

Responsible for reviewing and reporting to the Council on the
development of the Airpark and on matters affecting the operation and
efficiency of the airport, using the Airport Master Plan as a guide.

Audit Committee

Indef.

CcC

Res. No. 2002-59

Meets as needed, but at least once a year, to review the Annual
Financial and Single Audit reports. The Councilmember
representative to the committee is a voting member.

COMPOSITION: 1 Councilmember; City Manager; Management
Services Director; 3 At-Large

Beautification and Public
Art Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC2-14

Recommends expenditures from the BBB beautification fund and
public art portion of the BBB arts and science fund. It studies and
recommends community beautification projects ranging from
landscaping and irrigation, signs and billboards, buildings, facilities,
streetscapes, gateways, the purchase and installation of public art
projects within beautification projects, property acquisition for
beautification and/or public art projects, and neighborhood-initiated
projects, to mention a few.

COMPOSITION: 1 from Hospitality; 1 from Arts; 1 from Design
Professional; 4 At-Large

Board of Adjustment

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-10

Holds hearings on requests for variances and appeals of decisions
by the Zoning Administrator. The board does not have the authority
to change zoning law.

COMPOSITION: 6 At-Large; 1 from Planning & Zoning Commission

Building and Fire Code
Board of Appeals

3yrs

CC

Res. 1565
CC 2-02

Meet when necessary. The board holds hearings on appeals
related to the application and interpretation of City building and fire
codes. The Board of Appeals has no authority to interpret the
administrative provisions of the code, nor is the board empowered
to waive requirements of the code.
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Commission on Disability
Awareness

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-18

Serves the disabled community in Flagstaff. The commission’s goals
are to expand educational opportunities; improve access to housing,
buildings, and transportation; have greater participation in
recreational, social, and cultural activities; encourage greater
opportunity for employment; and expand and strengthen rehabilitative
programs and facilities.

Commission on Diversity
Awareness

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-08

Represent the diverse population of Flagstaff. The mission of the
commission includes, but is not limited to, fostering mutual
understanding, tolerance, respect, and awareness among all citizens;
recognizing the different economic, cultural, social, racial, religious,
and ethnic groups within the City; cooperating in the development of
educational programs dedicated to improving community relations;
and enlisting the support of various groups to foster diversity
awareness.

Flagstaff Housing
Authority

4 yrs

Mayor

CC1-13
ARS §36-1404.B

Oversees the functions of the Housing Authority; implements the
City's public housing programs.

COMPOSITION: 6 At-Large; 1 resident representative (CFHA
housing or Section 8 housing assistance)

Heritage Preservation
Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-19

It advises the City Council on all matters relating to historic
preservation, and reviews development projects in designated
historic districts.

COMPOSITION: 2 from architecture, history, architectural history,
planning, archeology; 2 owners of locally designated historical
property or on National Register of Historic Places; 3 At-Large

Industrial Development
Authority

6 yrs

CcC

Res. No. 1636

Meet on an as-needed basis. This is an independent authority
established by State law. The Authority issues revenue bonds to
projects eligible for financing under State statute. The City Council
gives final approval on all bonds.

Library Board

3yrs

CcC

Intergovernmental

Agreement

The Library Board does not meet in July or November and serves as
a citizen's advisory board to the Library Director.

COMPOSITION: 2 County residents; 4 City residents; 1 non-voting
from City Council; 1 non-voting from Board of Supervisors.
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Open Spaces
Commission

3yrs

CC

CC 2-20

The commission serves as an advisory body on the acquisition,
management, use, restoration, enhancement, protection, and
conservation of open space land.

COMPOSITION: 4 from natural/cultural sciences; 1 from the
Planning and Zoning Commission; 1 from real estate or real estate
development; 1 At-Large.

Parks and Recreation
Commission

3yrs

CC

CC 2-03

Makes recommendations to the Council regarding City parks and
recreational programs, the annual budget and capital improvements
for the Parks and Recreation Division.

Personnel Board

5yrs

CcC

Ord. Nos. 1146,
1198

Conducts hearings to ensure due process for regular, classified
employees who are dismissed, demoted, or suspended without pay.
The Board forwards all recommendations to the City Manager who
has final authority in all personnel matters.

Planning and Zoning
Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC2-01
ARS 8§9-461.02

Serves as an advisory board to the Council on matters relating to
the growth and physical development of the City. The commission
also conducts hearings on amendments to the Zoning Map,
tentative subdivision plats, and Development Review Board
appeals.

Public Safety Personnel
Retirement System Board

4 yrs

CC

ARS 8§38-847

The board meets as needed to process membership and retirement
applications from Flagstaff police officers and firefighters.

COMPOSITION: Mayor, 2 citizens, 2 representatives from Police
Department (elected by members); 2 representatives from Fire
Department (elected by members).

Self-Insurance Trust Fund
Board

Indef.

CC

ARS 8§11-981
CC1-24

Pursuant to State law, the board meets once a year to review
payment of insurance benefit losses and claims of the City.
(Same members as Audit Committee)

COMPOSITION: Same as Audit Committee

Sustainability Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-17

Recommends and coordinates activities in concert with the City of
Flagstaff Sustainability Program. Commission will address the social,
economic, and environmental considerations of meeting the needs of
current and future citizens. Directives include promotion of sustainable
practices in all spheres of life and educating Flagstaff citizens.
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Tourism Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC 2-13

The mission of the Tourism Commission is to develop, promote, and
maintain Flagstaff as a year-round visitor destination with professional
visitor services that will benefit the community economically,
environmentally, and socially.

COMPOSITION: 4 from Hospitality; 3 At-Large

Transportation
Commission

3yrs

CcC

CC2-12

The Transportation Commission reviews requests for changes in
traffic regulations and formulates and recommends traffic-related
policies and ordinances to the Council. The commission sponsors two
subcommittees: the Bicycle Advisory Committee and the Pedestrian
Advisory Committee, each consisting of seven voting members.

COMPOSITION: 5 At-Large; 1 representative from Flagstaff Unified
School District (FUSD); 1 representative from Northern Arizona
Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority (NAIPTA)

Water Commission

3yrs

CC

CC 2-04

It reviews extensions of the water and sewer collection systems,
treatment and use of water furnished by the City, treatment and
disposal of the City’'s sewage system effluent, and water/sewer rates.
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Memorandum 10.
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council
From: Josh Copley, Deputy City Manager
Date: 02/18/2015

Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:

Overview of City Council Legislative Trip to Washington D.C.

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Informational only.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Annually, members of the Flagstaff City Council and city staff travel to Washington, D.C. to dialogue with
our legislative delegation and federal agency partners to build relationships, foster good
communications, and promote projects that are valued by our citizens. The intent of this presentation is
for Council to have a thorough understanding of the Washington, D.C. legislative trip schedule and
specific requests for assistance to our Federal partners.

INFORMATION:

On February 25th Mayor Nabours, Councilmembers Brewster and Oravits, along with Deputy City
Manager Copley will travel to Washington for the City's annual legislative trip. The following is a
summary of the project requests that will be communicated at various meetings by Flagstaff's delegation:

Rio de Flag Flood Control Project
REQUEST: $500,000 to complete 100% design for the Rio de Flag Flood Control Project from the

remaining $79 million in unobligated funds left in the Corps’ fiscal year 2015 budget to reduce the current
cost estimate of approximately $106 million.

Red Gap Ranch Pipeline
REQUEST: Continued partnership with Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) to pursue an

Intergovernmental Agreement identifying the necessary steps for ADOT to issue an encroachment
permit for the construction and maintenance of the Red Gap Water Pipeline Project in the 1-40 Right of
Way (ROW) and to ensure that the project remains on an optimal schedule.

Flagstaff Watershed Protection Project
REQUEST: Continued Federal partnership on the Flagstaff Watershed Protection Project by leveraging

the City’s voter-approved $10 million commitment to conduct critically needed forest treatments on
federal lands by funding U.S. Forest Service staffing to support both hazard fuel mitigation treatments
and timber sale administration to facilitate/accelerate implementation.

Fourth Street/ 1-40 Bridge and Lone Tree Interchange Project
REQUEST: Secure transportation authorization and federal funding for the Fourth Street — 1-40 Bridge

Project and Lone Tree Traffic Interchange Project.



Flagstaff Land Conveyance and Economic Development Act
REQUEST: Sponsor/co-sponsor legislation that would transfer title of land traded from BNSF to the City

to ensure that the railroad land wouldn’t revert back to the United States Government.

Flagstaff Pulliam Airport
REQUEST: Flagstaff looks forward to a continued and proactive partnership with the Federal Aviation

Administration that allows us to be good stewards of Federal funding. Our top priorities for FY16

include: $3.3 million for Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Grant for a Priority 1 Project to resurface and
restripe runway which has aged excessively.

Flagstaff Veteran Facility

REQUEST: Ensure that the proposed 60-bed Veterans Administration Home in Flagstaff is on the priority
list and receives funding in expeditious fashion.

Connection to Council Goals:

2) Ensure Flagstaff has a long-term water supply for current and future needs

3) Provide sustainable and equitable public facilities, services, and infrastructure systems in an efficient
and effective manner to serve all population areas and demographics

6) Relieve traffic congestion throughout Flagstaff

7) Address key issues and processes related to the implementation of the Regional Plan

Attachments: Leqislative Booklet
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+ STATE SHARED REVENUES: Protect state shared revenue to municipalities as a
revenue percentage and a revenue source.

+ HURF FUNDING LEVELS INCREASE: Full lobbying support in coordination with
the League Resolution to restore HURF (Highway User Revenue Funds) dollars



and actions that restore 2008 levels of funding as well as allocate new dollars to
transportation.

PENSION REFORM: In coordination with the League of AZ Cities and Towns,
support efforts relating to pension reforms which obtain greater flexibility to manage
pension plans affecting municipal employees. This includes obtaining more control
of determining part-time classification.

ENERGY DISTRICTS: Seek enabling legislation for ‘sustainable Energy Districts’
that provides flexible financing authority for commergial entities via finance
mechanisms for upfront investment capital in energy e ciency improvements to
properties.
FOREST HEALTH Support any state efforts deSIgned to educe forest fire dangers
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project.
FOREST HEALTH: Leverage"‘ (Flagstaff Watershed
Protection Project) bonds for forest restoratlon with federal dollars to maximize
acreage to be treated and ensure that resources and funding continue to flow to
important regional projects such as the federal pilot program known as 4FRI (Four
Forest Restoration Initiative) and NAU'’s ERI (Ecological Restoration Institute).
FAA (Airport):

o Resurface & Restripe Runway which has aged excessively; continue funding

request of $3.3m



o Construct non-revenue, multi-level parking structure to increase passenger
parking capacity at the airport terminal; funding request FY 2016 $4m and FY
2017 $4m for a total estimated project cost of $8m.

o Purchase 167.89 acres of Airport land, which contains Runway Protection
Zone, Avigation Easement, Lake Mary Park land and the Water Treatment
Plant; funding request FY 2018 in the amount of $6.7m.

*+ RAILROAD REVERSIONARY CLAUSE: Seek relief from the Federal Government
reversionary clause on property sold to the City by BNSF (Burlington Northern
Santa Fe) Railroad.

+ TRANSPORTATION — Secure authorization and ﬂscal I sources for the Regional
Transportation Plan priorities including Lone Tree Interc ange and the 4th Street

Bridge over I-40, along with widening-of Highway 180; .

Support regional, ‘
support of the City'of F

T e

Coconino County League of Arizona | National League of Cities and Towns
Cities and Towns

icable legislation in

Flagstaff Unified School | Coconino Conference of Mayors
District Community
College
Northern Arizona Council | Northern Arizona | US Forest Service
of Governments University
(NACOG)
Northern Arizona AZ Game and US Parks Service

Intergovernmental Pubic | Fish
Transportation Authority

(NAIPTA)
Northern Arizona Arizona State Hopi Tribal Nation
Municipal Water Users Land Department

Association (NAMWUA)
Greater Flagstaff Forest | Greater Arizona Additional State Agencies
Partnership Mayors’
Association
(GAMA)
Chamber of Commerce Additional Federal Agencies




Federal Officials

U.S. Congressman Paul Gosar, DDS

Congressman Paul A. Gosar, DDS hails from Flagstaff, Arizona and
is serving his first term in Congress as the Representative from
Arizona’s First Congressional District. As a health care provider and
small business owner, Gosar is focused on bringing jobs back to the
district, reforming health care, reining in government spending, and
ensuring that the American people are involved in the solution
making process.

Before being elected to Congress in 2010, Gosar owned his own dental practice in Flagstaff for twenty-
five years. His experience in Dentistry earned him the recognition of the Arizona Dental Association’s
“Dentist of the Year,” and he was also inducted into the Arizona Dental Association’s Hall of Fame. His
experience in working to reform health care first came when he served as the President of the Arizona
Dental Association and as the Vice-Chair of the American Dental Association Council on Governmental
Affairs.

Gosar currently serves on the Natural Resources Committee which serves his constituents well as he
represents a region full of minerals and energy resources. He serves on the Energy and Mineral
Resources Subcommittee, Indian and Alaska Native Affairs Subcommittee, and Water and Power
Subcommittee. With these important assignments he remains focused on advocating for the people he
represents.

A believer that the Federal Government’s overreach has inhibited job growth throughout Arizona’s First
District and the country, Gosar also serves on the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform.
He serves on the Government Organization, Efficiency, and Financial Subcommittee, the National
Security, Homeland Defense and Foreign Operations Subcommittee, and is the Vice-Chairman of the
Health Care, District of Columbia, Census and the National Archives Subcommittee. He is focused on
uncovering the unnecessary government bureaucracy and red tape and finding solutions to create a
smaller, more nimble government.

Whether Gosar is in Washington fighting for his constituents, or back home in Arizona listening to the
people and working together to find solutions to the problems that face Arizona’s First Congressional
District, he remains committed to ushering in a new era of government that empowers individuals and
reforms the bureaucratic procedures that stifle job creation and innovation.




U.S. Congresswoman Ann Kirkpatrick

Arizona born and raised, Ann Kirkpatrick resides in Flagstaff, and her
earliest roots are found in Eastern Arizona in McNary on the White
Mountain Apache Nation. Her father ran a general store and her
mother was a schoolteacher. Ann graduated from Blue Ridge High
School in the White Mountains and then worked her way through the
University of Arizona, earning a bachelor's degree and then a law
degree there.

After earning her law degree, Ann served the people of Greater
Arizona in a variety of positions. In 1980, she became Coconino
County's first female Deputy County Attorney, cracking down on
criminals and protecting neighborhoods and families in Northern
Arizona. She later served as Sedona’s City Attorney.

In November 2004, Ann’s neighbors elected her to the Arizona House
of Representatives to represent Legislative District 2, which included
Flagstaff and the Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai, Navajo, and San Juan
Southern Paiute Nations. At the state Capitol, Ann championed fiscal
responsibility and quality education.

During her 2008-10 term in the U.S. House of Representatives, Ann’s
results stood out in Congress, seeing more of her bills and
amendments signed into law than almost any other freshman
representative. Ann’s hard work created jobs, helped small
businesses, hired more border patrol agents, and protected veterans
and seniors in Greater Arizona.

In November 2012, Ann was elected to once again represent the
people of Arizona's Congressional District 1. She currently serves on
the Veterans' Affairs Committee and the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee in the 113th Congress.




U.S. Congressman Jeff Flake

Senator Jeff Flake is a fifth-generation Arizonan who was raised on a
cattle ranch in Snowflake, Arizona. Snowflake was named in part for
Senator Flake's great-great grandfather.

Prior to his election to the U.S. Senate, Senator Flake served in the U.S.
House of Representatives from 2001-2013 representing the East Valley.

After serving a Mormon mission in southern Africa, Jeff graduated from
Brigham Young University, where he received a B.A. in International
Relations and an M.A. in Political Science.

In 1987, Jeff started his career at a Washington, D.C. public affairs firm,
but soon returned to Africa as Executive Director of the Foundation for
Democracy in Namibia. In this role, Senator Flake helped monitor
Namibia's independence process and saw that nation usher in freedom
and democracy.

In 1992, Jeff and his family moved back to Arizona where he was named
Executive Director of the Goldwater Institute. In this role, Jeff worked to
promote a conservative philosophy of less government, more freedom,
and individual responsibility.

Senator Flake and his wife, Cheryl, live in Mesa and have five children.

U.S. Congressman John McCain

Senator John McCain has a remarkable record of leadership and
experience that embodies his unwavering lifetime commitment to
service. First elected to the U.S. House of Representatives from
Arizona in 1982, John has led the fight for reforming Washington,
eliminating wasteful government spending, and strengthening our
nation's armed forces.

Senator McCain's reform agenda to reduce federal spending and lower
taxes quickly elevated him to statewide office and he was elected to the
United States Senate in 1986, after serving two terms in the U.S.
House.

In the Senate, he continued to demand that Congress put an end to
loopholes for special interests and fix the broken system in Washington
that too often allows lobbyists to write legislation and members of
Congress to waste taxpayer money. In November of 2010, Senator
McCain was overwhelmingly reelected with nearly sixty percent of the
vote.




As the son and grandson of distinguished Navy admirals, John McCain deeply values duty, honor
and service of country. John attended college at the United States Naval Academy, and launched a
22-year career as a naval aviator upon his graduation.

On July 29, 1967, John narrowly survived the first of many near-death experiences during his lifetime
while preparing to take off on a bombing mission over North Vietnam from his ship, the USS
Forrestal. A missile accidentally fired from a nearby plane struck the fuel tanks on his plane.

Instead of taking the option to return home after the Forrestal disaster, Senator McCain volunteered
for more combat duty - a fateful decision that stopped the clock on his life and separated him from his
family, and country, for five and a half years.

During his 23rd bombing mission on October 26, 1967, a missile struck his plane and forced him to
eject, knocking him unconscious and breaking both his arms and his leg. John was then taken as a
prisoner of war into the now infamous "Hanoi Hilton," where he was denied necessary medical
treatment and often beaten by the North Vietnamese. He spent much of his time as a prisoner of war
in solitary confinement, aided by his faith and the friendships of his fellow POWs. When he was finally
released and able to return home years later, Senator McCain continued his service by regaining his
naval flight status.

Senator McCain's last Navy duty assignment was to serve as the naval liaison to the United States
Senate. He retired from the Navy in 1981. His naval honors include the Silver Star, Bronze Star,
Legion of Merit, Purple Heart, and the Distinguished Flying Cross.

