City of Glendale

5850 West Glendale Avenue
Glendale, AZ 85301

City Council Workshop Agenda
Mayor Jerry Weiers
Vice Mayor Ian Hugh
Councilmember Jamie Aldama
Councilmember Joyce Clark
Councilmember Ray Malnar
Councilmember Lauren Tolmachoff
Councilmember Bart Turner
Tuesday, August 15, 2017

1:30 PM

Council Chambers

Workshop
One or more members of the City Council may be unable to attend the Workshop or Executive Session
Meeting in person and may participate telephonically, pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431(4).
CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
WORKSHOP SESSION
1.

GILA RIVER ARENA FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 OVERVIEW
Presented By:
Tom Duensing, Assistant City Manager
Guest Presenter: Chuck Steedman, AEG Facilities, Chief Operating Officer
Guest Presenter: Dale Adams, AEG Facilities, Gila River Arena General Manager

2.

BOARDS & COMMISSIONS UNDER CITY CLERK'S OFFICE MANAGEMENT
Presented By: Julie K. Bower, City Clerk
Attachments
Item 2 - B&C Membership List from City Website

3.

ANNUAL UPDATE ON THE GLENDALE HOMELESS STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN AND
UPDATE ON COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST (CIOSI) FUNDING TO ADDRESS
HOMELESSNESS
Presented By: Stephanie Small, Director, Community Services Department
Charyn Eirich-Palmisano, Administrator, Community Revitalization Division
Rick St. John, Chief, Glendale Police Department
Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Recreation and Special Events
Attachments
Item 3 - Parks and Recreation Memo

4.

COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST – ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT FOR FLAGPOLE
REGULATIONS & MISCELLANEOUS ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATES
Presented By: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director

Attachments
Item 4 - Draft Ordinance
Item 4 - FlagPoles And Miscellaneous
5.

COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST – ASSESSMENT OF POSSIBLE INSTALLATION OF
A PERMANENT FLAG POLE IN THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK
Presented By: Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Recreation and Special Events
Tim Barnard, Assistant Director, Public Facilities, Recreation, Special
Events

6.

WEST PHOENIX/CENTRAL GLENDALE HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT UPDATE
Presented By: Jack Friedline, Director, Public Works
Guest Presenter: Scott Smith, CEO, Valley Metro
Guest Presenter: Jennifer Pyne, Project Manager Valley Metro
Guest Presenter: Wulf Grote, Director of Planning and Accessible Transit, Valley Metro
Attachments
Item 6 - June 2, 2016 WPCG Study Update Memo

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
This report allows the City Manager to update the City Council. The City Council may only
acknowledge the contents to this report and is prohibited by state law from discussing or acting
on any of the items presented by the City Manager since they are not itemized on the Council
Workshop Agenda.
CITY ATTORNEY'S REPORT
This report allows the City Attorney to update the City Council. The City Council may only
acknowledge the contents to this report and is prohibited by state law from discussing or acting
on any of the items presented by the City Attorney since they are not itemized on the Council
Workshop Agenda.
COUNCIL ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST
Councilmembers may indicate topic(s) they would like to have discussed by the Council at a
future Workshop and the reason for their interest. The Council does not discuss the new topics
at the Workshop where they are introduced.
MOTION AND CALL TO ENTER INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION
EXECUTIVE SESSION
7.

LEGAL MATTERS
A.

The City Council will meet with the City Attorney for legal advice, discussion and consultation
regarding the city’s position in pending or contemplated litigation, including settlement
discussions conducted in order to avoid or resolve litigation. (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(3)(4))

B.

Council will meet to discuss and consider records exempt by law from public inspection and

B.

Council will meet to discuss and consider records exempt by law from public inspection and
are specifically required to be maintained as confidential by state or federal law. (A.R.S. §
38-431.03(A)(4))

ADJOURNMENT
Upon a public majority vote of a quorum of the City Council, the Council may hold an executive session, which will not
be open to the public, regarding any item listed on the agenda but only for the following purposes:
(i) discussion or consideration of personnel matters (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(1));
(ii) discussion or consideration of records exempt by law from public inspection (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(2));
(iii) discussion or consultation for legal advice with the city’s attorneys (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(3));
(iv) discussion or consultation with the city’s attorneys regarding the city’s position regarding contracts that are
the subject of negotiations, in pending or contemplated litigation, or in settlement discussions conducted in order
to avoid or resolve litigation (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4));
(v) discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city in order to consider its position and
instruct its representatives regarding negotiations with employee organizations (A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(5)); or
(vi) discussing or consulting with designated representatives of the city in order to consider its position and
instruct its representatives regarding negotiations for the purchase, sale or lease of real property (A.R.S. §
38-431.03(A)(7)).

Confidentiality
Arizona statute precludes any person receiving executive session information from disclosing that
information except as allowed by law. A.R.S. § 38-431.03(F). Each violation of this statute is subject
to a civil penalty not to exceed $500, plus court costs and attorneys’ fees. This penalty is
assessed against the person who violates this statute or who knowingly aids, agrees to aid or
attempts to aid another person in violating this article. The city is precluded from expending any
public monies to employ or retain legal counsel to provide legal services or representation to the
public body or any of its officers in any legal action commenced for violation of the statute unless
the City Council takes a legal action at a properly noticed open meeting to approve of such
expenditure prior to incurring any such obligation or indebtedness. A.R.S. § 38-431.07(A)(B).
SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS
For special accommodations please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 623-930-2252 extension 1 at least 3 business days
prior to the meeting.
POSTING VERIFICATION
This agenda was posted on 8/9/17 at 10:30 a.m. by CV.

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Tom Duensing, Assistant City Manager
City Manager's Office