Senator McCain currently serves on the following Senate Committees during the 113" Congress:
Armed Services Committee; Committee on Foreign Relations; Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs, and Committee on Indian Affairs.

Senator McCain has seven children and four grandchildren, and currently lives in Phoenix, Arizona
with his wife Cindy.
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Flagstaff Mayor & City Council

Mayor Jerry Nabours

"My goal is to make Flagstaff a great place to do business, to live and to
raise children. | want to make every other city jealous!”

" So says Jerry Nabours, Flagstaff's Mayor. Jerry has been an attorney in

' Flagstaff for 38 years. Much of his practice brought him to City Hall. He is
well experienced in land development, zoning, construction and business
issues. Jerry has been president of the Northern Arizona Building
Association and served six years on the board of directors of the Chamber
of Commerce. He retired from law and was elected Mayor in 2012 and re-
elected in 2014.

Jerry has been recognized for his service with civic organizations such as
Lions Club, Goodwill Industries, Sun Sounds, Paws to Read and others.
Mayor Nabours has been married to Barbara for 37 years and they raised
two children in Flagstaff. Both Jerry and Barb are natives of Arizona and
graduates of Northern Arizona University.

Vice-Mayor Celia Barotz

Vice Mayor Celia Barotz was re-elected to a second four-year term on
the Flagstaff City Council in November 2014. She was selected by the
Council to serve as Vice Mayor for the next two years, a position she also
held during her first term of office from 2010 to 2012. Celia joined the City
Council after serving seven years on a wide variety of local boards and
commissions, including the Coconino County Planning and Zoning
Commission, City of Flagstaff Planning and Zoning Commission, City of
Flagstaff Water Commission, City of Flagstaff Open Spaces Commission,
City of Flagstaff Board of Adjustment, and Mountain Line Citizen’s
Review Commission.

From 2010 to 2013, Celia was the City Council liaison on the Flagstaff
City-Coconino County Public Library Board and Northern Arizona
Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (NAIPTA). Currently,
Celia is the Council representative on the Flagstaff Arts Council Boards
of Directors and the City of Flagstaff Audit Committee, and is serving her
fourth year on the NAIPTA Board of Directors (and second as Chair of
the Board.) In her individual capacity Celia serves on the Board of
Directors of the NACET, the Northern Arizona Center for
Entrepreneurship and Technology, the local business incubator that
helps launch small businesses into successful growth companies.

Celia's professional experience includes practicing real estate and land
use law, coordinating the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) Program
for Coconino County Superior Court in Flagstaff and mediating and
arbitrating civil and family law cases. Celia is the Special Projects
Manager at the Museum of Northern Arizona in Flagstaff.




Councilmember Coral Evans

Councilmember Coral Evans was elected to her second four-year term in
May 2012 and served as Vice Mayor from May 2012 to November 2014.
She is the third generation of her family to live in Flagstaff. Her family (the
Dorsey’s) has been an active part of the Flagstaff & greater Northern
Arizona community since the early 1900’s.

In addition to serving on Council, Coral is the Executive Director of a
nonprofit organization (the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association of
Flagstaff, Inc.).

Presently Coral is pursuing a Ph.D. in Education with an emphasis in
sustainability; she holds a master’s degree in Business Administration and
a bachelor’s degree in Business Management. Coral is certified nationally
in workforce development and public participation practices and is a
graduate of the Flagstaff Leadership Program. Coral is a Flinn-Brown
Foundations Fellow.

Her recognitions include the Chamber of Commerce Athena Award, the
United Way of Northern Arizona Community Builder Award and the
Soroptimist's Women of Distinction Award for Economic & Social
Development. In 2011 Coral was recognized as a "Rising Star" by
Arizona's List.

Coral believes in a balanced approach to the stewardship of community
resources and is passionate about creating opportunities that allow for civic
engagement, civil discord, community revitalization and genuine
sustainability and advancement for Flagstaff citizens.

Councilmember Jeff Oravits

Jeff Oravits was elected to a four-year term on the Flagstaff City Council
in 2012.

Jeff has extensive business experience in the Flagstaff community. He is
the co-owner of Flagstaff4Lease.com which leases commercial and
residential properties throughout Flagstaff. He has founded several
successful companies including a construction company a multimedia
company and a real estate investment firm. Jeff relies on this experience
in his role on the City Council, working to ensure that taxpayer resources
are used ethically and spent conservatively.

Jeff is actively involved in the community and served as chair of the
Flagstaff Water Commission, as a member of the Community & Economic
Development Committee and on the Fourth Street Steering Committee.
He has also served on the Storm Water Advisory Committee and various
other organizations over the years.




Councilmember Karla Brewster

Karla Brewster was re-elected to the Flagstaff City Council in May 2012.
She was first elected in May 2008.

A native of Oregon, Karla lived most of her life in the Phoenix area until
moving to Flagstaff in 1998, where she enjoys working with people and
diversity.

Karla's concern in representing all citizens of Flagstaff has been to have a
vision and provide the leadership for thoughtful foresighted planning for
Flagstaff in growth, open spaces, water, economic development and the
incorporation of alternative energies. A balance of these important issues is
necessary to maintain our quality of life, our sense of place in Flagstaff for
today and for the future.

She earned degrees from Arizona State University (B.A. in Education), and
University of Northern Colorado (M.A. in Education). She has been a
teacher most of her life, both elementary and at the community college
level, and served at John C. Lincoln hospital as an administrative secretary
in the volunteer services program.

Karla is currently an administrative assistant at Northern Arizona University
in the office of the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs. She is the president
of the Democratic Women of Northern Arizona, past president of Classified
Staff Advisory Council at NAU, and past president of the Organization of
Administrative Support Staff at NAU. She was in the first class of
Glendale's (AZ) Leadership Program.

Councilmember Scott Overton

Scott Overton was re-elected to his third, four-year term on the Flagstaff City
Council in November 2014. He served as Vice Mayor from 2006 to 2008.

He is a Flagstaff native and graduate of Sinagua High School and Northern
Arizona University. His leadership role is based on a solid foundation of
experiences as a small business owner and an instructor in the Flagstaff
Unified School district teaching career and technical education courses at
Flagstaff High School.

Councilmember Overton graduated with a Bachelor of Science degree in
Industrial Technology Education in 1996 and a Master of Education degree
in Educational Leadership in 2002, currently, he operates a small
construction company, SR Overton Construction. He has an interest in
providing a reasonable, common sense, working approach in addressing
issues and concerns facing the citizens of Flagstaff.

He will continue to utilize his personal ethics and professionalism to serve
the City of Flagstaff to the best of his ability.




Councilmember Eva Putzova

Councilmember Eva Putzova was elected to the Flagstaff City Council
in November 2014 with the most votes a first-time council candidate
has received in the history of Flagstaff’s municipal elections.

Eva was born and raised in Slovakia and made Flagstaff her home in
2000. With an academic background in economics and marketing, she
started her professional career at Southwest Windpower and, in 2003,
began working for Northern Arizona University, where she is currently
Director for Strategic Planning. In addition to earning her master’s
degree from the University of Economics in Bratislava, Slovakia, Eva
completed leadership programs at Harvard University and Cornell
University. Since 2007, she has also operated a professional service
consulting company and occasionally works with clients from the public
and private sectors. Over the years, she has also contributed to the
goals of local commissions and committees, including the Regional
Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Coconino Community College Citizen
Review Panel, Citizen Review Commission for Flagstaff Regional Five-
year and Long-Range Transit Plan, and the Greater Flagstaff Economic
Council.

City Officials

Interim City Manager Jeff Meilbeck

Jeff Meilbeck is currently serving as Interim City Manager. Prior to
coming to the City of Flagstaff, Meilbeck served as the Chief Executive
Officer and General Manager of the Northern Arizona
Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (NAIPTA) and has
worked in that position for seventeen years. Meilbeck also worked as
the Southwest Utah Field Director for the Grand Canyon Trust and as
a Budget and Management Analyst for Coconino County. Meilbeck
has a Bachelor of Science degree in Recreation Management and also
earned a Master’s in Public Administration.




Deputy City Manager Jerene Watson

Jerene Watson, an ICMA credentialed city manager, began working
for Flagstaff as a Deputy City Manager in July 2011, following
service as town manager in the Tucson suburb of Oro Valley. Other
municipal service has included work in the Arizona cities of
Goodyear and Phoenix and the city of Omaha, Nebraska. Prior to
Omaha, Jerene worked at the US Senate in Washington, DC for the
Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, held
administrative positions with three state universities in the Midwest,
South and East Coast, an international graduate school outside of
Zurich, Switzerland, a re-insurance company in Phoenix and Coca-
Cola USA. She received an MPA from Old Dominion University, a
BS in Business Administration from the University of Southern
Mississippi and is an-alum of Harvard’s Kennedy School of
Government Sr. Executives in State & Local Government program.
Currently her executive leadership responsibilities include
management of the state legislative agenda for the City and
operational oversight of Economic Vitality (business retention &
expansion, Airport operations and Convention & Visitors Bureau);
Human Resources; Police Department; Public Works (Cemetery,
Fleet and Environmental services, Landfill operations, Streets, and
Parks); Risk Management; and the Executive Assistant to Mayor &
Council.

Deputy City Manager Josh Copley

Josh began his service to the citizens of Flagstaff in 1985 when he
was hired as a police officer. Over the next 26 years he worked his
way up through the ranks of the Flagstaff Police Department and
was promoted to Deputy Chief in 2006. Throughout his law
enforcement career Josh worked in a variety of assignments
including undercover narcotics, the DARE program, hostage
negotiations, bike patrol and bomb disposal.

After retirement from the police department Josh participated in a
nationwide search and was selected for the position of Flagstaff
Deputy City Manager. He is responsible for the City Clerk's Office;
Community Development (Affordable Housing & Housing Authority,
Building & Safety, Engineering, and Planning and Zoning); Fire
Department, Information Technology, Management Services, Real
Estate and Utilities. Josh graduated summa cum laude with a
bachelor’s degree in Business Management. Additionally he holds a
Master’s degree in Management as well as a Certificate of Public
Management from Northern Arizona University. Josh has been
married to Karen for 28 years and they have two children: Emilie
who is studying to become a teacher at the University of Arizona
and Seth who is currently in the U.S. Marine Corps and recently
completed his second tour in Afghanistan.




CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
RIO DE FLAG FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT

REQUEST: $500,000 to complete 100% design for the Rio de Flag Flood Control
Project from the remaining $79 million in unobligated funds left in the Corps’

fiscal year 2015 budget to reduce the current cost estimate of approximately
$106 million.

i85UE: The Rio de Flag Flood Control Project is a critical component to the long-range protection
and continued development for the City of Flagstaff. There are several key issues which must be
resolved to facilitate continued progress on this joint project with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Completion of the 100 percent design is the highest priority to ensure that the Corps’ contracted
design firm, Tetra Tech, can provide the most accurate cost estimate of the project.

Background: The Rio de Flag Flood Control project was originally authorized in the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000) for $24 million and subsequently reauthorized
in WRDA 2007 for $54 million. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) feasibility report
proposes to contain the 100-year flood event through construction of 1.6 miles of flood control
channel improvements, a 72-acre detention basin, property acquisition, utility relocations and three
new bridges. A significant flood event would directly affect more than half of Flagstaff’'s population of
65,000 and would result in damages to approximately 1,500 structures valued at over
$916,000,000. As of December 30, 2013, the US Army Corps of Engineers have spent $23.9 million
on this project, while the City of Flagstaff has spent $15.3 million.

The current cost estimate for the project is approximately $106 million. This represents a more than
quadrupling of the original authorization of $24 million in 2000 and nearly double the cost estimate
in the 2007 reauthorization. We are confident that the Corps’ current design firm, Tetra Tech, will
find significant cost savings through value engineering (VE) and updated hydraulic modeling.
These projected cost savings, along with subsequent reductions in associated contingency
estimates, could result in a minimum 1:1 benefit to cost ratio. However, we can only realize these
significant savings if the 100 percent designs are completed. Therefore, we request $500,000 to
complete 100 percent design_for the Rio de Flag Flood Control Project to provide protection of life
and safety against catastrophic flood events and promote the continued progress and development
of the City of Flagstaff.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
James Duval, Project Manager Office: 928.213-2678




RIO DE FLAG FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
February 2015

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Rio de Flag Flood Control project was originally authorized in the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (WRDA 2000) and subsequently reauthorized in WRDA 2004 and 2007.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) feasibility report proposes to contain the 100-year
flood event through construction of 1.6 miles of flood control channel improvements, a 72-acre
detention basin, property acquisition, utility relocations and three new bridges.

MAJOR POINTS:

¢ A significant flood event would directly affect more than half of Flagstaff's population of
65,000 and would result in damages to approximately 1,500 structures valued at over
$916,000,000.

e Asingle 100-year flood event would cause an estimated $93,000,000 in economic damages.

¢ Implementation of the City’s Downtown and Southside Redevelopment Initiative
($100,000,000 in private funds represent the estimated investment upon the completion of
the RDF project) are mostly dependent on the completion of the Rio de Flag Project.

¢ |n addition to flood damage reduction, other benefits include elimination of mandatory flood

insurance and restrictive floodplain management regulations.

Completed initial construction of the Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin in July 2009.

Completed construction of Butler Ave. Tunneling in September 2010.

Completed construction of the Thorpe Road Bridge in November 2012

Design for entire project completed to 90%.

PROJECT GOALS FOR FY 2015:
o Completion of 100% Design. Estimated cost: $500,000
o New cost estimate for the project to lower costs and increase the BCR to more than
1:1.Completion of the Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) after 100 percent design and
VE is completed if BCR is confirmed to be more than 1:1.

The Rio de Flag Flood Control Project is a critical component to the long range protection and
continued development for the City of Flagstaff. There are several key issues which must be
resolved to facilitate continued progress on this joint project with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.




RIO DE FLAG FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT
FACT SHEET
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
February 2015

Clay Wash Detention Basin

3,800 foot long levee

Height of levee varies up to 14’

Capacity will detain up to 295 acre-feet of water
$6.5 million construction cost

Originally completed July 2009

Currently under reconstruction

Completed in November 2014

Main Stem

8,300 Feet of Closed channel improvements

3,400 Feet Open Channel

Closed channel varies (28’x16’ max - 24’x9’ min)
Butler Avenue Tunnel, completed September 2010
Thorpe Road Bridge, completed November 2012

Lack of Funding

o The project, like many other Corps’ projects in the Country, has never been in the

President’s Budget.

o A new cost estimate with a BCR above 1:1 and completed LRR will make this project
eligible for Corps funding outside of emergency funding the project has received in the
past. This can only be realized by funding the remaining 100 percent design at $500,000

for fiscal year 2015.

o The project has traditionally been funded through Congressional earmarks and that

funding option has now gone away.

o The City and Federal Government together has spent approximately $40M on the project
to date. If this project does not continue to be funded and go forward, this is a

considerable waste of taxpayer money.




Federal Process

The employees of the USACE are good, professional staff. However, they happen to work

in a system that is severely broken.

The Corps has hired a private engineering firm to complete the project plans with the

exception of structural and landscape design. The cost to complete the plans is $500,000.

Projects cost have steadily gone up. Cost went from $24M in 2000 to $106M today —

granted, there have been some changes to the design. However, these changes cannot

be categorized as significant. Perhaps the most troubling aspect is the Corps inability to
adequately articulate why the costs continue to go up.

Value Engineering was completed four years ago, in order to reduce the costs in an ever

escalating project budget. The City participated in a Corps Value Engineering Process

using its standard model: this week-long process initially yielded results of $15-20M
savings. VE took 14 months to complete and, in the end, resulted in $1.8M saving.

However, the inflation calculation was $4M over that time period.

Budget - In order to get into the President’s Budget a project must have a current Chief’s

Report. The key element to a Chief’s Report is the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR).

o Congressman Gosar wrote a letter to OMB and to Jo-Ellen Darcy, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (Corps Offices in D.C.) on May 12, 2011 asking
the Corps to move the project funding forward.

o On June 22, 2011, the Assistant Secretary wrote back to Congressman Gosar stating
that the LLR is scheduled for completion in September 2011.

o On March 19, 2013 Congressman Gosar wrote to Jo-Ellen Darcy asking why the LRR
had still not been completed from the originally scheduled date of September 2011.

o On April 5, 2013 Congresswoman Kirkpatrick and Congressman Gosar wrote to Jo-
Ellen Darcy in support of the Rio de Flag project and asking for inclusion of the project
into the FY 13 workplan, specifically to complete the Clay Wash Detention Basin and
completion of the 100% plans.

o On August 19, 2013 Mayor Nabours wrote to Senator McCain asking for support on
Corps reform, the pilot project in the 2013 WRDA bill and more local control.

o On September 20, 2013 Senator McCain wrote to Jo-Ellen Darcy asking why the LRR
had been delayed an additional two years and outlining the funding delays and other
project concerns.

o On November 25, 2013 Jo-Ellen Darcy responded to Senator McCain on a number of
issues, including the delivery of the LRR. In this letter Ms. Darcy indicated that the
LRR would be submitted to Headquarters late February 2014 and Administration
clearance through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for the Army (Civil Works) and
the Office of Management and Budget by mid-summer 2014.

o As of this date the LRR is still not complete and Corps of Engineers cannot provide us
with a reliable completion date.

o When the 100 percent designs and VE are completed by Tetratech, we request that the
LRR be completed and finalized in an expedited fashion.

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR)

¢ |t is our understanding that a BCR greater than 1:1 is required to receive significant
funding to keep the project on an optimal schedule.

¢ A BCR greater than 3:1 gives it higher priority when competing nationally for funding

o The Project estimate went from $24M to $106M. The Corps has not provided an
official update to the BCR calculation via a revised Economic Re-evaluation Report
(ERR), but it will most likely be near 0.81:1. 100 percent design and a subsequent
VE may bring the BCR above the requisite 1:1 parity.




July 2, 2013 — Flagstaff, Arizona
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Fanuary 30, 2015

Ms. Jo-Bllen Darey
Assistant Secretary for the Army (Civil Works)
108 Pentagon (Anny)

Washington, DC 203100108
Diear Assistant Secretary Davey:

We are wriling 1o express our strong support for the Rio de Flag flood control project in
Flagstaft, Arizona. Tis completion is critical to the public safety and economic competitiveniess
of the City of Flagstaff. The Corps has an expressed capability of approximately $5.6 million in
funding for the project in the fseal year (FY) 2015 work plan - $500,000 to complete 100
pereent desipn plans, $650,000 to landscape and rip-tap near the Butler Avenue tunnel, $500,000
to complete 100 percent design and $4.5 million to complete Phase 2A of the project on the
lower resch.

For the last 30 years, the City of Flagstaff®s top priority has been to miligate potential flood
damage caused by the Rio de Flag. Sinee FY 2002, the Rio de Flag flood control project has
received nearly $25 million in federal appropriations - between $1 million and %5486 million
annually for various phases of the project. 'With these resources, the USACE has conducted the
reconnaissance and feasibility studies, completed the pre-construction enginecring and design
(PED), and begun the construction phase. In addition, the Clay Avenue Defention Basin hag been
built and the lower reach i in the process of being built.  Until the lower reach, confluence,
BNSF bridge and upper reach to Bouito are completed at the estimated cost of $51.5 million,
there are few tangible benetits to this project.

As the USACE develops its FY 2013 work plan, we specifically ask that the agency includes, at
a minimum, the resources necessary to landscape and rip-rap the area near the Butler Avenue
tunnel, 100 percent design plans that will eliminate some of the additional eontingency costs and
glve more cortainty to'the project and $4.5 million to complete Phase 2A.

expended that could result in huge losses of property andfor the loss of Hife. That is why we
support @ more robust and aggressive funding schedule for this project.  Therefore, we
respectfully request that the USACE include the resources nocessary to complete the repairs on
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the Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin, complete the 100 percent drawings on the Rio de Flag
flood control project in the agency’s FY 2015 work plan.

Thank you for your attention 1o this important matter, As always, we ask that this foatter be
handled in strict accordance with the existing agency rules, regulations, and ethical guidelines, IF

you have any guestion or concerns, please feel free to contact Ken Montoya (Kirkpatrick) at
(202) 225-3361 or Jeff Small (Gosar) at (202) 225-2315 in owr Washington, D.C. offices.

Sincerely,

A sk

Member of Congress




Congress of the Hnited States
Washington, BE 20515

February 14, 2014
Ms. Jo-Ellen Darcy
Assistant Secretary for the Army (Civil Works)
108 Pentagon (Army)
Washington, DC 20310-0108

Dear Assistant Secretary Darcy:

We are writing to express our strong support for the Rio de Flag flood control project in
Flagstaff, Ariz. This important flood control project has been identified as one of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) top priorities nationally. Its completion is critical to the
public safety and economic competitiveness of the City of Flagstaff. The Corps has an
expressed capability of $3.52 million in funding for the project in the fiscal year (FY) 2014
work plan -- $1.5 million for repairs on the Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin, $1.75
million to complete 100 percent design and $268K for an environmental assessment (EA).

For the last 30 years, Flagstaff's top priority has been to mitigate potential flood damage
caused by the Rio de Flag. Since FY 2002, the Rio de Fiag flood control project has received
nearly $23 million in federal appropriations - between $1 million and $5.486 million
annually for various phases of the project. With these resources, the USACE has conducted
the reconnaissance and feasibility studies, completed the pre-construction engineering and
design (PED), and begun the construction phase. In addition, the Clay Avenue Wash
Detention Basin has been built and the Lower Main Stem is in the process of being built.
Until the lower reach, confluence, BNSF bridge and upper reach to Bonito are completed at
the estimated cost of $51.5 million, there are not any tangible benefits to this project.

As the USACE develops its FY 2014 work plan, we specifically ask that the agency includes,
at a minimum, the resources necessary to repair deficiencies on the previously constructed
Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin. This phase of the project was completed several years
ago, although there are serious deficiencies in the levee that are forcing it to be rebuilt and
fortified. The USACE contractor built a project that the Arizona Department of Water
Resources’ Dam Safety Program will not accept, thus creating a potentially larger problem
than was originally found. It is important to note that a school just below the levee is at risk
of being severely impacted if the levee hreaches. Mitigating this catastrophe before it
becomes a reality must be a high priority for the USACE. The FY 2012 work plan included
$2.5 million to begin repairs on the compromised detention basin,

In addition, we request that the USACE allocate the necessary resources to compliete the
100 percent drawings and put a more definitive price tag on the remaining construction
costs of the project. It is our understanding that roughly 20 percent of the current project
costs are contingency funds, and completion of the drawings could lower the contingency
costs.
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Slowing this project would be irresponsible and a waste of precious taxpayer dollars
already expended that could result in huge losses of property and/or the loss of life.
Therefore, we respectfully request that the USACE include the resources necessary to
complete the repairs on the Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin, complete the 100 percent
drawings and the EA on the Rio de Flag flood control project in the agency’s FY 2014 work
plan.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. As always, we ask that this matter
be handled in strict accordance with the existing agency rules, regulations, and ethical
guidelines. If you have any question or concerns, please contact Ken Montoya (Kirkpatrick)
at (202) 225-3361 or Jeff Small {Gosar) at (202) 225-2315 in our Washington, D.C. offices.

Sincerely,

Ann Kukpatrlck * Paul A. Gosar, D.D.S
Member of Congress Member of Congress




May 12, 2011

Jacob J, Lew foy-Ellen Darcy

Director Assistant Secretary of the
(ffice of Management and Budpet Army (Civil Works)

O1d Executive Office Building 108 Army Pentagon

725 17th Street, NW Washington, DC 20310-0108

Washington, DC 20503
Dear Director Lew and Assistant Secretary Darcy:

L am writing to express my strong support for the Rio de Flag flood control project in FlagstalT,
AZ. 'This is one of the most important infrastructure projects in the country.  Prior federal
funding confirms that fact. Since FY 2002, Rio de Flag has received nearly 524 million in
federally-directed spending. For the last 30 years, the City of Flagstaif’s top priority has been to
mitigate potential flood damage caused by the Rio de Flag.

I am goncerned the Riode Flag flood control project will not be included in the United States
Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) work plan it is submitting to the Office of Management and
Budget, despite being identified as one of the Corps’ top priorities nationally. it has come 1o my
attention that two key items are being considersd as the USACE develops their work plan: the
project must have been funded in FY2010, and heavy preference is being given 1o projects in the
President’s FY2011 budget. '

The Rio de Flag project received $3.003 million in FY2010 so it meets the first requirement;
however the project was not included in the President’s FY2011. The City of Flagswff and my
constituents should not be penalized because the project was absent from the President’s budget,
Its absenve was not based on the priority of the project, but due 1o a failure in the bureaucracy.

in order to become a budget item, the Corps was obligated to prepare a Chief’s Report for the
project when it was reauthorized with & higher 902(b} Hmit in 2007, The Corps failed to update
its Chief Report, even though for the last two years, the City of Flapstaif has worked with the
Corps to complete a new Chief’s Report. The rationale the City received from the Corps for not
completing a new Chief"s Report was that it did not want to wasie time and resources on a
project that consistently recetved congressional support over the long history of the project. The
Corps was aware, or should have been aware, that Congreds is no longer earmarking district
projects and should have expedited and completed the Chief’s report accordingly. Since the




&

Corps neglected to complete a new Chiel's Report, e Rio de Flag flood control project’s
viability is being threatened, This is not acceptable to me or my constituents,

{f the Administration fails to fimd the project in FY 2011, it is likely the work will cesse and the
project will fall into “inactive”™ status. This is unacceptable and a waste of the money alrcady
conumitied. The Office of Management and Budget and the Corps of Engineers should ensure the
nearly $24 million in taxpayers’ dollars invested in this project to-dste is not wasted, and lives
and property in my cotamunity are not further put at-risk,

Given the USACE moratorium on new projects, the Rio de Flag project is exactly the type of
active project the Administration should fund 1o maintain progress. For the last eight fiscal
vears, Rio de Flag has received between $1 and $5.486 million for various phases of the project.
Currently, the project is nearly halfway through its construction phase, This project must stay on
schedule to protect the city from a catastrophic flood, to maintain private investment in economic
development in the community, and to guard the vital transportation networks by rail and road
that move millions of dollars of consumer goods each and every day.

Again, had the Chiel’s Report been completed in a timely manner, this project could have been
included in the President’s FY2011 budget reguest and this issue would be moot. The Rio de
Flag project should be judged, by the USACE and OMB, alongside every other project across the
country based on the merits and priority of the individual projeet. It should not be at &
disadvantage in this competitive process because of a fatture of the bureavcracy.

In conclusion, I respectfully request the Administration base the work plan on the merits of the
projecis and not penalize projects that were part of a bureaucratic snafu, 1f every project ts solely
judged on merit, | am confident you will conclude that the Rio de Flag flood control 18 one of the
most meritorious projects in the country. In addition, I respectfully request the USACE to
gxpedite and complete a new Chief’s Report on the project to so this issue is avoided in the
future.  Finally, [ ask that this matter be handled in strict accordance with existing agency rules,
regulations, and ethical guidelines.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. Your staff may contact my staff at (202)
225-2315 or you may contaet me directly if you have any guestions or we can be of any
assistance.

ol AL Gosar, DS
Member of Congress

Ce ol R Mark Toy, PE ~ Comumander, U8, Amy Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District
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The Honorable Paut A Cosar, D.D.S.
United States House of Representatives
504 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20815

Dear Representative Gosar:

This is in response your letter dated May 12, 2011, o Mr. Jacob Lew, Direclor of the
Cffice of Management and Budget, and me, requesiing that the Arrmy Corps of Engineers Fiscal
Year (FY) 2011 work plan include the Rio de Flag flood control project. | am responding on
behalf of Mr. Lew and myself,

The FY 2011 work plan does not include funding for this project for the following reasons.
As stated in your letter, the work pian gave priority to projects included in the FY 20711
Presidenl’s Budget. Priotity also was given to accelerating work in the FY 2012 President's
Budget. Within the limited funds remaining, other pricrity work was funded on programs,
projects and activities that are consistent with Exscutive Branch policies. Rio de Flag was not
included in either the FY 2011 or FY 2012 President’s Budget, and the project has sufficient
carryover funds to complete the ongoing Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR), as described
helow, '

The initial Rio de Flag Chief's Report was completed in 2000 and construction was first
authorized in Section 101(b)3) of the Water Resources Develooment Act (WRDA) of 2000, at a
total project cost of $24,072,000. WRDA 2007 increased the total authorized project cost to
$54,100,000. The Corps is conducting the LRR to assess the economic justification of the project
at the higher cost, which must be done before the project can be considered for inclusion in the
President’s Budget. | am advised that time and resources did not allow completion of the LRRin
time for the project to be considered for budgeting in FY 2011 or FY 2012. Thereportis
scheduled to be completed in Seplember 2011, To compete well for inclusion in the Civil Works
Construction budget, projects must be high performing, meaning they have & high benefit-lo-cost
retio, provide significant reduction of risks 1o human life or provide significant environmental
benefits. Rio de Flag will be considered for inclusion in future budgets, along with meny other
worthy projecis nationwide. ;

1 regret that my response could not be more favorable. Tﬁaﬁé«g you for your interest in and
support for the Army's Civil Wodkss programe.. 0 v vy
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Assislant Secretary of the Army
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Congress of the Wnited States
Weashiugton, DA 20515

March 19, 2013

Ms. Jo-Ellen Darcy

Assistant Secretary for the Army (Civil Works)
108 Pentagon (Army)

Washington, DC 20310-0108

Dear Assistant Secretary Darcy:

I am writing to follow up on the status of the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) for the Rio de
Flag flood control project in Flagstaff, Arizona.

On June 22, 2011, you sent me a letter that stated, “the report is scheduled to be completed in
September 2011.” It is also important to note that you assured me that the project had “sufficient
carryover funds to complete the ongoing Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR)”. It is my
understanding that as of March 18, 2013, nearly eighteen months after the Corps’ self-imposed
deadline, the ILRR has still not been completed. This is unacceptable. Please explain the reason
for this delay.

Without the LRR, the project cannot be considered for the President’s budget request.
Furthermore, it is my understanding that OMB will not fund projects in the Administration’s
FY2013 work plan without updated economics from the LRR. Had the project’s LRR been
completed in September 2011, the project would have been considered in the President’s fiscal
year 2013 budget plan. Now, without an updated LRR, the project may not receive funding in
FY2013 or FY2014.

If the Administration fails to fund the project in FY2013, the project could fall into “inactive”
status. Failing to complete this project would be a waste of taxpayer money to the tune of more
than $22 million. In addition, these needless delays increase the costs of the project, which
lowers the project’s benefit-to-cost ratio(BCR) and weakens the funding priority for the project.

Please complete the LRR so this critically important flood control project can be considered in
the President’s budget. The citizens of Flagstaff should not be endangered because of a failure in
the bureaucracy.

Thank you for your immediate attention to this important matter. As always, I ask that this
matter is handled in strict accordance with existing agency rules, regulations, and ethical
guidelines. I look forward to your timely response.

D.D.S
Member of Congress
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Ms. Jo-Ellen Darcy

Assistant Secretary for the Army (Civil Works)
108 Pentagon {Anmy)

Washington, DC 20310-0108

Dear Assistant Seeretary Darey:

We are writing fo express our strong support for the Rio de Flag flood control project in
Flagsiaff, AZ. H:us important flood control project has been identified as one of the U.S. Army
mes of Engineers’ (USACE) top priorities nationally. s completion is critical to the public
safety and economic vitality of the City of Flagstaff.

For the last 30 years, the City of Flagstaff’s top priority has been to mitigate potential flood
damage caused by the Rio de Flag. Since FY 2002, the Rio de Flag flood control project has
received nearly $23 million in federal appropriations — between §1 million and $5.486 million
annually for various phases of the project. With these resources, the USACE has conducted the
reconnaissance and feasibility studies, completed the pre-construction engineering and design
(PEDY), and begun the construction phase, We appreciate (he progress that has been made to
date, but urge the Corps to prioritize the expeditions completion of the project.

As the USACE develops its FY 2013 work p?an«, we specifically ask that the agency includes, at
a minimun, the resources necessary to repair deficiencies on the previously constructed Clay
Avenue Wash Detention Basin. This phase of the project was completed several years ago,

although there are serious deficiencies in the levee that are forcing it to be rebuilt and fortified.

The USACE contractor built 4 projeet that the Arizona Department of Water Resources’ Dami
Safety Program will not accept, thus creating a potentially larger problem than was originally
found. It is important to note that a school just below the levee is at-risk of being wiped out if
the levee breaches.

Mitigating this catastrophe belore 1t becomes a reality must be a high priority of the USACE.
The FY 2012 work plan included $2.5 million to begin repairs on the compromised detention
basin, We thank vou for vour leadership and commitment of those initial resources, It 15 our
understanding that an additional $2.9 million is needed to finish the repairs on the Clay Avenue
Wash Detention Basin that pose a life and safety risk to a school and residents just below the
basin.

In addition, we request that the USACE priotitize the completion of the 100 percent drawings, It
is our understanding that roughly 20 percent of the current project costs are contingency funds,
The 100 percent drawings will allow the project to have a more definitive cost estimate by
substantially decreasing the amount dedicated to contingency, thus lowering the overall price tag
and increasing the benefit-to-cost ratlo (BCR).




In conclusion, neglecting this important project would be irresponsible and a waste of precious
taxpayer dollars that could result in huge losses of property and/or the loss of life. Therefore, we
vespectfully request that the USACE complete the repairs on the Clay Avenue Wash Detention
Basin and finalize the 100 percent drawings on the Rio de Flag flood control project as part of its
FY 2013 work plan.

Thank you for your attention fo this impm‘tant matter. AS always, we ask that this matler be
handled in strict accordance with the existing agency rules, regulations, and ethical guidelines. If
vou have any question or concerns, please feel free to contact Ken Montoya (Kirkpatrick) at
(202) 225-3361 or Jeremy Harrell (Gosar) at (202) 225-2315 in owr Washington, D.C, offices.

Sincerely,

Prul A, Gosar, D.D.S
Member of Congress. Member of Congress

Ann Im kp&tmk



DREFARTMENT OF THE ARMY
QOFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
CIVIL WORKS
108 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20210-0108

May 17 2013

Honorable Paul A. Gosar, D.D.S

United States House of Representatives
804 Canncn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Gosar:

This s in response your letter dated March 19, 2013, concerning the status of the
limited resvaluation report (LRR} for the Rio de Flag project in Flagstaff, Arizona, |
apologize for the dslay in responding.

Completion of the LRR was delayed in arder to perform an extensive value
engineering evaluation and to update the project land costs, This will ensure a more
precise total projact cost estimate based on the uncertainties of future funding and
contingencies for each project element. The Amy Corps of Engineers currently expects to
complete the LRR in the Fall of 2013,

Thank you for your interest in the Arriy Civil Works Program,

Very truly yours,

a

&Elten Darcy
Assistant Secretary of the Arm

(Civil Works)
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

The Honorable John McCain
- 241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington DC 20510

RE: Rio de Flag Flood Control Project
Dear Senator McCain:

Thank you for taking the time to meet with the City Council and me. We are very appreciative
of your interest in the Rio de Flag Flood Control Project. This project remains our number one
federal legislative priority. The purpose of this letter is to update you about the status of the
project and what can be done to help.

Unfortunately this is a story of a 13 year failed process. I have attached a chart to illustrate the
timeline and the bottom-line associated with this project. In short, the Army Corps has not
adequately managed this project from a paperwork, finance or construction standpoint. To date,
the Federal Government has spent $22.23 million and the City of Flagstaff has contributed $14.8
million for: a faulty dam which is under reconstruction; a culvert that settled; lack of erosion
control that is a violation of Arizona (ADEQ) statutes; and incomplete drawings based upon
incomplete hydraulics. The process has been extremely frustrating, cumbersome, time-
consuming and costly. I have attached a narrative of the details.

We think your support could best be directed toward Corps reform. The more local control and
responsibility that could be injected into these efforts, the better return for the taxpayer. We
strongly believe that a grant-type model is the best return on investment for federal taxpayers.

We are very encouraged by the pilot project in the 2013 WRDA bill that passed the Senate. We
would appreciate any support in enabling Flagstaft to be a participating agency in that pilot
project. We hear the House is also looking at reform. We broadly support more local control.
The term we have heard is self-administration. The City believes it can administer these dollars
to federal standards far more efficiently than the current model. Any support of these reforms
would be appreciated.