Subject
GILA RIVER ARENA FISCAL YEAR 2016-2017 OVERVIEW
Presented By:
Tom Duensing, Assistant City Manager
Guest Presenter: Chuck Steedman, AEG Facilities, Chief Operating Officer
Guest Presenter: Dale Adams, AEG Facilities, Gila River Arena General Manager
Purpose and Recommended Action
The purpose of this presentation is to provide a fiscal year 2016-2017 summary of the activities at the
Gila River Arena.
Background
The City of Glendale is the owner of the Gila River Arena (Arena) located at 9400 West Maryland Avenue
in the heart of the Sports and Entertainment District. This state-of-the-art, multi-purpose facility and was
opened for business on December 26, 2003. Gila River Arena is home to the National Hockey League’s
Arizona Coyotes. Additionally, the Arena hosts concerts with some of the biggest names in the music
industry and other events with a seating capacity of approximately 18,000.
In October 2015, the City issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) for management of the Gila River Arena.
Through this competitive process, AEG Facilities, operating as AEG Management Glendale, LLC, was
selected to manage the Arena on the City’s behalf in April 2016. AEG Facilities is a stand-alone division
of AEG that owns, operates and consults with more than 100 venues worldwide including the KeyArena
in Seattle, the Staples Center in Los Angeles, the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, the Mercedes Benz Arena
in Berlin, Germany, and the O2 Arena in London, England.
Through a comprehensive transition process, management of the Gila River Arena by AEG Facilities
began on July 1, 2016. Management responsibilities include sales, marketing, operational, managerial,
and maintenance support services for the Arena and the ancillary Arena parking facilities controlled by
the City. Particularly, AEG Facilities is responsible for the agreement with the Arizona Coyotes and
secures other musical acts and events in order to fully utilize the facility. The terms of the agreement
include management fee payments of $5.6 million to fund the operations of the facility. These payments
are then offset by a distribution of year end operating revenue less operating expenses, or EBITDA. This
“profit-sharing” arrangement was estimated to be $523,000 for fiscal year 2016-2017. Actual
profit-sharing data for fiscal year 2016-2017 is not yet available.
Analysis
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Recap
Fiscal year 2016-2017 was AEG’s first year managing the Gila River Arena, and overall, the activity
exceeded initial estimates. Despite the number of concerts held was similar to the prior year, the number
of tickets sold was the highest since fiscal year 2009-2010. Additionally, the average paid ticketed
attendance was the highest in the history of the venue. Key factors in the increase in revenue and
overall activity at the facility include bringing back the Professional Bull Riders, an event that broke all
previous records for gross sales in the State of Arizona; repeating the World Ventures event; and hosting
the 2016 Kellogg’s Tour of Gymnastic Champions. It is important to note that upon the arrival of AEG in

the 2016 Kellogg’s Tour of Gymnastic Champions. It is important to note that upon the arrival of AEG in
July of 2016, there were only four non-hockey dates confirmed at the facility (two which were held by
AEG). Since beginning management of the Arena, a total of 45 events have been booked, of which 20
are now booked for the 2017-2018 Fiscal Year.
Although the City owns the Gila River Arena and therefore is responsible for the Arena capital
investments, AEG works very closely in development of an annual capital budget and a long-term capital
plan for the facility. In fiscal year 2016-2017, the City appropriated a capital budget totaling $1.9 million.
This allowed the City and AEG to catch up on needed capital repairs and preventative maintenance
projects. Those projects included a number of technology and security improvements which immediately
enhanced both the customer experience and the overall security of the venue.
AEG is also responsible for the agreement with Levy Restaurants, the Arena food service provider. AEG
has been working closely with Levy to enhance the overall customer food service experience which
translates into additional revenue for the facility.
Assumptions Moving Forward
Fiscal year 2017-2018 has seen an increase in concert activity for July. It is anticipated that non-hockey
activity will slow down slightly this Fall and pick up slightly in early 2018. Subsequently, it is anticipated
that a decline in business will be realized and is associated with the “cycle” of touring that peaked this
year. However, despite Feld Entertainment staying at the downtown venue and their Monster Jam
shows being held at the University of Phoenix Stadium, other competitive family show events popping up
over the next couple years will be sought.
Promotions and planning will be a priority in marketing and placement of the venue and its proper
placement among the top venues and markets in the United States. Creating the story behind this venue
and the great area of entertainment surrounding the facility should continue to move the Arena to new
levels of activity.
Although the venue will age, with proper preventative maintenance and capital investment, the Arena
should maintain its integrity for years to come and remain the anchor facility for the Westgate
Entertainment District.
Previous Related Council Action
On September 13, 2016, the first year of AEG Arena management, Council approved the FY2016-17 Capital
Improvement Plan and authorized release of funds to AEG Management Glendale, LLC.
On April 26, 2016, Council approved the award of RFP 16-13 to AEG Management Glendale, LLC for Arena
Management Services.
Community Benefit/Public Involvement
Effective management of the Gila River Arena results in increased revenue for both local business and
the City. The current AEG philosophy is to bring vitality to both the Arena and the Westgate
Entertainment district. This has a direct impact on the area’s quality economic development efforts.

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Julie K. Bower, City Clerk
City Clerk

Subject
BOARDS & COMMISSIONS UNDER CITY CLERK'S OFFICE MANAGEMENT
Presented By: Julie K. Bower, City Clerk
Purpose and Recommended Action
The Government Services Committee (GSC) has asked the City Clerk’s Office to investigate the
feasibility of the Clerk’s Office assuming the management of the boards and commissions, make
recommendations and to bring the matter to a Council workshop for discussion. The proposal does not
include staffing the GSC. That duty would remain with the Council Office.
Background
Historically, the Council Office has overseen boards and commissions. Expiration of terms for all boards
and commissions vary throughout the year. Therefore, recruitment is continuous and vacancies and
appointments occur each month. Residents have the option to complete an online application but the
rest of the process is entirely manual.
Analysis
The Clerk’s Office does have the capacity to take over the management of the boards and commissions,
if a few changes were made to the process.
The first suggested change would be to consolidate the expiration of terms which would help make the
current system more efficient. The City and the Council are continuously recruiting for candidates.
Meetings are impacted each month because of the time it takes to make the appointments and swear in
new members. Council is also required to schedule time each month to discuss appointments in
executive session. The Clerk’s Office is recommending that all board and commission terms expire at
the same time, such as December 31. For example, the terms of the Library Advisory Board would be
changed as follows:
District

Member

Current Exp.

Suggested Exp.

Yucca

K. Aborne

4/31/2017

12/31/2017

Sahuaro

T. Collett

6/28/2017

12/31/2017

Teen (Mayoral)

S. Hadden

5/27/2017

12/31/2017

Ocotillo

J. Koory

4/13/2017

12/31/2017

Teen (At-Large)

Vacant

5/27/2017

12/31/2017

Barrel

G. Johnson

4/13/2018

12/31/2018

Mayoral

L. Lund

4/13/2018

12/31/2018

Cactus

T. Ndavu

4/13/2018

12/31/2018

Cholla

D. Kocur

4/13/2018

12/31/2018

If the recruitment was consolidated to once per year, the City would be able to focus it’s recruitment
efforts to get the maximum number of applicants and make all appointments at one meeting. As
illustrated in the table below, the majority of municipalities follow this model.
City/Town
Avondale

Expiration of B/C Term
December 31st

Chandler

December 31st
May 1st

El Mirage

June 30th

Goodyear

December 31st
June 30th

Buckeye

Mesa
Paradise Valley
Peoria

April 30th
June 30th and December 31st

Phoenix

Terms for a specific board expire the same month & day
Example: Heritage Commission - terms expire December 14th;
JSAB - terms expire November 19th (Note: Phoenix has 61 B&Cs)

Scottsdale
Surprise

Varied throughout year - same as Glendale
June 30th

Tempe

December 31st

Of course, unexpected vacancies do occur throughout the year. Applications not selected for the annual
appointments would be kept on file for a minimum of one year. If a vacancy occurred during the year,
Council would have the option to make an appointment from the applications and/or conduct a special
recruitment.
The second recommended change would be to automate the process. The vendor that provides the
City’s agenda management software, AgendaQuick, is rolling out a new boards and commission module.
It will provide the module to the City, free of charge, in exchange for the Clerk's Office helping to test the
module. The test site will be up and running next month and the module's launch is currently scheduled
for October.