Additionally, the City is willing to testify about the details of this case study before any
congressional committee if you find that (o be appropriate and helpful in our cause.

211 West Aspen Avenue, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
Main (928) 213-2000 e Arizona Relay Service 7-1-1 » www.flagstaff.az.gov




City of Flagstaff
Rio de Flag Flood Control Project
Background Narrative

The Rio de Flag Flood Control Project would prevent catastrophic flooding events in much of
central Flagstaff. Also, it would remove an area of 300 acres from the FEMA flood zone, thereby
allowing new development and remodeling in an older, yet popular, area of town.

This project was approved in the 2004 WRDA bill and authorized for $24 million. In WRDA
2007, the project received an increased authorization to $54 million. Today’s estimate for the
project is over $100 million or a 317 percent increase in less than 10 years. Additionally, the
project is not eligible for funding in the President’s Budget because the Corps has not submitted
the requisite paperwork that was mandated in the WRDA 2007. The project requires a new
Chief’s Repott. To accomplish this a Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) is required. The
Corps communicated to the City that they had initiated the LRR on April 4, 2008. The LRR has
still not been completed. That’s nearly six years! We experienced a value engineering process
that took 18 months and saved $1.8 million. However, during those 18 months, the Corps added
$4 million in inflation costs to the project. The only completed portion of the project is a 4850
foot long levee; however, currently the majority of the embankment has been removed as part of
the reconstruction effort. When the Arizona Department of Water Resources Dam Safety
Division identified a crack in the new levee, the Corps spent $667,000 to determine who was
responsible for the failure and the extent of the failure and then allocated $914,000 for oversight
of the repairs. All for a levee that initially cost $5 million.

In short, this project has reached a financial point where the 35 percent local match is becoming

unattainable for Flagstaff. Moreover, our city engineers, who regularly construct capital projects

in Flagstaff, believe we are significantly overpaying for both the engineering and construction

services the Corps is offering. Consequently, the City is spending its own resources for a new

outside analysis of solutions and cost estimates using FEMA hydraulics rather than incomplete

. Corps hydraulics. We believe we may be able to solve this issue for a price closer to one-third of
- the Corps solution.

211 West Aspen Avenue, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
Main (928) 213-2000 ¢ Arizona Relay Service 7-1-1 » www.tlagstaff.az.gov
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The Honorable Jo-Ellen Darey

Assistant %{:m*ﬂﬁ*y‘ for the Avmy (Civil Works)
108 Pentagon {Asmy)

Washington, DC 20310-0108

Diear Assistant Sceretary Darcy:

1 am writin
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e mz:m e ’m* u‘i the status of the Limited Re-evaluation Report Tor the Rio
1 roject stath, Arizona, and 1o ask voute r”pwi z”.m the available
ite “seltsadminister”™ this projest,
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Ji interest (the City of Flagstat

As yvou know, a devastating 500-year flood event on the Rio de Flag could damage ot
desirov approximately 1,500 strictires va } ed at more than 900 million inthe City of Flagstaff.
Similarly, a 100-vear flood would cause an ¢ estimated 5160 million in damages and over half of
Flagstafl’s population would be direetly affected, The Rio de Flag Flood Control Project would
mitigate these disastrous impacts through channel modifications of the Rio de Flag, and the

construction of & detention basin, 2 series of river crossings, berms and floadwalls,

While the mmi Lhi, Rio de Flag project is clear, it's been plagued by é‘m ding de {avs
and {3;5‘%:& q;.mari oot :3;“ are now ﬁweaiemmz, its timely completion and exceeding the city's
"the project’s cost. Ous of the $54 miliion authorized ‘fi}r the pr t:}g*ecffa
, “'%ufi has been m.hv ¢rod over the past 10 vears. The only completed
fm tion ui ﬁ:hf pm;mz is a 4,000-foot levee (Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin) which is
cracked and violates Arizona dam safely requirements, Project funding has been provided via
plecement appropriations averaging less than 53 million per vear, which has resulted in inflation
costs increasing the total estimated cost by approximately $7 mil §sm*1 mi year and has hallooned
the folal cost of the project to 5191 5 mil lion. Lam concemed mm f this project continues to
i*iﬂgj“ii’i taxpayer dolars will be wmecessanily wasted while private pic ;;v arty and human life

remiain in danger of a major E_'i@m cvent,

Pyve met with elected officials of the City of Flagstaft who sre counting on the US, Army
Corps of Engineers to %dp get this vital project back on schedule. Ove helpful action would be
i ‘éhe ﬁrm_y f;arg:m o m:: as ils ’atpﬂmcd xwummm mmﬁysﬁis. the Limited Re-Evaluation Repont
' I ,ws:a wrote a ie%{:::f toour

%:f} Eum:*nbm ‘?f“ ;1 he L {R 1% mh 1ot wmpifzm \.fx mlmﬁ
the LRR, the Rio de ¥ Iﬁg pmn, ct "mil iﬂ ve dif fzmﬂiw mm!tsfsm forward under the President’s
annual budget request 1o Congress, Please release the LRR 45 saon as possibie and prior to the
development of the FY 2015 budget.
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The city is also interested in “'ﬁciﬁadminiﬁe’feﬂ’rz y

the mxn—isfiua} intercst (o take the lead on completing

sk} rocketing twrther, Please provide an &ﬁ&i*&‘%m on f* plicy
108 to the Rio de Flag project 'umier U ‘zui:‘ ffﬂb N 4‘7 LT
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i, Can repgirs and zmpm ements to the Clay Basin levee be segmented into a
“separable element” of the Rio de Flag Project with construction credits being applied to the
remainder pro
1o non-fedesal interest seeks lo have its in-kind contribution credited, can credits
to another project in the State of Arizona?

What limitations wouid apply o the city under these authorities?
Ezz ;wz wing pf*@.%mm ises of this sutherity, how likely is 1t that a non-federsl

-

inferest will 1 s; 'r’ainu sement in & Umely mamer‘?
5 ¢ primer on your policies, guidelines and criteria for self-
administering g wit thu rocedures for how this authority could potentially be applied 1w
the Rio de Flag WQ}EQ

&, Finally, you've commitied fo an LRR release date in the past. Please provide 2
date cevtain for approval of the LRRE.

Thank you for your tmely attention to this request.

Fohn MicCain
Linited States Senator




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFIGE OF THE ASBISTANT SBECRETARY
TVl WORKE
108 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0108

2 5 NOV 2013

The Honorable John McCain
United States Senate

241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-0303

Oear Senator McCain:

This is in response to your letter dated September 20, 2013 regarding the status
of the Rio de Flag Project’s Limited Re-evaluation Report (LRR) and the Clay Avenue
Wash Detention Basin construction. You were specifically interested in the possibility
of segmenting Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin into a separable element, and
options for the City of Flagstaff, the non-Federal sponsor, to construct portions of the
proiest. | apologize for the delay in responding.

| am providing responses to your specific questions in the enclosed documents.
Thank you for your interest in the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Civil Works
Program.

Very truly yours,

Jo-Ellen Darcy (//
tant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works)

e

Enclosures



Hesponses to Senator McCain’s Questions on the Rio de Flag Project

1. Can repairs and improvements to the Clay Basin levee be segmented into a
“separable element” of the Rio de Flag Project with construction credits being applied to
the remainder project?

Although the Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin provides some flood control
benefits, it is not a separable element. Per Corps of Engineers regulation guidance ER
1105-2-100, a separable element is any part of a project which has separately assigned
benefits and costs, and which can be implemented as a separate action (at a later date
or as a separate project). The Clay Avenue Wash Detention Basin does not function
independently; to achieve full flood risk management benefits, it works in conjunction
with downstream project elements. In addition, the majority of the construction of the
Clay Basin levee has been completed and the construction deficiency repairs are
underway. Consequently, there is no advantage to segmenting the Clay Avenue Wash
Detention Basin from the remainder of the project. in the event there are funds
recovered based upon the litigation related to the construction deficiencies, they couid
be applied o the remainder of the project.

2. if a non-Federal interest seeks fo have its in-kind contribution credited, can
cridhits be applied o another project in the State of Arizona?

No. Under current law, the Corps does not have the authority to transfer credit to
another project.

3. What limitations would apply o the city under these authorities [Section 221 of
the Flood Controt Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.8.C. 1862d-5b) and Section 211 of the
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 701b-13)]?

Section 221, as amended by Section 2003 of the WRDA of 2007, is the Corps’
primary authority for crediting in-kind contributions from non-Federal interests. However,
this authority is not availabie for this project. Per ifs terms, the statute’s crediting
provisions only apply to projects that did not have executed agreements prior to November
8, 2007 (the date of enactment of the WRDA of 2007). Unfortunately, the agreement for
this project was executed on August 13, 2004.

Section 211 of WRDA 1996, as amended, provides authority for non-Federal
sponsors to undertake the design and construction of Federally authorized flood control
projects, or separable gelements, without Federal funding. However, since the Federal
government has undertaken the construction of this project, the use of Section 211 is no
longer applicable.

4. In reviewing previous uses of this authorily, how likely is it that a non-Federa
interest will receive a reimbursement in a timely manner?

Enclosure 1



Projects seeking reimbursements under Section 211 are considered a low budgetary
priority and it is unlikely that a non-Federal interest will receive reimbursement in a timely
manner.

5. Please provide primer on your policies, guidelines and criteria for self
administering along with the procedures for how this authority could potentially be applied
to the Rio de Flag project.

Given that neither Section 221 or Section 211 are applicable to this project, there
may be other ways for work to continue on this project through the use of accelerated,
contributed or advanced funds. Accelerated funds are the provision of funds by a non-
Federal sponsor out of proportion with Federal funds but within the ultimate non-
Federal cash contribution, with credit only if additional Federal funds are provided.
Contributed funds are those funds above any statutorily required non-Federal cost share
provided voluntarily by a state or political subdivision thereof, with no credit or repayment
authorized for such funds. Advanced funds are non-Federal funds provided as an
advance of the Federal share or in the absence of Federal funding, with the potential
for repayment or credit upon appropriation of amounts by Congress for such purpose,
but without creating any Federal obligation to actually provide the Federal share.
Enclosure #2 is a short primer that describes accelerated, contributed and advanced
funds, as well as more detailed guidance on contributed funds.

6. Finally, you've committed to an LRR release date in the past. Please provide a
date certain for approval of the LRR.

This LRR is anticipated fo show a project cost increase that will require
Congressional re-authorization. The Corps’ Los Angeles District team is working with the
City of Flagstaff on responses to Comps Headquarters review comments and anticipates
resubmitting the LRR to Headqguarters by late February 2014. Following Headguarters
policy review, the LRR will require Administration clearance through the Office of the
Assistance Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and the Office of Management and
Budget. Depending upon the nature of remaining issues to be resolved, it is anticipated
that the report would be ready for transmittal to Congress by mid-summer 2014.

Enciosure 1
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MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Implementation Guidance for Section 111 of the FY12 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, Contributed Funds

1. Section 111 of the Fiscal Year 2012 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act (Y
12 E&WDAA) (Public Law 112-74, Division B) amends the contributed funds authority codified
in 33 U.S.C. 701h. 1t expands this authority, which allows the U.S. Army Corps of Fngineers to
accept voluntanly contributed funds from States and political subdivisions, to include all water
resources deve ze)pxmn* project purposes. In addition, it expands the contributed funds authority
to cover all phases of a project from study and design for authorized studies through construction
and operation and maintenance for authorized projects. Further, it defines “States” as the several
States, the District of Columbia, commonwealths, territories, and possessions of the United
States, and Federally recognized Indian tribes. Finally, Section 111 requires Committee
notification prior to the initiation of negotiations for the acceptance of contributed funds under
33US.C 70 h A copy of 33 UK. C. 701h is enclosed.

2. Applicability. The guidance is apsiécabip to al  HQUSACE elements, major subordinate
commands (MSC), districts, laboratories and field operating activities (FOA) having Civil Works
functions. This guidance supersedes the guidance in ER 1165-2-30, Acceptance and Return of
Required, Contributed or Advanced Funds, dated 30 October 1998, as it pertains to Contributed
Funds and CECW-P Memorandum, Subject: Contributed Funds, dated 2 July 2007,

3. Policies.

a. Contributed Funds are those funds above any statutorily required non-Federal cost share
provided voluntarily by a State, or political subdivision thereof, with no credit or repayment
authorized for such funds. “States” means the several States, the District of Columbia, the
commonwealths, territories, and possessions of the United States, and Federally recognized
Tribes.

While 33 US.C. ( 0 provides sepamte contributed funds authority related to authorized
naﬂg;ﬁnors pyajec;‘ s, 33 1.8.C. 701h is a comprehensive authority covering all project purposes
that will be used fur all mpoa&iq mvoh ing contributed funds, excﬁp‘i for those proposals

traditionally considered pursuant to section 203 of WRDA }9)” {33 U.B.C. 2325) and section

225 of WRIDA 1992 (33 U.S.L 2328). Proposals for the acceptance Gt contributions pursuant to

Enclesure
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JECT: Implementation Guidance for Section 111 of the I'Y12 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, Conirtbuted F
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CECW-FB
SUBJECT: Implementation Guidance for Section 111 of the FY 12 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, Contributed Funds

(i11) For studies that will be funded with Investigations or MR&T (T} funds only,
Investigations or MR&T (I} funds must have been provided before contributed funds may be
accepted.

(iv) Existing planning and budgetary guidance will be followed when
determining whether fo fund a water supply reallocation study under O&M, MR&T (M),
investigations or the MR&T (1) account.

e. The acceptance of contributed funds does not change the requirement that the study,
design, construction, and operation and raintenance must be undertaken in accordance with
Federal laws, regulations, and policies.

f. Federal participation in cost shared periodic renourishment of hurricane and storm damage
reduction projects is limited to a maximum of 50 years. During this period of Federal
participation, contributed funds may be accepted in addition to the non-Federal cost share to
undertake periodic rencurishment. At the end of the period of Federal participation, the
non-Federal sponsor is solely responsible for any additional periodic renourishment as part of its
operation and maintenance responsibilities although the Corps may undertake such work on
behalf of the non-Federal sponsor if the non-Federal sponsor pays all costs of such work.

g. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be used for the acceptance of contributed
funds in the following scenarios: (1) maintenance dredging for which there is no non-Federal
cost share; (2) a water supply reallocation study for which there is no non-Federal cost share;
(3) a cycle of cost shared periodic nourishment; and (4) any other proposal involving contributed
funds where no non-Federal cost share is required. Except for a cycle of cost shared periodic
renourishment for which an MOA will be used, when the proposal involves contribited funds
that are in addition to a reguired non-Federal cost share, language regarding the contributed
funds will be included in the cost sharing agreement for the work or in an amendment to such
agreement if there is already an executed cost sharing agreement for the work., Model
agreements covering different sceparios involving the acceptance of contributed funds are being
developed and will be posted on the PPA web page as they are finalized.

4, Procedures for Implementation.

a. In response to an inquiry from a potential contributor, a district may explain generally the
policies and procedures for the acceptance of contributed funds and may provide a copy of a
draft contributed funds agreement. However, the district may not initiate negotiations for the
acceptance of contributed funds, because Section 111 of the FY 12 E&WDAA requires
notification of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, Subcommittees on Energy and
Water Development {Comunifiees) prior to the initiation of negotiations for the acceptance of
contributed funds. Committee notification is provided by the ASA(CW) following clearance of
the draft letters by the Office of Management and Budget in accordance with current CECW-1
procedures for Committee notification. To initiate the Committee notification process, the
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SUBJECT: implemer iduou Guidance for Section 111 of the FY12 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, Contributed Funds

it submit the following information through the MSC 1o the applicable HQUSACE
¢

1 k
Regional Integration Team (RIT

11t

(1) Drafi Committee notification tetters following the language and format in the saraple
fetters for contributed funds posted on the PPA web page.

2y A written letier from the contributor that spguum the amount it is offering, its

L3
urde*»tauuu.  that the agreement will recognize that no repayment or credit for contributed

funds s authorized: and its understanding that the gr ement will provide that acceptance of such
f wds will not constitute or imply any commitment to budget or appropriate funds for the project

) The district’s information paper which includes the project authorizabhion history, the
f iplen creements and responsibilities for implementaiion.,
the proposet wg‘v,}q relative to the authorized project as well s the contributor; the
work 1o be performed with the contributed funds: the estimated cost of such work: the rationale
on why accor ;pusm‘}m of such work ts advantageous in the PUDL\., interest; a discussion of any
impact on otrm WOrk in the uistz’iut or which funds have been appropriated ‘wtonﬂxf:bs and

!

mentation, includin

b

3

entify whether 3 mo d contributed funds agreement is ,pp‘u able. and if so, which model.

3

(4) After re O
Commitiee not lilwd’th 1 letters 1o CECW-IF for transmittal to ASA( _,‘Jv’, for review, coordination

with OMB and Commitiee noti

tion, the RIT will provide the information and draf

b. Following completion of Commitiee notification and acknowledgment, CECW-IF wil}
notify the RIT. The RIT will then notify the MSC and district on whether or not the District can
move forward with negotiations for acceptance of contributed funds.

¢. Upon completion of such negotiations, if 1 mode! agreerment will be used, the district will
subrnit the request anﬁ draft agreement to the MSC Commander for approval. A que'\:ai()r‘a on
whether the proposal and agreement is consistent with law or policy need 1o be raised to the RIT.
The materials provid Md with a request for approval must include:

{1} The draft model agreement that will be used.

2y Certilicate of Legal Review signed by District Counsel spec fj ing whether the use of
the model agrecment is a;}pr@;}naw ﬁ legally sufficient based on the facts of the particular

£

contributed funds proposal: and

cessary environmental wonimmm and documentation has

{3y Docurnentation that all necess
been c*ﬁ}‘;pi@tsé - see Section VIHLd. of the PPA Checklist for a list of necessary environmental
are QUHP'TEGH'{SC
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SUBJECT: Implementation Guidance for Section 111 of the FY12 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, Contributed Funds

d. Where there is no model agreement applicable to the particular contributed funds proposal,
the district will submit the request and draft agreement through the MSC to the RIT for approval
by the Director of Civil Works. The materials provided with the request must inciude:

(1) The draft agreement with a detailed explanation of deviations and the rationale for
including them;

(2) Certificate of Legal Review signed by District Counsel specifying whether the
agreement is appropriate and legally sufficient based on the facts of the particular contributed
funds proposal; and

(3) Documentation that all necessary environmental coordination and documentation has
been completed - see Section VIIL4. of the PPA Checklist for a list of necessary environmental
coordination requirements.