Transition
If Council would like to proceed with the consolidation of the expiration of terms, the City Attorney has
advised the Clerk’s Office that it would require Council action. All board and commission members and
staff liaisons would be informed of the proposed changes.
As illustrated in the Library Advisory Board example above, using the example of December 31 st , the
terms that expire in 2017 would be extended through December 31, 2017. Terms expiring in 2018 would
be extended through December 31, 2018 and the same would be done for 2019 and 2020 terms. The
item would be brought back for Council to take the appropriate legislative action at its voting meeting on
September 12, 2017.
If Council would like the City Clerk's Office to assume the management of boards and commissions, the
Clerk's Office would work with Council Office management to make sure there was a seamless
transition.

Attachments
Item 2 - B&C Membership List from City Website

BOARD MEMBERS
ARTS COMMISSION
District

Name

Ocotillo

Bolognini, Bernadette

Barrel

Cole, Thomas

Cholla

Fast , Mark

Yucca

Fokszanskyj-Conti, Helen

Sahuaro

Gangemi, Cheryl

Cactus

Ndavu, Eva - Vice Chair

Mayoral

Richards, Carrie - Chair
Staff Contact:
Mojgan Vahabzadeh

Term
Term Began: 8/25/2015
Term Ends: 8/23/2017
Term Began: 2/24/2015
Term Ends: 9/27/2017
Term Began: 11/24/2015
Term Ends: 8/24/2017
Term Began: 8/23/2016
Term Ends: 8/23/2018
Term Began: 9/27/2016
Term Ends: 8/23/2018
Term Began: 9/22/2015
Term Ends: 8/23/2018
Term Began: 6/24/2014
Term Ends: 8/23/2018
623-930-3557

Aviation Advisory Commission
District

Name

Barrel

Aramian, Terry

Cholla

Dagostino, Paul - Chair

Ocotillo

Escudero, Leonard

Mayoral

Kruger, Randal

Yucca

Rovey, Larry - Vice Chair

Cactus

Tolby, Quentin

Sahuaro

Vacant
Staff Contact:
Ken Potts
Staff Liaison
Roxanne Alexander
Staff Assistant

Term
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 11/24/2017
Term Began: 10/13/2015
Term Ends: 11/24/2017
Term Began: 4/22/2014
Term Ends: 11/24/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 11/24/2018
Term Began: 4/28/2015
Term Ends: 11/24/2017
Term Began: 2/26/2013
Term Ends: 11/24/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 11/24/2016
623-930-4744
623-930-4740

Board of Adjustment
District

Name

Cactus

Blakely, Tonya

Yucca

Crowley, William

Ocotillo

Dietzman, Carl

Sahuaro

Feiner, Lawrence

Barrel

Martinez, Reginald

Cholla

Vescio, Lynda - Vice Chair

Mayoral

Zarra, Erminie
Staff Contact:
Tabitha Perry
Staff Liaison
Suzie Ricard
Staff Assistant

Term
Term Began: 8/12/2014
Term Ends: 6/30/2018
Term Began: 9/22/2015
Term Ends: 6/30/2017
Term Began: 8/12/2014
Term Ends: 4/26/2017
Term Began: 6/24/2014
Term Ends: 6/30/2018
Term Began: 6/30/2016
Term Ends: 6/30/2018
Term Began: 6/30/2013
Term Ends: 6/30/2017
Term Began: 6/30/2018
Term Ends: 6/30/2016
623-930-2596
623-930-2983

Citizens' Bicycle Advisory Committee
District
Barrel
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Ocotillo
At-Large
(CTOC)

Name
Flatau, Larry - Vice Chair
Fundis, Chris
Osborn, Michael
Pratcher, Anthony
Scanlon, Michael
Waters, Kolby
Vacant
Staff Contact:
Purab Adabala

Term
Term Began: 7/25/2014
Term Ends: 7/25/2018
Term Began: 8/25/2015
Term Ends: 7/18/2017
Term Began: 5/24/2015
Term Ends: 2/12/2018
Term Began: 2/24/2015
Term Ends: 1/16/2017
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 2/12/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 3/5/2018
Term Began: 9/22/2015
Term Ends: 3/25/2017
623-930-2926

Citizens Transportation Oversight Commission
District
Barrel

Name
Brazier, Donald

Term
Term Began: 2/23/2016
Term Ends: 7/25/2018

Ocotillo
Cholla
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large

Geurs, John - Vice Chair

Cactus

McAffee, Jeff

Mayoral
Cholla
At-Large
Yucca
At-Large

Nylund, Jack

Cholla

Williams, CJ

Yucca

Young, Joan

Sahuaro

Vacant
Staff Contact:
Patrick Sage
Staff Liaison
Jack Lorbeer
Staff Assistant

Grose, James
Hart, Michael

Podzuis, Roberta
Schmitt, Tom - Chair

Term Began: 6/23/2015
Term Ends: 7/25/2017
Term Began: 3/26/2013
Term Ends: 3/25/2017
Term Began: 8/9/2016
Term Ends: 3/26/2018
Term Began: 7/25/2013
Term Ends: 7/25/2017
Term Began: 11/24/2015
Term Ends: 11/25/2018
Term Began: 11/25/2014
Term Ends: 7/25/2018
Term Began: 3/25/2014
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 8/9/2016
Term Ends: 7/25/2018
Term Began: 1/27/2015
Term Ends: 3/25/2017
623-930-2945
623-930-2942

Commission On Persons w/Disabilities
District

Name

Ocotillo

Cadena, Kristina

Mayoral

Cox, Gary

Cactus

Lesser, Diane - Chair

Cholla

Madani, Syeda

Barrel

McKay, Kari

Sahuaro

Steiger, Robert

Yucca

Vacant
Staff Contact:
Erik Strunk
Staff Liaison

Term
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 4/26/2018
Term Began: 5/26/2015
Term Ends: 2/27/2018
Term Began: 4/23/2013
Term Ends: 2/27/2017
Term Began: 6/28/2016
Term Ends: 7/27/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 2/27/2018
Term Began: 10/13/2015
Term Ends: 2/27/2017
Term Began: 5/22/2012
Term Ends: 2/27/2016
623-930-2827

Gwen Benoit
Staff Assistant

623-930-2691

Community Development Advisory Committee
District

Name

Term

Mayoral

Allen, Belinda

Term Began: 2/23/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2017

Cactus
Ocotillo

Allen, Emmanuel

Term Began: 7/1/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2018

Dvorak, Dorlisa - Vice Chair

Term Began: 4/22/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2017

Neighborhood
Rep.

Ocotillo
Neighborhood
Rep.

Flynn, Denise

Cholla

Imig, Valentina

Barrel

Loera, Kevin

Term Began: 5/26/2015
Term Ends: 5/24/2017
Term Began: 7/1/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2018
Term Began: 7/1/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2018

Ocotillo
GESD

Miele, Leslee

Yucca

Nesbitt, Sharyn

Ocotillo

Nunez, Mickey

Term Began: 2/23/2016
Term Ends: 3/22/2017
Term Began: 6/24/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2016
Term Began: 1/27/2015
Term Ends: 4/1/2018

Rogers, Dennise

Term Began: 3/24/2015
Term Ends: 7/10/2018

Yucca
Neighborhood
Rep.

Barrel
Neighborhood
Rep.

Tapia, Daniel

Sahuaro
(Barrel)

Versluis, Matthew - Chair

Ocotillo
Neighborhood
Rep.

Vacant
Staff Contact:
Charyn Eirich-Palmisano
Staff Liaison

Term Began: 4/24/2016
Term Ends: 4/24/2018
Term Began: 11/13/2012
Term Ends: 7/23/2018
Term Began: 3/24/2015
Term Ends: 9/23/2016
623-930-28204

Staff Assistant

Historic Preservation Commission
District

Name

Term

Barrel
At-Large
Sahuaro
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Ocotillo
At-Large
Mayoral
At-Large
Cactus
At-Large

Coury, Frederick - Chair
Froes, Amanda
Hackenberg, Theodora - Vice Chair
Pratcher, Anthony
Quinn, Timothy
Rovey, Larry
Wixon, Sharon
Staff Contact:
Jon Froke
Staff Liaison

Term Began: 4/13/2014
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 6/23/2015
Term Ends: 4/14/2017
Term Began: 5/27/2014
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 4/13/2016
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 4/28/2015
Term Ends: 4/13/2016
Term Began: 1/27/2015
Term Ends: 4/13/2016
Term Began: 4/13/2013
Term Ends: 4/13/2017
623-930-2585

Industrial Development Authority
District
Cholla
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large
Sahuaro
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large

Name
Catledge, John
Holmes, Robert
McKenna, Howard - President
Miller, Lyle
Mitchum, Michael
Staff Contact:
Kristen Stephenson
Staff Liaison

Term
Term Began: 7/26/2005
Term Ends: 8/23/2022
Term Began: 4/24/2012
Term Ends: 8/23/2020
Term Began: 11/29/1995
Term Ends: 8/23/2019
Term Began: 8/23/2012
Term Ends: 8/23/2018
Term Began: 4/24/2012
Term Ends: 8/23/2022
623-930-2986

Staff Assistant

Judicial Selection Advisory Board
District
Maricopa
Bar
Cholla
At-Large
Appellate Court
State Bar
Arizona

Name
Beresky, Justin - Vice Chair
Eaton, Marc
Gould, Andrew
Greer, Nora

Term
Term Began: 6/24/2014
Term Ends: 4/23/2018
Term Began: 6/23/2015
Term Ends: 4/23/2017
Term Began: 4/26/2016
Term Ends: 4/23/2019
Term Began: 6/23/2015
Term Ends: 4/23/2018

Cholla
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large
Superior
Court Judge

Sisti, Francis Dr. - Chair
Tennyson, Michele
Whitehead, Roy
Staff Contact:
Jim Brown
Staff Liaison
Katie Douglas
Staff Assistant

Term Began: 4/23/2014
Term Ends: 4/23/2017
Term Began: 4/26/2016
Term Ends: 4/23/2017
Term Began: 4/23/2016
Term Ends: 4/23/2019
623-930-2277
623-930-2876

Library Advisory Board
District

Name

Yucca
Teen
(At-Large)

Aborne, Karen

Sahuaro
Teen
(Mayoral)

Collett, Teresa - Vice Chair

Barrel

Johnson, Gary

Cholla

Kocur, Diane

Ocotillo

Koory, Jessica - Chair

Mayoral

Lund, Lillian Mickey

Cactus

Ndavu, Timothy
Staff Contact:
Michael Beck
Staff Liaison

Vacant

Hadden, Sydney

Term
Term Began: 6/28/2011
Term Ends: 4/13/2017
Term Began: 1/26/2016
Term Ends: 5/27/2017
Term Began: 6/28/2013
Term Ends: 6/28/2017
Term Began: 8/9/2016
Term Ends: 5/27/2017
Term Began: 6/28/2016
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 5/24/2016
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 5/26/2015
Term Ends: 4/13/2017
Term Began: 4/13/2016
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
Term Began: 4/26/2016
Term Ends: 4/13/2018
623-930-3853

Staff Assistant

Parks & Recreation Advisory Commission
District

Name

Mayoral

Cole, Barbara

Sahuaro

Dewberry, Kerry - Vice Chair

Cactus

Faris, John

Term
Term Began: 9/24/2013
Term Ends: 4/9/2018
Term Began: 6/28/2015
Term Ends: 6/28/2017
Term Began: 6/24/2014
Term Ends: 4/9/2018

Cholla
Teen
(Mayoral)

Koh, Len

Yucca

Moreno, Lorrie

Barrel

Padia, Manuel - Chair

Teen

Rosas, Henry

Ocotillo

Rubio, Alicia
Staff Contact:
Erik Strunk
Staff Liaison
Gwen Benoit
Staff Assistant

McAffee, Ethan

Term Began: 8/9/2016
Term Ends: 4/9/2018
Term Began: 6/28/2016
Term Ends: 5/27/2017
Term Began: 8/25/2015
Term Ends: 4/9/2017
Term Began: 4/9/2014
Term Ends: 4/9/2018
Term Began: 3/22/2016
Term Ends: 5/27/2017
Term Began: 4/26/2016
Term Ends: 4/9/2017
623-930-2827
623-930-2691

Personnel Board
District
Yucca
At-Large
Cholla
At-Large
Ocotillo
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Sahuaro
At-Large
Barrel
At-Large
Ocotillo
At-Large