5. After completing work undertaken with contributed funds, resolving any claims or appeals,
and completing a final accounting, a district is authorized to refund any contributed funds not
obligated.

6. Requests for the dredging of non-Federal berthing arcas, channels, and slips do not involve
the acceptance of contributed funds as that term is used in this memorandum. In addition, they
are not subject to the requirement for Committee notification associated with the acceptance of
contributed funds. Rather, these situations involve work that, while not part of the cost-shared
Federal project, may be undertaken on behalf of the sponsor by the Corps during construction or
maintenance of a Federal project if the non-Federal sponsor pays all the cost of such work. This
type of work is referred to as “additional work™ in project partnership agreements since 2004 and
may be undertaken in accordance with the provisions regarding additional work in PPAs. A
modification of an executed PPA to add provisions on additional work is considered a non-
substantive deviation. As stated in the implementation memo for the Navigation Model,
approval of amendments for non-substantive deviations is delegated to the MSC Communder and
may not be further delegated.

7. This guidance will be incorporated into ER 1165-2-30 when it is updated.

FOR THE COMMANDER: A

:}

i ”L ()
- e ; \_n\*

Encl STEVEN L. STOCKTON, P.E.
Director of Civil Works

DISTRIBUTION (see pages 7 and 8)




U8 701h, with seetion 11 of the FY 12 E&WDAA revisions

The Secretary of War [Secretary of the Army] is auﬂ‘mr%zed io receive {rom States and political
subdivisions thereof, such funds as may be contributed by them for work, which includes

planning amj design, to be expended in connection with funds upwzrvnr*al >d by the United States

for any authorized water resources development study or project whenever such work and

expenditure may be considered by the Secretary of War E‘wccretd ry of the Armyl, on

recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, as advantageous in the public interest, and the plans
o

for any reservoir pmn t may, in the discretion of the Secretary of ‘J Var [Secretary of the Am;;_};,
on recommendation of the Chief of hngmeers be modified to provide additional storage capacity
for dumestic water Supp.’ijy' or other conservation storage. on condition that the cost of such
mcz‘eaaed storage capacity is contributed by mm‘r &ig,’:tmi“s and that the local agencies agree to
utilize such i tional storage capacity in a manner mnsi.:iam with Federal uses and purposes

ad >deral us
Provided, That when contributions made by Stat ni poiitical subdivisions Ha:mai,, are. in
excess of the actual cost of the work contempl dt(‘\j anc ropeli}, wargeable 1o such contributions,
such excess contributions may, with the approval of ?,Lje Secretary of War [Sec a—:fary ”vi the
Armyl, be returned 1o the ﬁrc"m“m p resentatives of the contributing interests: Provided further,
Thar I?e term "Stares” meonys the several Stares, the Disivict of Columbio, the commonwealihs,

territories, and possessions 0;1 fe mea States, and Federallv recognized tribes.

"Sactipn 111 of the FY 12 E&WDAA also reguires that “The Secretary shall notify the appropriate committees of

Congress prior t indtiation of negotiations for accepting contributed funds under 33 U.5.C. 701h.

6
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ACCELERATED FUNDS
Non-Federal funds provided
out of proportion with Federal
funds but within the ultimate
non-Federal cazh contribution,
with credit only if additiona!
Federa!l funds are provided

CONTRIBUTED FUNDS
Non-Federal funds provided in
excess of any required cost
share, with no repayment or
credit

ADVANCED FUNDS
MNon-Federal funds provided as
an advance of the Federal
share or in the absence of
Federal funding, with the
potential for repayment or
cradit

Project Purpose

provided for design

Ali project purposes

provided for study or design

All project purposes

authorized for construction

Navigation and flood damage
risk reduction only

i STUDY Yes, if Federal funds have been | Yes, if Federal funds have heen | No® ;
provided for the study provided for the study’ |
Project Purpose All project purposes All project purposes MN/A
i
Congressional ) i
Notification No” Yes N/A
DESIGN Yes, if Federal funds have been | Yes, if Federal funds have been | Yes, if project is specifically

Congressional Yes Yes Yes
Notification
COMSTRUCTION | Yes, if Federal funds have been | Yes, if project is authorized Yes, if project is specificaily

Profect Purpose

Congressional
Notification

provided for construction

All project purposes

Yes

and Federal funds
have been provided for
construction

All project purposes

Yes

authorized for construction

Navigation and flood damage
risk reduction only

Yes

OPERATION &
MAINTENANCE

Project Purnose

Congressional
Motification

pfat

Yes

All project purposes

Yes

Yes

Navigation and flood damage
risk reduction

Yes

*Unusual circumstances may merit Congressional notification, such as resumption of a study using accelerated funds
following a significant pause in the study

¢ includes specifically authorized and CAF studies
* Where additional study is reguired for a navigation or flood damage risk reduction project specifically authorized for
construction, advanced funds authority may be available
* This has not come up for O&BM, which typically is 3 100% non-Federal responsibility except for navigation where O&M s
typically a 100% Federal responsibility



CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
Red Gap Ranch Pipeline

REQUEST: Continued partnership with Arizona Department of Transportation
to pursue an Intergovernmental Agreement identifying the necessary steps for
ADOT to issue an encroachment permit for the construction and maintenance
of the Red Gap Water Pipeline Project in the I-40 Right of Way.

Background: The City of Flagstaff is projected to reach its water use capacity in 2030. There
will be no additional water taps in just under two decades, ending any new development in the City
of Flagstaff. The City will eventually cease selling water to non-city customers for water hauling.
This will have a significant, detrimental effect on County and Tribal residents who have no direct
deliver water source and currently depend on buying their water in the City. Additional water supply
is critical for the North Central region of Arizona. To avert this calamity, the City of Flagstaff
purchased the Red Gap Ranch and its water rights in order to supply the region with a new source
of water. While a significant supply of water has been identified and secured, delivery of the water
is all that stands between our challenge and a solution. The City of Flagstaff is seeking assistance
with developing a water pipeline between Red Gap Ranch and the City. Unlike most infrastructure
projects, the challenges faced are not financial, but logistical. The City needs the help of Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) to secure right-of-way along Interstate 40 for the Red Gap
Water Pipeline (RGWP).

The City’s goal is to serve the public with both transportation and water. Both goals are achievable
by working with ADOT and other stakeholders to protect the integrity of 1-40 today and in the future
while permitting a vital water pipeline to be placed in the right-of-way for just a few miles.

HEGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF RED GAP WATER PIPELINE:

e The Bureau of Reclamation has identified the Red Gap Water Pipeline as a regional
necessity; municipalities, residents, tribes and industries require an additional water supply.
City of Flagstaff will reach its water capacity in 2030
City, County, and Tribal members currently depend on the City for water.

The City is the primary water provider for the North Central region of the State.
Regional water supply is critical to future development in the area.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
Brad Hill, Utilities Director Office: 928.213.2420




Director’s Office Janice K. Brewer, Governor
John S. Halikowski, Director

John H. Nichols, Deputy Director for Business Operations
Floyd Roehrich, Jr., Deputy Director for Policy
Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director for Transportation

December 31, 2014

The Honorable Jerry Nabours
Mayor, City of Flagstaff

211 West Aspen

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

Subject: Red Gap Ranch Water Line
Dear Mayor Nabours:

The purpose of this letter is to memorialize our verbal understanding reached in July 2014 in the
Governor's Office to pursue an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) and the City of Flagstaff identifying the necessary steps for ADOT to consider
issuing an encroachment permit for the construction and maintenance of a longitudinal water line
placed in the Interstate 40 access-controlled facility known as the Red Gap Ranch Water Line. The City
and ADOT have enjoyed a successful working relationship throughout the years and | have no doubt that
we will work toward this agreement in the same spirit.

As previously discussed, we will outline conditions that ADOT and the City will address to ensure the
proposed water line will not adversely affect the safety, design, construction, operation, maintenance,
right-of-way or future expansion of Interstate 40. With respect to financial limitations, we are also
committed to work with the City to ensure ADOT will not incur any unreimbursed additional expense or
maintenance cost. In addition, we have agreed that access to the water line and appurtenant facilities
will not be from inside the control of access and the City shall be held liable for all issues related to the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the water line.

We understand the importance of this project to the City’s long term water supply and are committed to
working with your staff in the coming year to finalize an agreement (IGA) that meets both agencies’
needs and budgets.

Sincerely, ’

{,ohn Halikowski

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
206 S. 17th Ave. | Phoenix, AZ 85007 | azdot.gov



The Honorable Jerry Nabours
Mayor, City of Flagstaff
December 31, 2014

Page Two

cc: Kevin Burke, Manager, City of Flagstaff
Floyd Roehrich Jr., Deputy Director for Policy
Dallas Hammit, State Engineer
Todd A. Emery, Deputy State Engineer for Operations
Steve Boschen, Deputy State Engineer for Design
Audra Merrick, Flagstaff District Engineer
Lynn Johnson, Holbrook District Engineer
Paula Gibson, Chief Right of Way Agent
Vicki Bever, Utility and Railroad Manager
Bryan Perry, Assistant Attorney General



January 31, 2014

Mr, John Halikowsla
ADOT Director

2068 17th Ave MD 102A
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: City of Flagstaft Request to Lovate Water Line
Diear Director Halikowski:

The purpose of this letter is to request locating a City of Flagstaff water line longitudinally
within approximately seventesn miles of what is cwrrently Interstate 40 (“1-407 or “Interstate’™
right-of-way between Red Gap Ranch and Twin Arrows to connect the City's water supply at
Red Gap Ranch to the City’s water treatment facilities in Flagsiaff (“the project”). As you are
aware, access (o the water from Red Gap Ranch (“Ranch™ is eritical o the futwe of City of
Flagstaff (“City”), which is projected to require additional water supply by 2030 to support
growth, in spite of robust conservation and recovery programs. Recognizing this peed for a
future supply, the City purchased Red Gap Ranch in 2005 and has since obtained a 100-year
Designation of Adeqguate Water Supply from the Arizona Department of Water Resources and a
pumping stipulation with the Navajo Nation. Moreover, this provides an opportunity to
accomplish an ADWR action item (resolve ADOT ROW Issues for Uilities) contained in its
recently published report fitled Arizopa’s WNext Centory: Strategic Vision for Water Supply
Sustainability, The 2010 Schultz Fire and subseguent flooding caused substantial damage 1o an
existing drinking ‘water pipeline for the Flagstaff community. This event exposed how
vulnerable the region is to a water catastrophe and further illustrated the need for an alternative
water supply.

Background

The City purchased the Ranch in 2005 for $7.9 million in order to secure a water supply
sufficient to sustain the City for the next 100 years. The plan was to build a pipeline from the
Ranch to the City's treatment Tacilities,

At the time of the purchase, all of the land in the pipeling’s projected alignment was owned by
governmental entities, such as the Arizona Sate Land Department, or was under private
ownership. The City would have been allowed to purchase easements across the government’s
Jand, and would buy, or, if necessary, condemn easements across the private property.

211 West Aspen Avenue, Flagsataff, Arizona 86001

b

Main (928) 213-2000 = Arizona Relay Service 7-1-1 & www. flagstaff.az.gov




iy 1996, Congress authorized the Hopt Tribe ("Tribe”) to purchase private land 1o the south of
whiat was then the Hopi reservation. Between 1996 and the City's purchase of the Ranch in
2008, the Hopi Tribe purchased virually all of the private land in the pipeline’s projected
alignroent, The Tribe held that property in fee title, with the same legal statug as any other
private property uwaer. The Tribe's private property was subject © the Ciiv’s right of eminent
domain, since 18 ergoyed no special status.

Inn 2008, the federal government all lowed the Tribe to begin transferring all of that private land 1o
the federal Evcwem;mai i st for the Tribe. Over the course of the next several vears, all of
what had been private land within the projected alignment of the water pipeline was ransfered
into federal trust for the benefit of the Tribe. What had been private land thereby became part of
the Hapi reservation.

The Tribe will not grant or sell the City the property nights it needs to construct the pipeline
across what s now the Tribe's soversien territory, and the City has no right 1o condemn
sovereign Tribal land. Anahernative is necessary, \

Alternatives

The City engaged Jacobs Epgineering 1o conduct a pipeline alignment feasibility study, The first
;:slmm was completed in 2009, The enclosed asrials with conceptual overlays were created af the
request of the City for discussion purposes (additional copies can be found on the enclosed disk),
The base maps are from the ?ﬂﬂ@ study, Since then, all or substantially all of the property
denominated a5 “private property” has been taken into wust for the Tribe. The aerials are
intended as a starting point for what, we hope, will become an agreed plan between the Ciry and
the Arizona Department of Transportation {(“ADOT™ or “Department”™) for use of a portion of
what is now Interstate right of way.

The Uity of Flagstaff respectfully requests the use of this Interstate ROW, We believe this could
be accomplished several ways. Two alternatives stand out: 1) pursuant to ADOT Right of ’Wa}‘
Procedure Policy Manual (2011} § 11,13 and #s enabling statutes, the Director may make «
determination that the portion or pottions of the tight of way necessary for the pipeline 18 “not
needed” for transportation purposes, and sell that land to the Ciw for its appraised value without
public auction: or 2} ADOT could issue the City & permut to use its right of way pursuant to
ADOT s Pe%hw F “ar Accommodatme Utilities on Highway I{whts of Way (2009}, Sections 1.1.2,
14, and 3.2.15

The balance of this letter will explore the two alternatives. It will discuss the legal underpinning
of the alternatives, and also address the concerns the Department has expressed, through its
representatives, regarding the cstablishinent of the water line, as gensrally proposed. Those
coneerns can be broadly characterized a8 preserving the inwegrity of 1440, emergency
sontingencies in the event of 4 catastrophic fatlure of the water line, cost {sconomic and
political}, environmental indemnity, and tort indemmnity. The City believes that most or all of the
concerns ADOT has expressed can be effectively eliminated or mitigated through rigorous
design review and the use of appropriate indemnity and jnsurance provisions, More on
myitigation will follow below.

211 West Aspen Avenue, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
Main (928) 213-2000 » Arizona Relay Service 7-1-1 » www . flagstaif.az.gov



Sale of the Needed Property

The Director of ADOT has the authority to convey real property to the City without public
auction i he determines it 13 not needed for transportation purposes, and will he used for a
qgfufn: public purpose. ARS.§ 28-7095. In this case, the properiy would be used for a water
line essenual to the continning viability of the City. Thers can be no question as to the public
purpose 1o be served.

Since the property would not be used for a transportation purpose, the City would be required 1o
pay ADOT the fair market value of the property, based on an appratsal.. The City will pay for an
appraisal from an appraiser on ADOT s approved list of appraisers, who is also acceptable t©
ADQOT.

In the unlikely event that the Federal Highway Adminstration ("FHWA”) demands that it be
retmbursed for any federal participation in the original acquisition of the right of way
subsequently sold to the City, and that amount exceeds the amount the City payvs ADOT, the City
will pay the difference. The City will ensure that the monetary cost 1o ADOT 15 zevo, and that
’xﬂ{fi otherwisg receives market value for the property conveyed,

ADOT™s Right of Way Procedures Manual (FHWA Centified: January 1, 2011) Seection 11.13
pmw:f s the regulatory framework for the sale of excess property to the City without public
n. When the Director has identified the property to be sold to the City, he will declare that
, I ADOT s "Disposal of Real Property Form™ (60-3311) will then be initiated by
M}{!F $ Property Management Section or the Distriet Bngineer and proc essed in the usual
wanter. As noted, the market value will be established by an apprasal,  The City will provide
ADC}T with 1} a formal letfer requesting purchase of the identified property: and 2)
documentation verifying the speeific public purpose to which the City will put the property. The
City will pay according {o the ADOT poliey.

In addition, the City would be willing to grant ADOT an caserient over the transferred property
for any purpose consistent with the water line; would agree to imsure ADOT against any lability
or damage caused by the water line; would provide other financial assurances associated with
any damage or repair (o the interstate associated with line failures: would agree that ADOT may
have the same regulatory control over the design as if the water line were within ADOT right of
way: would agree 1o relocate, reconstrioct or construct a right of way fence between the City's
and ADOT property at City expense; and would agree to reimburse ADOT for any reasonable
and necessary fees or expenses related to the transaction (surveys, engineering feps, design
review, recording fees, administrative expenses, ele.).  In short, the City would agree that the
provisions of the ADOT Policy for Accommodating Utilities on Highway Rights-of-Way,
section 3.2.15 will be followed even though the line is no longer “within the right of way.”

T‘m procedure has several advantages. First, FHWA hag already certified it as part of the Right
P Way Procedures Muanual,  Second, since the line would not be constructed, operated or
maintained on ADOT property, ADOT would not face pms;niia} Hability

y as owner of the
property: In any case, the Ciry will undertake to indemmify and josure ADOT against any such
risks as mmy remain to the same extent as if the water line were within ADOT right of way.
Third, ADOT would receive tunds it could use for other purposes.

o
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The only potential disadvantage to selling the City sufficient right of way to use for the water
line is that the right of way will be up 10 30" namrower iy places. D espite this, there w sl
sufficient room for future expansion along the entire seventesn miles.

To summarize, since ADOT would not own the property, it would have none of the exposure (v
hability associated with ownership,  The City would be able to build its watér lipe in a way that
protects the integrity of ADOT s facility and carries a potentially positive Tinancial conseguence
for ADOT. 1hope vou agree that this i5 a true win-win solution,

Water Line within the Right of Way

ADOT's Policy for Accommodating Utitities op Highway Rights-of-Way ("Policy™) 112
provides that gmy request to place utilities within the right of way “will be gwen Favarable
consideration™ if the request is o accordance with that Policy:  Section 1.3.3 provides that
Uittty lostallations. Lare 1o be made with primary consideration 1o the .sam,t} of the highway
users and the integrity of the highway and giving consideration to utility vosts.”