Name
Gilman, Stephen - Vice Chair
Gomez, Linda
Herrera, Lorenzo
Shady, Becky
Solter, Davita
Strahl, Ray
Zomok, Bud - Chair
Staff Contact:
Jim Brown
Staff Liaison
Naomi Jackson
Staff Assistant

Term
Term Began: 2/26/2013
Term Ends: 12/22/2016
Term Began: 1/28/2014
Term Ends: 1/23/2016
Term Began 12/22/2016
Term Ends: 12/22/2018
Term Began: 10/22/2013
Term Ends: 2/12/2018
Term Began: 1/27/2014
Term Ends: 12/22/2018
Term Began 12/22/2016
Term Ends: 12/22/2018
Term Began: 12/22/2012
Term Ends: 12/22/2016
623-930-2277
623-930-2281

Planning Commission
District

Name

Cholla

Dobbelaere, Arthur - Vice Chair

Ocotillo

Gallegos, Jack

Term
Term Began: 3/25/2014
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 3/25/2015
Term Ends: 3/25/2017

Sahuaro

Harper, Rick

Mayoral

Hirsch, Gary

Cactus

Johnston, Steve - Chair

Barrel

Lenoz, Al

Yucca

Moreno, David
Staff Contact:
Tabitha Perry
Staff Liaison
Diana Figueroa
Staff Assistant

Term Began: 1/27/2015
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 4/22/2014
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 2/26/2013
Term Ends: 3/25/2017
Term Began: 2/26/2013
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
Term Began: 3/24/2015
Term Ends: 3/25/2018
623-930-2596
623-930-2808

Public Safety Personnel Retirement System/Fire Board
District

Name

Employee
Cholla
At-Large

Butch, Anthony

Employee

Hester, Joe

City Mgr

Phelps, Kevin

Mayor

Weiers, Jerry
Staff Contact:
Jim Brown
Staff Liaison
Marcia Zientek
Staff Assistant

Erickson, Charles

Term
Term Began: 8/25/2015
Term Ends: 7/1/2020
Term Began: 7/1/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2018
Term Began: 6/22/2011
Term Ends: 7/1/2018
Term Began: 3/22/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2020
Term Began: 1/23/2013
Term Ends:
623-930-2277
623-930-2272

Public Safety Personnel Retirement System/Police Board
District

Name

Employee
Cholla
At-Large

Carmichael, Cody

Employee

Harris, Justin

City Mgr

Phelps, Kevin

Mayor

Weiers, Jerry

Erickson, Charles

Term
Term Began: 7/1/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2018
Term Began: 7/1/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2018
Term Began: 7/1/2014
Term Ends: 7/1/2020
Term Began: 3/22/2016
Term Ends: 7/1/2020
Term Began: 1/23/2013
Term Ends:

Staff Contact:
Jim Brown
Staff Liaison
Marcia Zientek
Staff Assistant

623-930-2277
623-930-2272

Risk Mgmt/Worker's Compensation Trust Fund Board
District
Cholla
At-Large
Assistant City
Manager
Barrel
At-Large

Name
Deardorff, Gary - Chair
Duensing, Tom
Knaack, Yvonne

Councilmember

Malnar, Ray

Ex-Officio
Cactus
At-Large

Shoemake, Dianne

Term
Term Began: 7/24/2015
Term Ends: 7/24/2017
Term Began: 10/22/2013
Term Ends: 7/24/2017
Term Began: 7/24/2016
Term Ends: 7/24/2019
Term Began: 11/24/2015
Term Ends: 7/24/2017
Term Began: 7/24/2014
Term Ends: 7/24/2017

Wixon, Kenneth
Staff Contact:
Diane Shoemake
Staff Liaison
Jim Brown
Staff Assistant

623-930-2856
623-930-2277

Water Services Advisory Commission
District

Name

Mayoral

Berryhill, Robin

Barrel

Faulls, Ruth

Ocotillo

Gehl, Robert

Cholla

Liebman, Jonathan - Chair

Cactus

Short, Ron - Vice Chair

Sahuaro

Ford, Amber

Yucca

Vacant
Staff Contact:
Craig Johnson
Staff Liaison

Term
Term Began: 1/27/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2017
Term Began: 9/10/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2018
Term Began: 9/10/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2017
Term Began: 9/10/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2018
Term Began: 9/10/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2018
Term Began: 9/27/2016
Term Ends: 9/10/2017
Term Began: 11/26/2013
Term Ends: 9/10/2016
623-930-4101

Amanda McKeever
Staff Assistant
9/28/2016

623-930-4102

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Stephanie Small, Director
Community Services

Subject
ANNUAL UPDATE ON THE GLENDALE HOMELESS STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN AND UPDATE ON
COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST (CIOSI) FUNDING TO ADDRESS HOMELESSNESS
Presented By: Stephanie Small, Director, Community Services Department
Charyn Eirich-Palmisano, Administrator, Community Revitalization Division
Rick St. John, Chief, Glendale Police Department
Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Recreation and Special Events
Purpose and Recommended Action
Staff will present an annual update on the Glendale Homeless Strategic Action Plan (Plan). This will be
in conjunction with a Council Item of Special Interest (CIOSI) requested by Councilmember Aldama,
during the May 2, 2017 Workshop.
The purpose of this item is to provide City Council with a review of the action items and seek
recommendations for further direction.
Background
During the City Council Workshop on August 16, 2016, the Community Service Department presented to
Council the Plan and recommended action items utilized in the implementation of this Plan.
At the Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC)’s summer retreat on July 8, 2017, the
committee was updated on the key accomplishments that achieved since the Plan presentation to
Council.
Analysis
The homeless population in the City of Glendale has changed and increased over the last few years.
The number of homeless persons counted during the Point in Time Count (PITC) conducted on January
24, 2017 by City staff, in cooperation with the police department, community action team, and citizen
volunteer teams, in accordance with Maricopa Association of Government Continuum of
Care requirements, was officially 57 unsheltered individuals in Glendale. This is a 29% increase over the
2016 count. The Community Service Department has been involved with the PITC since the early
2000’s. The count has gone up steadily since 2015. The Plan presented to Council reflected a
methodology to develop the following recommended action steps:
• Establish a dedicated Homeless Liaison who can manage the homeless plan across departments and
with external agencies and identify an appropriate funding source.
• Address homelessness as a cohesive unit and create a network of homeless champions both internally
and externally.
• Improve communication between internal departments and external organizations and community
members.
• Create a city wide standardized data collection system for homeless interactions.
• Evaluate, clarify, and strengthen City ordinances and code to assist the police and park ranger

enforcement of community property violations concerning homelessness activities, considered
unintended uses.
The presentation today will update the Council on the Plan’s action steps. Departments will provide an
update on the initiatives they have utilized to assist in the implementation of this Plan and steps taken to
address homelessness in the Glendale community. In addition, staff will present recommendations to
reduce homelessness in the Glendale community moving forward.
During Council Item of Special Interest at the May 2, 2017 City Council Workshop, Councilmember
Aldama requested research on funding sources, including HUD funds. Glendale receives federal funds
annually through Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships, and
Emergency Solutions Grant programs. Of the $2.9 million received in fiscal year 2016/17, $319,525 was
dedicated to funding homeless services and/or homeless prevention, and assisted 885 Glendale
residents. Federal funds are subject to the federal budget process, and the allocations can change
annually. At this time, the City does not provide general funds for direct services.
Previous Related Council Action
During the August 16, 2016 City Council Workshop, Council recommended staff move forward with the
Plan.
At the May 2, 2017 City Council Workshop, Councilmember Aldama requested a CIOSI to research a
dedicated funding source to include HUD funds to address homelessness in Glendale.
On July 8, 2017, the CDAC held a summer retreat where staff provided an update on the Plan. The
Committee did not recommend any additional action items.
Community Benefit/Public Involvement
The 2016-17 Fiscal Year ended with significant accomplishments as the City developed strategies to
address homelessness and homeless prevention.
The City is in the beginning phase of a long-term plan. This update illustrates the work and coordination
between City departments and our overall collaboration with our outreach partners. To date, the City has
collaborated with Phoenix Rescue Mission, U.S. Vets, and A New Leaf to provide one-on-one outreach in
the downtown area, as well as offer services at their locations. Although intensive case management is
not available at this time, partnering agencies are able to provide housing and workforce development
assistance, as well as hot meals, shelter, clothing and showers.
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Item 3 - Parks and Recreation Memo

Public Facilities, Recreation & Special Events

Memorandum
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

July 21, 2017
Stephanie Small, Community Services Director
Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Recreation and Special Events
Follow Up to Request on Homeless Information

The Parks and Recreation Division is responsible for enforcing Chapter 27 of the City Code,
which is entitled “Parks and Recreation”. The Parks Ranger Division is responsible for
enforcement of this Code. As with other City Codes, the Police Department also can cite
provisions of this code, as necessary. Chapter 27 as currently written, does not address
homelessness or activities that may be typically associated with the topic. Rather, its focus is on
the proper use of the park for enjoyment and safety.
The Park Ranger Division consists of two full-time employees and approximately six part-time
employees. They do not have the authority to arrest, detain, or issue citations for alleged trespass
or urban camping violations. They do not monitor or enforce other sections of the City Code that
may govern other public property such as the Civic Center, the Public Memorial Plaza, the Bead
Museum, City Hall, or the Velma Teague Library. In such cases, should they have a concern or
witness an alleged crime, they are trained to contact the proper authorities - the Glendale Police
Department - for any necessary enforcement action.
The primary function of our Park Rangers is to provide general assistance to all park patrons and
enforce parks rules and regulations for our 2,100-acre park system. Their hours of operation
range from 6 a.m. – 12:00 a.m., seven days a week. Most of our busiest times are immediately
after work and during the weekends and holidays – when our parks are typically used the most.
For the most recent year available, the Park Ranger Division responded and documented
approximately 20,567 types of incidents in our parks system. Examples would include providing
general assistance to park patrons (i.e. - dead car batteries, flat tires, water distribution, etc.),
verbal warnings, written warnings, parking citations, vandalism, etc.
For those cases in which they encounter a homeless person, they are trained to safely engage
them in conversation to determine whether they can assist by placing them in contact with one of
our non-profit homeless assistance providers. For example, over the past three months, we have
convinced six homeless persons to voluntarily leave Murphy Park and seek the assistance either
US Vets and/or the Phoenix Rescue Mission. We plan to continue these efforts. The Park
Rangers always stress compassion and education first, then enforcement as a last resort.
As with all park patrons in Glendale, it is important to note that unless they are violating a park
rule, they are welcome to use the park. The prolonged use of a park bench on which to sit is not
a crime, nor is laying in the grass. However, if there are signs that a violation has occurred
(Urban Camping, litter, trash, alcohol, drugs, etc.), we can and will contact the proper authorities
who can then take enforcement action as appropriate. As mentioned earlier, our Park Rangers
only have this authority on city-owned properties designated as part of our park system.
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If a Park Ranger staff engages individuals in the park after hours, we notify them of the park
hours (which are also posted on the park sign) and they are asked to leave. If they refuse, our
Park Rangers can and will contact the Glendale Police Department and a trespassing citation can
be issued.
Since the presentation of the City’s homeless strategy in August 2016 and its subsequent
implementation last Fall, the department has been very active in contributing to the City’s
collective effort to address the issue. Since its implementation:


The Glendale Parks and Recreation Division has been actively participating in the City-wide
homeless task force to better coordinate and address what it can do, to address issues related
to homeless not in only parks, but city-wide in general.



In February 2016, we hired a new Parks Ranger Supervisor who is tasked with assessing and
professionalizing our Park Ranger Division.



We have hired four new part-time Park Rangers to assist with patrolling and enforcement and
over the next twelve months, have plans to hire seven more on a part-time basis.



We are in the process of equipping Park Rangers with new technology to allow for enhanced
communication and reporting, which will allow more time in our parks and more contact
with individuals who may be homeless or seeking assistance.



Our Park Rangers meet monthly with the Glendale Police Department to discuss concerns
and issues in our parks (including homelessness).



We are currently reviewing our park code to ensure it is enforceable and meets the needs of
our community. We want to make sure of the enforceability of Section 27 of the City Code
and to ensure its legal language is reflective of community needs. The intent is to conduct
this review over the coming months and bring it to the Parks and Recreation Commission and
City Council, for formal consideration.

If you have any questions, or my team can be of assistance, please feel free to contact me directly
at 623-930-2827.