Sections 1.4.2 and 3.2.14" of the Policy would allow for the placement of the water line inside
the control of access, but woold require moving the right of way fence to the north edge of the
water line encroachment to avoid contlicting with the requirements of Policy 3.2 14.F, which
prohibits access to the proposed facility from within access control limits. The relocation of the
fence is an expense the City 18 prepared to absorb,

Under Policy 3.2.15, longitudinal water line should presumptively be allowed tn the right of way,
but outside of access control, provided certain conditions are met. I ADOT is willing to move
the access control lines, ADOT's Policy is permissive with respect tw the City's request.
Proceeding under Policy 3.2.15 would allow the City to access valves, manholes and other
service features along the length of the pipeline.  Access to the pipeline would be from
interchanges along a City-maintained service road outside the access control imits on top of the
pipeline alignment.  From an operational standpoint, moving the access control lnes would be
the only practical solution that is also i bne with ADOT s expressed preference as reflected in
the Policy. The following are the ADOT requirements and the conceptual frameworks for
complying with them.

A. The City would peed to satisfy ADOT that the project will not adversely affect
the safety, design, construction, operation, mainienance or stability of the highway, The
chances of g catastrophic event are remote, and the consequences of such an event are unlikely to
affect the integrity of the highway, or the users of the highway. Attached, and incorporated by
reference, is o memorandum from Jacobs Engineering to Brad Hill, the City's Director of
Utilities, addressing methods for monitoring, leak detection, and mitigation of potential damage
due 1o pipeline leak or rupture along the 1-40 alignment. This document provides both specific
mitigation measures that are in the concept design of the Red Gap Pipeline and a menn of
options that ADOT may request be incorporated to mitigate vour Depariment’s concers. I
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addition, for contextual purposes, the City had Jacobr model the most catastrophic event
associated with a pipeline failure. They modeled 4 full rupture at its highest pressure point along
the pipe. This represents 2 million gallons enptying from the pipeling 4t its highest pressure
point {immediaiely after the pump). The resulting flow peaks at 39 cuble feet per second and
drains-over four hours {see page 71 For us lavimen, this is hall a 2-year storm event in the Ric de
Flag outside City Hall. Most drainage facilities along an interstate are designed for flows much
gredter than 40 cfs, We look forward to dii&z:zzﬁsiﬁ:g which methods ADOT would prefer be
incorporated. ’

B. The project must not interfere with or impair the planned future expansion of
the highway. To the extent there may be a future gxpansion of the hishway, the City beligves
the pmiﬁm will not interfere with that expansion.  In the vast majority of the seventeen miles,
there is at least one-hundred feet between the edge of pavement and the proposed access control
line on the sotdhern side of the right of way.

C. Any alternative location would be contrary to the public interest, including
divect, indirect, envirommental, aesthetic, and economic effects of the loeations under
mmxé&mﬁmm Jacobs vondueted an extensive and detailed feasibility study relating to these
SUES wm;h w;i! b«: made available to ADOT. The one new factor making this alionment
5 legal incapacity 1o place the line on sovereign Hopi territory, without
Irxim% wmgm, "Ihe* fliw has expended significant time and resources 1o secure an agreement

with the Tribe, without suceess. The Tribe will not allow the pipeline within its territory.

D ADOT will not incur any unreimbursed additional expenses of maintenance
costs associated with the project. The City 'will give ADOT whatever ressonable assurances it
requires in this regard.

B. ADOT will not be Hable for any claims, demands, costs or expenses, including
fegad expenses, Tor loss, damages or injury fo any personi or property, including third
parties’ person or property, due to the project’s use of the right of way. The City will
maintain adequate insurance and name ADOT as an additional insured to goard against such
risks, and will agree to defend and indemnify ADOT as requived and 1o the extent specified by
ADOT Policy.

I order 1o construct, operate and maintain the water line without having direct access to it from
any traffic land or ramp. it will first be necessary to move the right of way fence und redraw the
aceess control Hnes. The City agrees 1o bear any costs associated with these activities,

City’s Preferved Alternative

The City believes that declaring the property 1o be used for the water ling ds “nof needed” for
transportation purposes and agreeing toosell it to the City makes the most sense for several
reasons,

First, there 1s a statutory and tegulatory scheme In plice which has been spproved by FHWA and
adopted by ADOT both sanctioning and governing the process,

211 West Aspen Avenue, Elagstaff, Arizona 86001
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Second, the Ciry will own the property and therefore will bear the risk of the construction,
operation and maintenance of the project, together with liabilities and risks associated with
property ownership, The same result can be accomplished through insurance and indemmity
agreements, but City ownership of the property eontaining the City water line i$ 4 permanent and
simpler solution. The City’s would enjoy ownership of the property it is bound to maintain,
nperate and insure, and for which 1t will be liable.

Third, ADOT may not wish to set the precedent of allowing longitudmal utilities in its right of
ay. This solution avoids that precedent because the City water line will be on City property.
This puts ADOT and the City in the same relative position as if the City had been able to acquire
pipeline right of way inmmediately adjacent to 140, as originally planned. T does not set
precedent in favor of other utilities because the statutory scheme only allows sale withont a
public auction (o specified governmental entities for specifically identifted public purposes.

Again, the City requests to partner with ADOT 1o effectuate o transfer of sufficient right of way
to allow the City w build the water line that is so crucial to the long terim welfare of its citizens.
We look forward to working with you and ADOT in this endeavor,

Please find the following enclosed doctiments for your reference:
s Memo from lacobs Engineering, dated 1/730/2014: Methods of pipeline monuoring, leak
detection and damage mitigation
= Exhibits A~ E: Maps of 1-40 Right of Way Pipeling Alignment
o CDx: Digital files of Exhibis A~ B

hank you for your mzmdu“mmm

,ﬁ" % ,m:,‘.- L
Kevin Burke
City Manager

ee: - Flagstaff Mayor and City Couneil
Kevin Kinsall, Natwral Resources Policy Advisor to Governor Brewer
Audra Merrick, Flagstafl Diswrict Engineer
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Memorandum

Date 0143072014

To Brad Hill, R.G., City of Flagstalf Director of Utilities
From Jeff Miner, P.E. (Jacobs)

cC: Doug Smith, P.E. (Jacobs)

Subject Red Gap Pipeline - 1-40 Alignment
Methods of Pipsline Monttoring, Leak Detection and Damage Mitigation

INTRODUCTION

Thig mermorandum gutlines the methods that could be employed for monitoring, leak detection;
and mitigation of potantial damage due to pipaline lesk or tupture along the 40 corridor of the
Red Gap Ranch Pipeline alignment.

i is in the cily's best interest lo construct a system that mitigates and manages known causes of
pipeline leaks and darmage, including internallexternal corrosion and pressure transients. Proper
risk mitigation, in combination with routine monitaring, results in a pipeline that remaings
serviceable over its intended dasign ife while maintaining water operations and protecting
adigcent infrastructure,

The maximum design pressure planned for the pipeline is 300 psi, which represents the oressure
al the pump station discharges. The pressure will decrease in the pipeline from the upstream
{downhill} pump station to the downstream (uphill) pump station, and the pipeline will go to
atmospheric pressure at the tank at the downstream pump station. The pump station spacing was
developed hased upon this maximum pressure to allow the use of standard water works fitlings,
joints, and pipsline materials such as ductile iron. Other uphill pumping systemns of this type have
been designed for significantly higher pressures of 500 1o 600 psi by increasing the spacing
between pumgp stations, and requirng stes! pipe material. However, Flagstaff has chosen the
tighter pump station spacing for the reasons listed as well as to minimize meintenance and
operational risks associated with the higher pressure systems.

The risk mitigation methods under consideration for the design include the following, which are
detailed further in the balance of this documeant. Although it is feasible to implement all of these
measires, 8 more reasonable design solution would Include some combination of these methods
to provide the needed protection.

»  Corrosion profection ~ includes pipe coatings/inings and cathadic protection {(anodes or
impressed current) along with associated test stations and monitoring.

= Transient control - includes surge prevention methods such as air valves and
hydropnetumatic lanks to reduce pressure transiants created by pump operations or
unexpected powerioss syents,

+ Water quality conlrol - provided by pretreating water prior {o delivery to Flagstaf, to
modify water chemistry and make it less aggressive to the pips lining material.
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«  Monitoring and leak detection — includes monitonng changes in flow and pressure, infernal
pipe jeak detection technology, external leak sensing technology {infrared), and visual
inspection.

» . Damage mitigation — includes grading/drainage design to direct waler to existing
drainages, isoktion valves (manual or aut-:)matem lateral trench culoff walls, special pipe
zone (embedment) material, secondary pipe encasement, and surface isolation berms.
Additi mmﬁy pump stations will be situated such that the maximum anticipated volume lost
from a pipsline fallure will be no more than 2 million gaflons.

. Corrosion Protéction

Preliminary svaluations of the sail types, water quality, anticipated pineline materials, and
focations of slectrical ulilities have been conducted, and 3 corrosion prolection system has been
proposed along the entire pipeline alignment. This system will be implemented in combination
with the recommended coatings and linings. Regularly scheduled Inspactions uaing cathodic
protection test stations will help the owner detect and Jocate areas slong the pipeline that
experience corrosion,

. Transient Control

Hydraulic ransients are fluctuations in pipeline pressures due to changes in flow velocity and/or
direction jargely related to pump slafts and valve closures. A preliminary transient analysis has
been performed to determine the facilities that should be incorporated at pump stations and along
the pipeline to mitigate major pressure fluctuations, such as hydropneumatic tanks. combination
air release and air vacuum valves, and pressure relief valves. Another planned L%esigﬂ foplura is
o have gn intsrmediate storage tank at each pump station, which will put an upper limit on the
amount of uphill {(downstream) préssures and volume at any point in the pipeline. These faciliies
will ba further evaluated and refined as the design progresses.

Preliminary water quality data from the wells at the water source (Red Gap Ranch) has been
reviewed for water quality that may promote cosrosion or biofouling. It was observed that the
water has high levels of sulfate. To reduce hardness and decrease the risk of bicfouling due to
sulfate reducing bacieria, preliminary trestment oplions (such as softening) to modify water
quality prior to transport through the pipeline have beéen developed at the conceptual level.

V. Monitoring and Leak Detection

Although the above measures increase the fife of pipelines and reduce the risk of leakage or
ripture, monitoring the pipe line for leaks Is highly recommended. 8mall leaks can be ideniified
and addressed a3 soon as practical to svoid erosion, formation of sinkholes, and potential major
leaks or ruptures: These measures are discussed in the following sections.
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These events require immediate reaction to shut down the fransmission maln systenm.
Fortunately, such avents are relatively easily identified using flow and pressure parameters
that are typically monitored in a transmission main system. By monitoring flow and pressure,
the instrumentation system can identify sudden changes that indicate 4 farge legk.

The Red Gap pipeline does not currenily have any planned turmouts in the 140 corridor, 50
flows atf the pump stations should be the same. Preliminary pump station siting has indicated
the nead for a pump station near the Two Guns interchange and another near the Twin
Arrows interchange.  These pump stations are expected 1o be lacated outside of the ADOT
ROW, Pressures within the pipeline are expetted to be at most 300 psiimmediately afler the
pump stations and dropping down to almospheric pressure prior to entering the tank st the
subsequent pump station. As such, the areas we expect {o see the highest pressure would
be just west the Two Guns interchange and justwest of the Twin Arrows inferchange. Flows
from these pump stations are axpected 1o be the same, so a simple system would therefore
include use of a flow meter at each end of the ransmission segment and additional flow
monitoring of any future side connections to maintain a mass balance of inpuis and oulput
from the main. The American Petroleum nstitute (AP has a publication AP 1130
Computational Fipeline Monitoring {CPM) System that addresses varlous systems for
monitoring the pipeline using these computational methods,

There are systems available that detect large leaks but are also capable of detecting very
small lzaks, and the leak locations, through the Instrumentation and computational methods.
One such system is marketed by EFA Technologies, Inc. The control system can be setto
determine if aleak requires shut down or, if itis 2 small leak, continue operation and
monitoring with investigation of the area and & programmed repair to address the leak, s
very possible that a small ieak identified by the system may be difficull to find as it will identify
a general location which would not be visible if the water is percolating into the soil. As such,
measurss o detect small leaks are also recommaended and descoribed Inthe next seclion, A
simplified disgram of an instiumentation and computational method leak detection system is
shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. tnstrumentation and Computational Method Leak Detection System Diagram

There are other systems that can be used for continuous or periodic monitoring of the pipeline
for very small leaks and pipe integrity. Some continuous moritoting systems use a fiber optic
cable or g laser along the pipe line to monitor for changes in temperature or acoustical
conditions to pin point leaks of possible pipe damage, such as Sensomet’s Digital Pipeline
Leak Detection Fiber Optic system or the Sentinel Distributed Temperature Sensing (DTS™)
Systam.

A more gconomical approach to detecting small leaks would involve periodic survey methods
o view any physical leaks or potential sinkholes. This can be aceomplished using either
SmanBall® technology or infrared sensing technology.

1. SmartBall® Technology

Periodic monitoring of the pipe line using a service such as that provided by Pure
Technologies SmartBall® may be appropriate as part of a long term transmission main
maintanance and integrity assessment program. This system involves launching a
“SmartBal®” in the line and relrleving it down the line. Acoustic sensors are placad at
about 0,5-mile Intervals and the information is downloaded and analyzed for leaks and
other pipe conditions. Figure 2 shows a diagrarm of the SmartBall® technology,



Memorandum
{Continued)
Page 50f 8

Figure 2. SmantBall® Technology

2. Infrared Remote Sensing

Another system used for periodic condition monitoring is Infrared Remote Sensing which
tan detect leaks and voids. This can be conducted using aerial or ground equipment. The
infrared photos are analyzed for indications of abnormalities which can pin point smalt
leaks or erosion voids that may, in time, be the cause a major pipeline leakage event,
EnTech Engineering, inc. is one company with experience in providing this type of
pipeline monitoring. A sample image provided from an Infrared Remote Sensing survey is
shown in Figure 3.

Both of these technologies could be provided by contracted monitoring services that
would perform surveys on a designaled frequency and provide a record of pipe condifions.
Thig can be used for trending analysis as well. The frequency of the inspections can be
adjusted based on the record of findings over time.

| Figure 3. infrared Remote Sensing.
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Periodic visual inspection of the surface of the pipefing alignment is also an effective way
of identifying pipeline leaks. This consists of driving along the pipeline alignment to
identify any ground disturbances or any other irregularities. Typically, pipeling laaks will
find their way to the surface through the soll's natural ability to provide capiliary action.
However, soms limestone strata, which preliminary analysis has indicated is a prominent
soil feature slong 140 inthe vicinity of the pipeline sast of Twin Arrows, may have faults
and other features that may inbibll typical capillary action.. Further gediechnical
investigations will provide further information as to the likelihnod of the inhibition of
gapiliary action.

¥, Bamage Mitigation

Although inclusion of the above listed technologies would significantly reduce the risk of a large
leak or rupture, there are additional design measures that can be implemented o provide
additional protection to adiacent infrastructure. This would help D prevent darmage from an
unexpected natural event such as a wash out from an intense rain storm or aaﬂm;uaf{e or &
man-caused event such as a "third party digup” into the pipeline. The event could also be from &
ﬁ@*&riﬂmﬁng pipeline condition, f preventive measures discussed prev“uusiy are not implemented
over time. In any case, the resulting release of water can be addressed to minimize damage risk
to surrounding facilities.

Grading and drainage along the entire transmission main corrdor can be designed to control the
release of water from the line and to direct the water to a natural drainage or containment that will
avoid damage to surrounding faciiities. Control of 2 leak event using safe drainage design is the
single best pagsive mitigation method. It reguires no confrols or instrumentation other than the
shutdown of the pump system. A pipeline moniloring system as previously discussed can shut
down the pumps upon detection of the leakage event. The worst case condition will be the
draining of the entire pipe segment that is above the leak. The fargest volume of water that could
lsave the pipsline would be when the location of the leak is just uphill from the purmping source
‘and most of the pipeline segment volume would drain through the ruptured area, This volums
would be approximately 2 million gallons.

The graph in Figure 4 lustrates the likely flow from a typical break in a pipeline. This graph is
based on the ol lowing assumptions:

« Pipeline break would be the equivalent of 48 square ihches. This can be sither g joint
separation of 1.inch over 50 percent of the circumference of the pipe ora gash inthe pipe
from g backhoe that would be 2 inches wide and 24 inches long.

= Pipe break would oceur directly downstreanm: of the pump station, which would result in the
largest amount of water released from the draining of the pipe upgradient.

= Area considered is from pump station near Two Guns or pump station near Twin Arrows.
This represents a length of approximately 2.5 miles downstream of sither pump station.

& Average slope of 0.8 percent for the pipe is based on the elevation difference between
Two Gung and Twin Arrows {420 feel)

Pioe diameter is 30 inches and startting pressure is 260 pounds per sguare inch,
Pumps would have a controlled shitdown within 18 minutes of a leak of this size.
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A high level review of drainage Taciliies along 1-40 revealed that the box culvert sizes ranged
anywhere from b feet wide to 50 feet wide between Twin Arrows and Two Guns. Given the likely
slopes of these drainage facilities, even the smallest drainage facility that was identified along this
segment of 1-40 would carry more than 4 times the flow from a pipeline leak of this size. s very
fikely that most drainage facilities along 40 are designed for flows much greater than 40 cubic
feet per second.

Transmmission main isolation valves could be used to isolate segments of the main and reduce the
amount of water that could flow out of the leaking area. Manual valves would have limited value in
a major rupture to reduce the volume of watet fost, because of the time needed fo locate the leak
and travel to the valve, However, in the svent of a needed repair of a smaller leak, matual valves
would reduce repair time and the volume {0 be drained out for the repair by allowing smaller
segments of the pipeline to be isolated, Aulomaled valves have been used in pipeline systems

similar to the Red Gap Pipeline, and would require power and instrumentation to activate the
valves which would increase gy%i&m cost, complexily, and maintenance. However, these
automated valves provide the benefit of quick respense time (o the event,

Given that there are approximately 10 miles between pump stations, there may be some
mmi:rinat%m of manual and automated isolation valves that prcwid?x a reasonable solution. The

utormated valves are particularly useful when eressing geologic features that may create more
rssh to the system, such as the washes. Manua! isolation valves could also be provided at
locations which are more readily accessed, such as the highway interchanges. These locations
can be mare fully developed in preliminary design.

in areas wherg pipeling location and construction is closer in proximity to the ADOT facilities than
the normally-provided margins, extra measures could be taken to further protect ADOT facilities
from damage, such as lateral trench cutoff walls, special drainage materials in pipe zone,
gecondary encasement, and berms.
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A. Lateral Trench Cutoff Walls

Lateral trench cutoff walls would provide a strong underground barrier betwein ADOT
facifities and the pipeline to prevent subsurface migration of flows. They would be installed
during the pipeline construction, and typically consist of a flowable impervious miaterial sugh
as controlied low strength material (CLSM) or concrete.