C:

Tom Duensing, Assistant City Manager
Rick St. John, Chief of Police
Tim Barnard, Assistant Director, PFRSE
Charyn Eirich-Palmisano, Community Revitalization Administrator
File Copy
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CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Development Services

Subject
COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST – ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT FOR FLAGPOLE
REGULATIONS & MISCELLANEOUS ZONING ORDINANCE UPDATES
Presented By: Jon M. Froke, AICP, Planning Director
Purpose and Recommended Action
At the May 17, 2016 Council Workshop, Mayor Weiers identified a Council Item of Special Interest
requesting for staff to research flagpole regulations and standards be reviewed for residential and
commercial properties.
Staff has been researching this topic and has combined it with a number of other miscellaneous
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance through a proposed Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA). The ZTA is
intended to provide clarity and improve customer service. This request is separate from the CIOSI
pertaining to flagpoles in Thunderbird Park.
Staff initially presented this topic at the City Council Workshop on September 20, 2016. Council
requested additional research at that time and for staff to continue to work on the ZTA.
Background
These amendments can be processed through a future Zoning Text Amendment. The ZTA proposes to
modify the flagpole heights for model home complexes and commercial properties in Glendale. Some
additional topics are proposed as outlined below.
Other amendments are intended to improve customer service and address common requests that
Planning Staff receives from our customer base and stakeholders. These amendments would be related
to administrative functions, flagpole regulations, addition of some land uses and modifying the definition
of Medical Marijuana to comply with Arizona Department of Health Services regulations.
The following amendments are proposed:
a)
Revisions to flagpole heights to allow a 60-foot height for commercial properties and model home
complexes. The temporary flagpole would be removed once the model homes are sold.
b)
Amend the definitions’ section pertaining to Convenience Use, Medical Marijuana Dispensary
Offsite Cultivation Location, and Mobile Home Subdivision.
c)
Revisions to the Section 3.600 Design Review is proposed to require a minor review of exterior
color changes to existing multi-family, office, commercial and industrial projects.
d)
Revise the definition of Disk Jockey to pertain to relevant activities of such a person. This would
provide clarity to the types of entertainment that are provided at certain establishments in Glendale.
e)
With respect to reapplication of cases that are denied, staff proposes the length of time before
filing the same land use application be increased from 6 to 12 months. The extra time would allow
neighborhoods to recover.
f)
Zoning District edits would include the following:
Addition of a new heading: SECTION 5.500 OFFICE DISTRICTS. This would provide consistency with

Addition of a new heading: SECTION 5.500 OFFICE DISTRICTS. This would provide consistency with
how other types of land uses are introduced in the zoning ordinance. This requires the renumbering of
the RO, CO and GO office zoning districts.
Hyphens removed from the RO, CO, GO and BP zoning districts to be consistent with the way that other
zoning districts are identified.
Assisted living facilities would be added as a permitted land use in the NSC and SC zoning districts. This
would promote mixed use and walkability.
Propose adding the following land uses to C-3, M-1 & M-2: auction houses, breweries and data centers
as a permitted land use. This responds to recent requests for these unique land uses in Glendale.
Hospice care facilities would be added to the SC zoning district.
Propose requiring a public art component to all new requests for PAD, Planned Area Development
zoning.
Allow accessory structures to increase their height by 3 feet for architectural features.
Edits are proposed to various sections of the Sign Ordinance to provide clarity and simplify verbiage.
Glendale has three hospitals throughout the city. Various edits are proposed to the permitted signage for
Major Medical Centers and directional signage.
Increase the lot coverage in the R1 zoning districts to 50%. The current standard varies from 40% to
45%. As homebuilding activity continues to increase in the City, requests for additional lot coverage is
common.
With respect to Convenience Uses, staff is seeking input on how water and ice dispensing machines
should be regulated. With the advent of quick serve take home food, and small storefront grocery stores,
staff is proposing that such restaurants and stores not require a Conditional Use Permit.
Staff is seeking guidance on how to proceed with revised flagpole regulations such as is 60 feet
acceptable and should they be allowed on commercial sites with a minimum acreage such as 10 acres.
As many of our new residential projects are located on smaller, in-fill sites, it is proposed that the Mobile
Home Subdivision portion of the Zoning Ordinance be amended to allow not only mobile homes, but also
pre-manufactured homes to respond to the changing housing market.
Analysis
The process to establish regulations regarding these topics can be achieved through a Zoning Text
Amendment. Attached is a draft Ordinance for consideration.
The ZTA process offers additional citizen participation opportunities, where citizens can provide input
regarding these various topics.
Conclusion
Staff is seeking guidance from Council on how to proceed with this Zoning Text Amendment. If guidance
is provided to continue to work on the ZTA, then staff will request that the Planning Commission formally
initiate the ZTA. A neighborhood meeting would be scheduled in advance of any future public hearings
to seek input from the community on the proposed edits to the Zoning Ordinance.

Attachments
Item 4 - Draft Ordinance
Item 4 - FlagPoles And Miscellaneous

DRAFT May 16, 2017
ORDINANCE NO. _____ NEW SERIES
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENDING
THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE,
ARIZONA, BY APPROVING ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT
ZTA17-XX
FOR
FLAGPOLE
REGULATIONS
AND
MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING
ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS: ARTICLE 2 (DEFINITIONS);
ARTICLE 3 (ADMINISTRATION); ARTICLE 5 (ZONING
DISTRICT REGULATIONS) AND ARTICLE 7 (GENERAL
DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS);
PROVIDING
FOR
SEVERABILITY, SETTING FORTH AN EFFECTIVE DATE;
AND ORDERING THAT A CERTIFIED COPY OF THIS
ORDINANCE BE RECORDED
WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission held a public hearing on
_____________________ in zoning text amendment case ZTA17-XX in the manner prescribed
by law for the purpose of amending various sections of the Zoning Ordinance for flagpole
regulations, amended definitions, and other amendments; and
WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in the time, form,
substance and manner provided by law including publication of such notice in The Glendale Star
on _____________________; and
WHEREAS, the City of Glendale Planning Commission has recommended to the Mayor
and the Council approval of the Zoning Text Amendment; as aforesaid and the Mayor and the
Council desire to accept such recommendation and amend various sections of the Zoning
Ordinance.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENDALE as follows:
SECTION 1. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Article 2 (Definitions
and Rules of Construction, Sec. 2.300 (Definitions) is hereby amended by adding the following
definitions to read as follows:
…
Convenience Use: Convenience uses are commercial activities, which have relatively high
traffic generation compared to other commercial uses. A use is designated as a
“convenience use” if the method of operation includes one (1) or more of the following
characteristics:

A.

Retail gasoline is sold.

B.

The primary business is the sale of food or drink for consumption, either on or off
premises, over a counter, or from an outdoor service window or automobile drive-thru
service window. Of the food or drink sold, at least twenty (20) percent is in disposable,
carry out, or edible containers.

C.

Freestanding Sstores less than seven thousand (7,500) square feet where food and drink is
sold primarily for consumption off premises. Freestanding Stores located in an in-line
shop space are not considered a convenience use.

D.

Car washes (self-serve and / or automated).

E.

Any commercial use with service designed to be accessed by occupants of a vehicle.,
excluding accessory uses such as video rental machines, vending machines, package
delivery lockers, and ice and water dispensing machines.