B. Special Drainage Materials

The effectiveness of this mitigation measure is dependent on the soil type found an the
project. Preliminary investigations of the Red Gap Pipsline soils show that there is high
variability ranging from soil to rock conditions, including limestone and basalt at vericus
elevations. Water leaking from the pipeline could therefore take a subsurface path, or move
guickly to the surface grade. The final gestechnical exploration will provide the information
needed to make recormmendations on the best way to implement drainage mitigation
methods, However, stme oplions gre discussed balow.

Subsurface or swiface flows can be blocked by drainage swales or renches, These features
cansist of drainage rock to allow free flow of water and drain pipe {o direct flow away from the
ADOT fagility or to the nearest drainage channel. in addition, the pipe zone {(embedment)
and/ar rench backiilf could also provide some of this drainage, which would channel the
leakage to the nearast natural deprassion.

The types of measures described above have been implemented in other pipeline systems
where slides or faulls are ap issue, and drainage from the pipeline area s a critical design
feature. The implementation of these measures is dependent on the solls investigation and
the final design slopes on the pipeline.

C. Becondary Encasement

Another method for sscuring nearby facilities 15 1o provide secondary encasement, similarto a
highway or railroad undercrossing. Drainage facilities would need to be included at each and
of the encasement to direct any leakage to the nearest drainage channel. However, providing
this type of solution for a long reach of pipeline would present other imitations such as access
for maintenance or inspection, so this measure would require additional consideration to work
through the detalls prior to design.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MONITORING AND DAMAGE MITIGATION

As discussed i the introduction, some combination of the above rosasures will provide g
reasonable reduction in the risk 1o adjacent faciiities. All of these measures have been
implemented with other critical water pipeline facilities in soma form, where maintaining the facility
is critical dus to the “lifelineg” nature of the pipeline and adjacent infrastruciura.

Implemantation of these measures can be developed as part of preliminary design and reviewed
with regulatory officials {o develop a solution that reduces risk 1o a level acceptable to all
agencies nvolved,
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CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
Flagstaff Watershed Protection Project

HREQUEST: Continued Federal partnership on the Flagstaff Watershed
Protection Project by leveraging the City’s voter-approved $10 million
commitment to conduct critically needed forest treatments on federal lands by

funding U.S. Forest Service staffing to support both hazard fuel mitigation
treatments and timber sale administration to facilitate/accelerate

implementation.

iS5LE: Catastrophic wildfire is the preeminent fire threat to Flagstaff. The immediate effect of such
fires and the subsequent secondary effects (i.e. - flooding) are harmful not only to the forest
ecosystem, but devastating to a community’s quality-of-life, sustainability, and economic base. The
2010 Schultz Fire and post-fire flood events continue to demonstrate the very real catastrophic
impacts of such events. (Post-fire effects are currently at $140M+ and climbing: Schuitz Fire Full-Cost
Accounting Study, 2013).

In November 2012 Flagstaff residents overwhelmingly approved a $10 million bond to support forest
health treatments within two key watersheds (74% approval). The Flagstaff Watershed Protection
Project (FWPP) is one of only a handful of examples in the country where forest health treatments
on Federal lands is funded by a municipality and the only known instance where such an effort is
funded through municipal bonds. FWPP is projected to prevent upwards of $1.2 billion in damages
when completed: FWPP Cost-Avoidance Study, 2014).

MAIOR POINT S

¢ The City of Flagstaff, State of Arizona, US Forest Service, Ecological Restoration Institute
(ERI), Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, and other diverse partners and stakeholders
are working together to reduce the risk of severe fire and flooding in the Rio de Flag and
Lake Mary Watersheds.

¢ Proposed treatments will result in a healthy and sustainable forest.

e In 2014, we completed 1,200 acres of forest treatments, developed a community-driven
Monitoring Plan, partnered with the Navajo Nation, and have accounted for an additional $2
million in outside funding (nearly 75% of that is from the US. Forest Service).

¢ We are on-track to complete the Final Environmental Impact Statement and issue a Draft
Record of Decision in late spring 2015, with a Final Record of Decision expected late
summer 2015.

e To-date, the US Forest Service has provided nearly $1.5 million toward FWPP, a fact that is
has allowed us to move at the pace we have and accomplish what we've been able to do.

REQUEST:
» Fund/provide necessary additional US Forest Service R-3 Coconino National Forest staffing
resources to manage, implement, and administer both hazard fuel mitigation projects and
timber sale within the FWPP area.
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
Paul Summerfelt, Wildfire Management Officer Office: 928.213.2509
psummerfelt@flagstaffaz.g




2014 Benchmarks

Accomplishment Report

FLAGSTAFF WATERSHED PROTECTION PROJECT

GOALS , Completed
1. Complete and Adopt thé'GFFP Monitoring Framework 7 ‘ X
2. Execute USFS SPA Agreement and complete boundary line surveys X
3. Finalize rebuild of Forest Road 428 (Schultz Pass Rd) X
4. Review/award Orion Timber Sale 4FRI
5. Execute Equestrian Treatment Agreement w/ASF and initiate X
treatment work (408 acres)
6. Initiate Obs Mesa Open Space treatments (58 acres) X
7. Final State WBBI-grant agreement to partially offset some ¥
treatment work at Observatory Mesa
8. Complete required acres for State SFA-grant funded treatment
» s . . X
work on City/private lands
9. Conduct series of public meeting for DEIS review X
10. Develop/submit formal response/comment to the U.S. Forest %
Service {USFS) re Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
11. Finalize EIS and issue a Draft Record of Decision {ROD) Cyls
12. Reach mutual agreement on treatments {(scope, timeframe, X
methodology) for Navaijo Nation in-holding in Dry Lake Hills
13, Advertise and fill the City’s Field Operations position CY15
14, Complete FWPP program overview video b
15. Host public meetings and workshops as needed/required X
16. Complete the July-Dec 2014 Bi-Annual Report X
17. Update Partner Contribution Financial Leverage Report X
18. Add minimum of two new videos to YouTube channel | ...
17. Research and identify potential grants, contracts, or %
donations that would facilitate monitoring
19. Based on Proposed Action (PA)/Draft Envirconmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) comments, determine messaging gaps and create X
7 general outreach/messaging to address gaps
20. Use recommendations from the 4FRI Sociceconomic Report-Focus
, . . , X
groups/interviews to steer future outreach
21. Review and update website format and content X
22, Conduct cable-logging field tour{s) & respond as appropriate X
23. Host international pfo%essionals X
24, Present FWPP at various regicnal/national workshops and X
meetings
25. Approve TGA w/ERI to fund/conduct MSO vegetation monitoring X
26. Build/install Info Kiosks - City Y and Brookbank Meadow X
27. Complete Cost Avoidance study with NAU-RPI ' X
1 28. Host Logging Operators - 2 Steep ground based and 1 Helicopter X
29. Completed 1,000 acres of treatments X
30. Distributed “Open Letter” Update to Community X




Flagstaff Watershed

Protection Project Report
July-Dec. 2014

Background

In the November 2012 election, City voters overwhelmingly approved (74%) a $10 million dollar bond to
fund the Flagstaff Watershed Protection Project (FWPP). This forest treatment effort, involving City, State,
and Federal lands, is designed to reduce the risk of severe wildfire and subsequent post-fire flooding in the
Rio de Flag (Dry Lake Hills) and Upper Lake Mary (Mormon Mountain) watersheds. This report highlights
significant accomplishments from july-December 2014,

Project Planning
The US Forest Service (USFS) developed four treatment alternatives, which were analyzed and compared in

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS was released for public comment in early July.
Two open houses were held at the Flagstaff Aquaplex to provide an opportunity for the public to review and
ask questions about the DEIS; we also hosted an open house and project update meeting for the Mormon
Lake community. The 45-day public comment period ended on August 18%. The comments will be used by
the USFS to develop the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and draft Record of Decision (ROD),
expected late spring of 2015. Once published, there will be a 45-day objection period for those who provided
comments followed by a 45-day resolution period. The final ROD, which will contain the final decision for
treatment, is expected fall 2015.

Some of the harvesting methods analyzed in the alternatives included the use of cable logging and helicopter
logging, both atypical for northern Arizona. To more fully understand the potential of utilizing cable logging,
we visited past sites with local experts in both the White Mountains and in southern Arizona. Similarly, to
better understand the potential use of both steep-terrain ground-based equipment and helicopters, two cut-
of-state operational experts visited the project area. Although implementation methods that will be used
have not been decided, these site visits confirmed these types of harvesting methods can be effectively
implemented in the project area.

bmplementation

City and USFS crews have been busy doing treatment work in the Dry Lake Hills
project area, which involves hand thinning, pile burning of slash, broadcast
burning, and noxious weed treatments. Implementation of treatments in the Dry
Lake Hills is a priority and is expected to be in full swing once the Final ROD is
approved. For previously approved projects on federal lands, a total of 135 acres
of hand thinning, 200 acres of prescribed burning, and 125 acres of noxious
weed treatments have been completed. City crews treated 185 acres in the Rio de Hag watershed cmd
another 80 acres on Observatory Mesa. On Brookbank Meadow, a parcel owned by the Navajo Nation, City
crews removed encroaching small ponderosa pines (35 acres) to achieve meadow restoration. To enable
future work within the Dry Lake Hills area to proceed, re-surfacing portions of the Schultz Pass Road was
completed and similar work on the Mt Elden Lookout Road will begin in the spring of 2015, when
conditions allow. On State Trust land, the project’s first mechanical thinning was completed on 400 acres in
Equestrian Estates. To-date, over 1,200 acres have been treated across the FWPP project area. We expect the
pace of annual accomplishment to increase beginning next year following the Final ROD.




Qutreach

Outreach continued at a vigorous pace, including public meetings, community events, field visits, installation
of a informational trail kiosk at Brookbank Meadow, production of various publications, displays,
presentations at local and regional events, and updating the project’s website and Flickr account. We also
hosted several events for the annual Festival of Science, which included Science and Engineering Day, a
brown bag lunch presentation and a hike into the Dry Lake Hills’ project area. FWPP hosted Northern
Arizona University’s {NAU) Ecological Restoration class on a site visit to Dry Lake Hills so students could
learn first-hand about the effort and team members also visited classes on NAU’s campus. The project has
been highlighted in several local and state media stories, including several features by KNAU Arizona Public
Radio.

Monitoring

A City Monitoring Plan has been finalized and is posted on the FWPP website. The plan contains four
capacity monitoring frameworks: 1) Fire Behavior, 2) Hydrologic Response, 3) Sociceconomic, and 4) Other
Ongoing/Potential Monitoring Projects. The City Monitoring Plan, which is independent of the
environmental planning process underway for treatment on the National Forest, is designed to address
voters’ questions, provide project transparency, and identify potential partners and external funding
sources. As these projects are implemented and tracked, the monitoring plan will be updated and related
reports will be posted on the website,

One early result of the monitoring effort is the “FWPP Cost Avoidance Study” by NAU’s Rural Policy Institute.
Released in October, this report estimated the economic impact an uncharacteristic stand replacing wildfire
and subsequent flooding would have in the FWPP project areas. The conservatively estimated impact and
projected cost savings ranged from $573 million to $1.2 billion in damages, making the case that the City's
$10 million bond is a sound investment.

Tribal Engagement

Tribes in northern Arizona, including the Hopi Tribe, have been consulted as
part of the USFS planning process. Project managers have been working closely
with the Navajo Nation to examine opportunities for treatments in Brookbank
Meadow, a 140-acre in-holding located within the Dry Lake Hills. This resulted
in a mutual decision to extend FWPP treatments into Brookbank Meadow. The
meadow restoration and construction of the informational kiosk described
above signify the first phase of this partnership effort.

Financial investment and Leveraged Funds

To date, through either cash contributions or in-kind services, various partners have provided slightly over
$2 million to FWPP; this is in addition to the City’s $10 million commitment. Since the bond passed, the
project’s financial portfolio has grown by 20%. The bulk of this additional investment has come from the
USFS, but over 10 other partners have also contributed to the project, demonstrating the widespread
support the project has received. Two grant awards from Arizona State Forestry, totaling $200,000, were
received to offset costs to treat Observatory Mesa. We've alsc joined the Salt River Project and others
throughout Arizona to collaborate and develop new funding approaches for forest restoration within our
State.

Summary

We continue to make great progress in our quest to reduce the threat of severe fire, protect two critical
watersheds, and enhance community well being. In the beginning of this year, we identified key goals and
we are pleased to report we were able to fully accomplish the majority of these. Additionally, we look
forward to the Final EIS and Record of Decision. This will mark a milestone of intense planning for the
project with the goal of full-scale implementation expected next fail. We thank you for your support and we
are devoted to the success of this innovative project for the betterment of our community.

www.flagstaffwatershedprotection.org



Four Forest Restoration Initiative
(4FRI) 2015

Overview and History

The Four Forest Restoration Initiative (4FRI) includes over 30 stakeholder groups and the Forest
Supervisors and staff of the Coconino, Kaibab, Tonto and Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.
The 4FRI landscape spans 2.4 million acres across the Mogollon Rim of northern Arizona and is
the largest landscape-scale restoration project selected by the Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program, or CFLRP (established under section 4003(a) of Title IV of the Omnibus Public
Land Management Act of 2009).

The goals of the 4FRI Stakeholder Group are to:

Plan and implement restoration treatments across 2.4 million acres of ponderosa pine forest.
Treat 50,000 acres per year during a 20-year period.

Increase use of prescribed fire and management of natural fires to meet restoration objectives.
Engage industry so the cost of restoration is covered by the value of the products removed,
with restoration efforts contributing to rural economies and jobs.

Assure that the science-based and socially acceptable agreements forged during the last
decade result in the implementation of long-term, landscape-scale restoration that helps to
protect communities, provide wildlife habitat, recreational resources, and ecosystem services.

AN NI

<

The 4FRI builds from many years of collaboration, research, and action going back to the mid-
1990s. Ongoing and past efforts play a major role in the success of the 4FRI. These efforts include
the Natural Resources Working Group, W hite Mountain Stewardship Contract, Greater Flagstaff
Forests Partnership, Western Mogollon Plateau Landscape Assessment, White Mountains
Landscape Assessment, Kaibab National Forest Health Assessment, and the 2007 Statewide
Strategy for Restoring Arizona’s Forests developed by the Governor’s Forest Health Council.

4FRI Milestones and Updates

1.

4,

The Forest Service released the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) and Draft

Record of Decision for the first analysis area in the 4FRI landscape in early December 2014.

v/ On January 20, the objection period closed. Nine objections were filed. One was set aside
because the objector did not have standing.

v" The Forest Service is in the 45-day objection resolution period. Should more time be required, the
Forest Service can add an additional 30 days. This objection and resolution process is new.
Should the Forest Service choose to meet with objectors, the meetings are open to the public.

v" The Forest Service anticipates a final Record of Decision by mid-April 2015.

v" On January 14, 2015, the 4FRI Stakeholder Group unanimously supported the Final EIS (see
Stakeholder Group position statement at www.4fri.org).

4FRIl is moving eastward.

v' At the February 2015 Stakeholder Group Meeting, the Forest Service will discuss the area to be
analyzed by the second Environmental Impact Statement.

Thinning is underway.
v As of January 2015, the Forest Service released 21,595 acres for thinning under the 4FRI
contract; 3,282 have been treated.

Supporting existing and new businesses that harvest and utilize forest by-products are
core values of the Stakeholder Group.

v Over the last 10 years, businesses and infrastructure grew in order to harvest and process small
diameter wood from the White Mountain Stewardship Contract. As the first 4FRI stewardship
contract comes on line (focused on the west side of the project area) it is imperative that thinning
and restoration continue on the east side in order to sustain existing infrastructure.




v In September of 2013, the Forest Service completed a novation process that allowed Good
Earth Power Arizona LLC (GEPAZ) to purchase the 300,000-acre 4FRI thinning contract from
Pioneer. Milestones include:

= In December of 2014 GEPAZ added a second shift at its Lumberjack Mill in Heber, and
began planning for a third shift.

= GEPAZ leased a 37-acre site in William where it is preparing to build a mill and processing
facility.

= GEPAZ partnered with Roots Composting LLC to produce a line of enriched soils using
forest biomass.

Funding from the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration (CFLR) program and adequate
Forest Service base funding have been crucial to 4FRI success. That funding is leveraged by
stakeholder contributions. CFLR program funding and sufficient base budget are essential for the
Forest Service to keep up with demands for federal land management across the Mogollon Rim.
Having adequate staff to prepare and manage contracts in addition to meet the other management
demands for the national forests (recreation, etc.) are crucial for the economic health of rural
Arizona.

4FRl is solving significant environmental and ecological challenges. All partners agree that the
4FRI forests are unhealthy and that forest restoration is needed. Regardless of uncertainty about the
climate, including temperature and precipitation cycles, all partners agree that healthy forests
maximize many values such as air quality, carbon capture, wildlife habitat, water supplies, watershed
integrity, and soil productivity. We are poised to help address these ecological problems while
strengthening the economy, and are committed to staying on track with our important initiatives.

Conclusion

The success of the 4FRI depends on five things:

1.

Continued federal funding to ensure the goals of the 4FRI and forest management across the
region are achieved. Prioritizing and funding landscape-scale restoration funding through the CFLR
program as well as base funding for operations, monitoring, and adaptive management is essential for
building and maintaining support for landscape-scale restoration.

Continued exploration of innovative approaches to collaboration and NEPA planning as 4FRI
moves eastward. Collaborating early in NEPA planning, sharing working documents to receive early
stakeholder input, inviting everyone to the table, and using stakeholder ideas to inform analysis builds
consensus, support, and trust.

Supporting existing business and new wood utilization opportunities. Itis especially important
that acres continue to be offered on the eastside of the 4FRI in order to maintain existing
infrastructure. We need to continue to develop the capacity to process the wood and biomass
harvested during forest restoration.

Stewardship Contracting. Stewardship contracting is a valuable contracting tool. The Farm Bill
permanently authorized this important program. However, the tool will be even more effective if
issues associated with the cancellation ceiling are fixed.

Public education about the importance of restoration. This will be particularly important as logging
trucks become common and prescribed burning increases.

Finally, by working together 4FRI is contributing to the goals of the National Cohesive Strategy by
creating healthy, resilient forests and safe communities!

www.4fri.org

For more information contact current 4FRI Co-Chairs: Diane Vosick (Diane.Vosick@nau.adu) or Sue
Sitko (ssitko@tnc.org).




CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
FOURTH STREET/ [-40 BRIDGE PROJECT

REQUEST: Secure transportation authorization and federal funding for the
Fourth Street - 1-40 Bridge Project.

i55UE: The Fourth Street/ |1-40 Bridge Project will replace bridges that exhibit distress, suffer
significant traffic congestion, and inhibit future economic development. Securing funding for this
project will allow the City of Flagstaff to proceed with design documents and engage the ADOT
Structural Group for an evaluation and design recommendation.

Background: Currently, the Fourth Street Bridge over
Interstate 40 is part of a key north-south arterial in Flagstaff
that connects four main east-west routes and one future
planned route. The bridge is a two lane facility bracketed by
a four lane facility and intersections in close proximity which
results in significant bottleneck traffic congestion. The bridge
is adjacent to the region’s largest private employer, W.L.
Gore. Furthermore, the Fourth Street/ |-40 Bridge Project will
help future development including key parcels along E Route
66 and significant State Land sections and private lands to
the south. The current bridge exhibits distress in the form of
exposed rusting rebar in abutments and parapet walls. The
bridge also represents a major gap in pedestrian and bike
routes that only replacement can fully correct.

The bridge improvements are identified in the ADOT [-40 Initial Design Concept Report, the FMPO
Regional Transportation Plan and City/County Regional Plan 2030.

REQUEST:

We request $13.5 million in funding to construct the Fourth Street/ |I-40 Bridge Project, a critically
important project for the City. Securing this funding will allow the City of Flagstaff to proceed with
project design and evaluation.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
David Wessel, Manager - Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization
Office: 928.213.2650




CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
LONE TREE TRAFFIC INTERCHANGE

REQUEST: Secure authorization and fiscal resources for the Lone Tree Traffic
Interchange under the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA)
Transportation and Community and System Preservation (TCSP) under the
Department of Transportation in the Transportation, Housing and Urban
Development and Related Agencies Appropriations bill.

1&SUE: Currently, Flagstaff has only one major north-south entrance into the city where Interstate
17 meets Interstate 40 and continues into Milton Road. Milton Road is consistently congested —
even during non-peak hours. This leads to lengthy back-ups and delays and Milton Road cannot be
expanded because local businesses own property right up to the street throughout the city limits.
The best option to alleviate this congestion is to create a new north-south corridor one exit
(approximately one and half miles) east of Milton Road on Lone Tree Road and Interstate 40. The
Lone Tree Traffic Interchange will ease traffic congestion by creating this new north-south corridor
and it will also allow greater access to the east side of Flagstaff. It will also provide an easy access
point to Pulliam Airport and provide connectivity between [-40 and Route 66.

Background: To date, the City of Flagstaff spent $300,000 on the Lone Tree Corridor Study that
refined the interchange location and initial design. The Arizona Department of Transportation is
conducting the 1-40 Design Concept Report that will bring design for this area — including the
interchange — to 30%. The Flagstaff MPO has $500,000 in year 2014 of the transportation
improvement program (TIP) committed to this project and will work to bring additional funds and
advance them as needed. Pine Canyon, a private development south of 1-40, has been contributing
funds toward the Lone Tree Traffic Interchange for several years. The City is prepared to commit
up to $500,000 of these funds to the design effort and assume all of the requirements under the
federal cost-share agreement.

This interchange is a critical component of a north-south arterial that will provide intermodal
connectivity to the Pulliam Regional Airport, arterial redundancy for emergency services, and an
alternate route to Milton Road. Milton Road — the primary entry into Flagstaff from Phoenix - is one
of the few instances nationally where an interstate, Interstate 17, transitions directly into a local
surface street. It is congested and the Lone Tree Corridor, including the interchange, is the best
option to alleviate the problem. The interchange provides vital access to Northern Arizona
University and Coconino Community College

REQUEST:
We request funding to continue design of the Lone Tree Traffic Interchange, a critically important
project for the City.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
David Wessel, Manager - Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization
Office: 928.213.2650




Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization
211 W. Aspen Avenue / Flagstaff, AZ 86001
928-213-2650 / www.flagstaffmpo.org

Transportation Reauthorization Priorities

Position:
1) Secure funding above MAP-21 levels for a five or six year bill. Raise the gas tax.
2) Increase authority over spending for regional organizations.
3) Maintain the population threshold for Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
designation at 50,000.

Background:
¢ Flagstaff MPO basic information
o Member Organizations: City of Flagstaff;
Coconino County; Arizona DOT; Northern
Arizona Intergovernmental Public
Transportation Authority
o Planning Area: 525 square miles
o Population and growth rate: 85,000, 1.5%
annual growth
o Annual Federal Planning Funds: $260,000
o Annual Federal Construction Funds:
$900,000
o Staffing: Manager, Planner (33% paid for by
City), half-}time Administrative Specialist

Issues:

¢ Secure Funding: Infrastructure continues to deteriorate as does the purchasing power of the
federal gas tax that has remained flat for more than 20-years. System performance lags
creating a drag on the economy. Meanwhile, short-term bills make project delivery less
certain.

¢ Increase Regional Authority: Local elected officials acting regionally have been at the forefront
of transportation policy and funding and need to be returned to this position with
reauthorization through more authority over projects and increased sub-allocated funding.

¢ Population Threshold: Population threshold proposals at or above 100,000 without
grandfathering create an existential risk for the Flagstaff MPO and other MPQO’s across the
country. This eliminates substantial services to associated member agencies and important
funding used to leverage regionally vital projects.

Justification:

e Secure Funding: Support of interstate commerce is a central federal role. Investment in
infrastructure supportive of vital commerce is clearly lagging. Increasing revenues and the
time-span of the transportation bill will create direct and indirect jobs and make for a much
more predictable project delivery system.

e Increase Regional Authority: Metropolitan areas represent 85% of the US population and
generate more than 90% of US GDP. Local elected officials in these areas are more
intimately aware of the transportation infrastructure that will help them compete globally and
should regain funding and authority losses under MAP-21.

See reverse for additional information




o Population Threshold: Many slow-growing, MPQOs, such as
Flagstaff, justify intensified regional planning by serving as the
regional hub for shopping, employment, cultural and medical
services, industrial development and regional transportation such
as rail and airports. Flagstaff is home to Northern Arizona
University and serves millions of visitors annually. Small MPOs
represent a small portion of federal transportation spending, but
leverage considerable state, local and grant funds as exemplified
by the FMPO.

Fourth Street Railroad Crossing
. o . . $33 million. FMPO supportin
FMPO is a member of the Association of Metropolitan Planning pianning, funding and design

Organizations and the National Association of Regional ekt Slegsiatr Traitie seidrckthag
Councils and supports their transportation policy positions.
Value-Added Benefits Provided by the Flagstaff MPO:
¢ Long-Range Planning - Financial & Technical Partner:

o FMPO supplied consultant funding and transportation
modeling support for two updates to the regional land use
and transportation plan.

o FMPO supplied logistical support and technical review of
two updates of the state long range transportation plan, E. Flagstaff Traffic Interchange
MoveAZ and What Moves You Arizona including service on 32 million, EMPO supportin

planning and design
related committees.
¢ Current-Planning — Technical Partner:

o Transportation modeling and traffic data collection for project
proposals and corridor studies

o Logistical and staff support for public outreach for local and
regional efforts

¢ Funding Support — Technical Partner: -

o On-going Grant Support: FMPO has drafted or participated in  mountain Line Transit - FMPO Long
drafting grants worth millions of dollars for highway, trail, and short range planning, funding
transit and planning efforts. campaign support

o FMPO provided technical support for a recently approved City
and County roadway maintenance sales taxes.

o FMPO will be looked to as a lead organization to identify future
transportation capital projects for a local capital sales tax renewal
campaign.

e Technology Transfer — Advocacy & Research

o Financially supports training for local agencies in safety,
construction, materials, design and planning.

o Reviews and forwards relevant research on advances in

transportation, including active role in Every Day Counts, a Flagstaff Urban Trails - FMPO
federal technology transfer initiative. budgets, writes grants, and plans
the system

¢ Trail and Bicycle Planning — Planning, Budgeting & Review
o Planning for award-winning trail and bicycle system.
o Reviews development proposals for compliance and support of
multimodal connections.
o Budgets trail projects and coordinates design with project
management staff and consultants.

2009 AMPO - Outstanding
Contact: David Wessel, 928-213-2650, dwessel@flagstaffaz.gov Leader in Metropolitan

Transportation Planning




CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
Flagstaff Land Conveyance and
Economic Development Act

REQUEST: Sponsor/co-sponsor legislation that would transfer title of land
traded from BNSF to the City to ensure that the railroad land wouldn’t revert
back to the United States Government.

BACKGROUND: The Railroad Act of 1872 granted land to the various railroads to make a large
rail network to deliver goods around the United States. As the land was given to the railroads from
the Federal Government, the Act included a reversionary clause that reverted land back to the
United States if the land wasn’'t used for its intended purpose as part of the national railroad
network.

In 2005, the City traded similar parcels with the BNSF Railroad to build the Fourth Street Bridge.
However, the reversionary clause to the railroad land still exists on the parcel although it is was
owned by the City. A developer purchased the land but could not obtain title insurance without a
reversionary clause exclusion so the City has guaranteed the property against that risk.

i55UE: To clarify this, the City is requesting that the Arizona Congressional introduce legislation
that would rid the City of this reversionary interest clause on the land. It is the City’s understanding
that these issues are common on railroad lands and these legislative bills are non-controversial.
The City is currently paying for and conducting appraisals on both parcels involved in the trade. If
the obtained land is worth more than the City-traded land, the City is prepared to pay the difference
in these costs. In addition, the City is ensuring that the appraisals are conducted and meet federal
standards. Both of these clauses are included in the bill.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:

David Mcintire - Assistant to the City Manager - Real Estate
Office: 928.213.2072
dmcintire@flagstaffaz.gov
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{Z) the Secretary shall convey to the City that reversionary interest by
not later than 30 days after the date of receipt of the offer.

(b} APPRAISAL.—

IN GENERAL.—Subject to Section 3(a) (1), not later than 180 days
after the date on which the Secretary selects an appraiser that is
mutually acceptable to the Secretary and the City under Section
(2) (a), the Secretary shall complete an appraisal of the Federal
reversionary interest in the land described in subsection (c) as
well as for the land that was exchanged and owned by BNSFEF
Railroad.

REQUIREMENTS.—The appraisal under subparagraph (1) shall be
conducted by an appraiser that is mutually acceptable to the
Secretary and the City; and completed in accordance with the
Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions and the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

(c) CONSIDERATION.—

IN GENERAL.—As consideration for conveyance of the Federal
reversionary interest under subsection (b), the City shall pay to
the Secretary an amount equal to the appraised value of the
Federal reversionary interest, if any, that exceeds the value of
the land for which it was exchanged, as determined by the
appraisals under subsection 3.

DEADLINE.—The consideration under paragraph (1) shall be paid not
later than 30 days after the date of the conveyance.

(d) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.-—

IN GENERAL.-As a condition of the conveyance of the Federal
reversionary interest under subsection (b), all costs associated

with the conveyance, including the cost of the appraisals required
by subsection (g), shall be paid by the City.
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CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
Flagstaff Pulliam Airport

REQUEST: Flagstaff looks forward to a continued and proactive partnership
with the Federal Aviation Administration that allows us to be good stewards of
Federal funding. Our top priorities for FY16 include: 1) $3.3 million for Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) Grant for a Priority 1 Project to resurface and
restripe runway which has aged excessively 2) $4 million to construct non-
revenue, multi-level parking structure to increase passenger parking capacity
at the airport terminal (total project cost is $8m)

2014 Highlights: We completed FAA grant funded work on replacement of 30,000 sq. yards of
failed asphalt around aircraft storage area. We completed physical improvements to Terminal
building, including replacement of counters in the Terminal, and repairing entry doors. We had to
cancel our annual Armed Forces Day Open House because military aircraft were unable to partake
in public displays. We supported airspace transition from Albuquerque Center to Phoenix TRACON
(transition just occurred in February 2014). FAA Airways/Facilities installed a new ILS Glideslope in
2014, with a recommendation that a 1,000’ long pad be paved in front of it for snow removal. Due to
the amount of snows we can receive in a single event this system could shut down if there is more
than 18” in front of it.

2015/2016 Goals:

¢ We began a FAA funded Airport Sustainability Master Plan in 2014 and will continue this project

in 2015/2016.

Complete physical improvements to Café, as well as other tenant buildings on the property.

Acquire new tenants in the Airport Business Park and increase Airport revenues.

Issue RFQ/RFP for development of the adjacent Airport Business Park (103 acres).

Host Open House, including having military aircraft on display. If military is unavailable we will

use civilian aircraft.

e Secure secondary air service provider for additional/new route(s) for Flagstaff utilizing SCASDP
grant. Currently, we only capture 19% of the flying public and need to find alternate direct routes
to meet the needs of our community.

Concerns: ARFF Vehicles - Flagstaff Airport is an Index A ARFF facility, that upgrades to Index B
several times a year, and as such we have a 2004 Oshkosh Stryker 1500 which meets the Index
requirement; however, our only back-up vehicle is a 1989 E-1 500 gallon crash truck which we hope
to replace this year.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
Barney Helmick, Airport Director Office: 928.556.1234 x11










CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AZ
Flagstaff Veteran Facility

REQUEST: Ensure that the proposed 60-bed Veterans Administration Home in
Flagstaff is on the priority list and receives funding in expeditious fashion.

Background: The Arizona Department of Veterans’ Services (DVS) has a successful model of
providing skilled care facilities for veterans through partnership with local governments and the
Federal Government. DVS has expressed an interest in bringing a facility to Flagstaff. The two
existing facilities in the state are in Tucson and Phoenix, and a project for another facility in Yuma is
also moving forward. On January 6, 2015, Flagstaff City Council provided preliminary support for
the provision of land as the City’s contribution to a 60-bed skilled care facility in Flagstaff.
Tentatively a City-owned parcel on McMillan Mesa has met the DVS criteria and has been
preliminarily discussed at Council. If Council ultimately chooses to provide land, the land may be
provided through an agreement between DVS and the City and will be leveraged to secure State
and Federal funding for the facility’s construction and operations. Historically, once the land is
identified or secured, and we are ranked nationally on a federal funding list, the State agency, in
partnership with the City, works to get a state appropriation or budget commitment for their
contribution of one-third of the construction costs. The Federal Government is asked to provide the
remaining resources necessary. In the case of the proposed facility in Flagstaff, the estimated
contribution from the state is $9 million.

Community Benefits: The facility under consideration would serve veterans and their families
throughout northern Arizona. As there currently is not a state-run facility north of Phoenix, a
Flagstaff facility would fill an identified need and allow veterans needing of specialized care to
remain in the region. Additional synergies and benefits related to the facility include:
¢ There is a strong community of veterans in Flagstaff and the northern Arizona region.
¢ The Flagstaff-based facility will be supported and enhanced by an extensive network of
healthcare resources.

¢ The facility will also result in the creation of local jobs and spin-off business opportunities.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF CONTACT:
David Mcintire, Assistant to the City Manager - Real Estate
Office: 928.213.2509




Memorandum 11.

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council
From: Josh Copley, Deputy City Manager
Date: 02/18/2015

Meeting Date: 02/24/2015

TITLE:

Possible Future Agenda Item: Request by Councilmember Putzova to place the consideration of a
Council Resolution pertaining to DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals) on a future agenda.

DESIRED OUTCOME:
Determine if there are three members who are interested in moving this item to a future agenda.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

In response to a citizen request made during public participation at the Council meeting of February 17,
2015, Councilmember Putzova asked that consideration of the proposed Resolution be placed on the
next available agenda.

The proposed Council Resolution calls upon the Arizona Board of Regents to recognize Arizona youth
with Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) status as Arizona state residents for the purpose of
being eligible for certain educational benefits, including in-state tuition, financial aid, and scholarships.

INFORMATION:

COUNCIL GOALS:

3) Provide sustainable and equitable public facilities, services, and infrastructure systems in an efficient
and effective manner to serve all population areas and demographics

10) Decrease the number of working poor

Attachments: Proposed Council Resolution from citizen



RESOLUTION NO. XXXX-XX

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA, CALLING UPON THE
ARIZONA BOARD OF REGENTS TO RECOGNIZE ARIZONA YOUTH WITH DEFERRED ACTION FOR
CHILDHOOD ARRIVALS AS ARIZONA STATE RESIDENTS FOR PURPOSES OF EDUCATIONAL
BENEFITS, INCLUDING IN-STATE TUITION, FINANCIAL AID, AND SCHOLARSHIPS.

Whereas,
According to the Arizona constitution education at state universities should be “as nearly free as
possible.”

Whereas,

Arizona Board of Regents’ Student Financial Aid Preamble states that higher education is
beneficial to both the individual and society, and that in order to realize an educated society, a
comprehensive and responsible set of financial assistance programs is crucial.

Whereas,

President Barrack Obama’s executive order from June 2012 (and later expanded) known as
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) enabled young people who were brought to this
country without documents as children to obtain legal presence in the United States for three
years (renewable), work permits, and driver licenses in the state of Arizona.

Whereas,

DACA-approved Arizona youth are assets to our communities. They and their parents contribute
to Arizona’s and Flagstaff's economies and are an important part of our community’s social and
cultural fabric. The DACA-approved population’s greater educational attainment will help the
state become economically more competitive.

Whereas,

Today, our state universities are tuition-driven institutions. Arizona’s more than 20,000 DACA-
approved youth can contribute significantly to the fiscal stability of our state universities and keep
tuition from rising for others, especially as state appropriations decline.

Whereas,

The Faculty Senates of the three state universities, Northern Arizona University, Arizona State
University and University of Arizona have already passed resolutions supporting in-state tuition
for DACA-approved Arizona youth.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1: That the Council of the City of Flagstaff, Arizona urges the Arizona Board of Regents
(ABOR) to recognize DACA-approved Arizona youth as Arizona state residents for purposes of
educational benefits including in-state tuition, financial aid and scholarships.
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