Disk Jockey: A person who plays recorded music and mixes recorded music from multiple
sources and may or may not perform for the audience.
Medical Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location: The additional location where
marijuana is cultivated by a Medical Marijuana Dispensary as referenced in A.R.S. § 36-2804(B)
(1) (b) (ii).
A Medical Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location may include a
Medical Marijuana Infusion (or Manufacturing) Facility provided that both facilities are
preparing for sale by the same dispensary. The co-located Offsite Cultivation Location and
Infusion Facility must meet the separation requirements from other Dispensaries, Infusion
Facilities, and Cultivation Locations, separate or co-located as provided for in Section 7.801 (D)
and 7.803 (E).
Mobile Home Subdivision: A subdivision for residential use by mobile homes, exclusively.
manufactured homes or single family homes as otherwise permitted in the zoning district.

SECTION 2. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona, Article 3
(Administration) is hereby amended to read as follows:
Section 3.810 Change of Classification of Requested Zoning Zone District.
Section 3.600 Design Review.
Section 3.603 Minor Design Review and Waiver of Design Review.
Some projects such as single residences, exterior color changes of existing multi-family,
office, commercial or industrial projects, may not need a complete review in accordance with
Section 3.604 and 3.605 even though one (1) of the seven (7) requirements of Section 3.602 is

met. The Planning Director may waive full Design Review if it is determined that such review
will not further that purpose of this section.

SECTION 3. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona, Article 3
(Administration) Sec. 3.810 is hereby amended to read as follows:
Section 3.810 Change of Classification of Requested Zoning Zone District.
Section 3.811 Re-application.
In cases where the amendment has been denied, no application for an amendment for the
same or substantially same request and, in the case of a map amendment on the same or
substantially the same property shall be filed within 12 months one hundred eighty (180) days
from the date of denial of the amendment.
SECTION 4. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona Article 5
(Zoning District Regulations) Table 1 Subscript 6 is hereby added to read as follows:
6 – Maximum height of accessory structures is 15 feet (architectural design features such as cupolas and rotundas,
can increase the height by 3 feet for an area of twenty-five (25%) percent of the roof area). Maximum flagpole
height for model home complexes is sixty (60) feet.

SECTION 5. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona Article 5
(Zoning District Regulations) is hereby amended to read as follows:
Section 5.500 OFFICE DISTRICTS. R-O – Residential Office.
Section 5.51001 RO Residential Office.
Section 5.5110. Purpose.
Section 5.51202. Permitted Uses.
Section 5.51303 Uses Subject to Conditions.
Section 5.51404 Uses Subject to Conditional Use Permit.
Section 5.51505 Accessory Uses.
Section 5.51606 Development Standards.
Section 5.51707 Design Review.
Section 5.51808 Landscaping and Screening.
Section 5.51909 Signs.

Section 5.52010 Parking.
Section 5.53020 C-O – Commercial Office
Section 5.53121 Purpose.
Section 5.53222 Permitted Uses.
Section 5.53323 Uses Subject to Conditions.
Section 5.53424 Uses Subject to Conditional Use Permit.
Section 5.53525 Accessory Uses.
Section 5.53626 Development Standards.
Section 5.53727 Design Review.
Section 5.53828 Landscaping and Screening.
Section 5.53929 Signs.
Section 5.54030 Parking.
Section 5.55040 G-O – General Office.
Section 5.55141 Purpose.
Section 5.55242 Permitted Uses.
Section 5.55343 Uses Subject to Conditions.
Section 5.55444 Uses Subject to Conditional Use Permit.
Section 5.55545 Accessory Uses.
Section 5.55646 Development Standards.
Section 5.55747 Design Review.
Section 5.55848 Landscaping and Screening.
Section 5.55949 Signs.
Section 5.56050 Parking.

Section 5.700 Commercial.
Section 5.701 NSC – Neighborhood Shopping Center.
Section 5.703 Permitted Uses.
M.

Assisted living facilities (on sites less than 4 acres).

Section 5.730 C-1 – Neighborhood Commercial.
Section 5.750 C-2 – General Commercial.
Section 5.770 C-3 – Heavy Commercial.
Section 5.772 Permitted Uses.
S.

Auction houses.

T.

Brewery, production and wholesale.

U.

Data centers.

Section 5.774 Uses Subject to Conditional Use Permit.
B.

Community Correctional Corrections Facilities.

Section 5.810 B-P – Business Park.
Section 5.840 M-1, Light Industrial.
Section 5.842 Permitted Uses.
A. Manufacturing and Assembly.
10. Brewery, production and wholesale.
B. Non-Manufacturing.
9. New and used car, truck, and recreational vehicle sales.
10. Auction houses.
C. Support Office.
5. Data centers.
Section 5.860 M-2, Heavy Industrial.

Section 5.862 Permitted Uses.
A. Manufacturing and Assembly.
11. Brewery, production and wholesale.
B. Non-Manufacturing.
5. Auction houses.
6. Data centers.
Section 5.900 PAD Planned Area Development.
Section 5.912 Public Art.
Each request for a PAD shall include a public art component. The public art component
will be established in the approval of the PAD.
Section 5.9123 Procedures.
Section 5.9134 Findings.
SECTION 6. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona Article 5
(Zoning District Regulations) Sec. 5.900, Table 3 Subscript 6 is hereby amended to read as
follows:
6 – Maximum height of accessory structures is 15 feet (architectural design features such as
cupolas and rotundas, can increase the height by 3 feet for an area of twenty-five (25%)
percent of the roof area). Maximum flagpole height is 60 feet. Refer to Special Building
Heights and Floor Area Ratio Maps, found at the end of this ordinance.
SECTION 7. That the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Glendale, Arizona Article 7
(General Development Standards) is hereby amended by amending portions of Sec. 7.104
regarding Permitted Permanent Signs, amending Sec. 7.504 Subdivision Model Home
Complexes and amending Sec. 7.800 regarding Medical Marijuana.
Section 7.104 Permitted Permanent Signs.
Permitted signs shall conform to the definitions in Section 2.300 and the specific
provisions for each zoning district. The following signs are permitted:
A. Agricultural and Residentialce Districts.
1. General:

a. This applies to all signs in the A-1, RR-90, RR-45, SR-30, SR17, SR-12, R1-10, R18, R1-7, R1-6, R1-4, R-2, R-3, R-4, and R-5 zoning districts.
B. Office Districts.
1. General. This applies to all signs in the R-O, C-O, and G-O zoning districts.
2. Wall, fascia, mansard, and parapet identification signs.
b. The maximum sign area permitted per building shall be twenty-four (24) square feet
in the R-O and C-O districts and forty-eight (48) square feet in the G-O district.
d. The maximum sign area permitted per building shall be one-hundred (100) square
feet in the C-O and G-O districts for any office building which exceeds ten-thousand
(10,000) square feet or more and is located on a site with three-hundred thirty (330)
lineal feet or more of continuous frontage on an arterial street, and the sign face
cannot be seen from residential districts. The maximum sign area per tenant shall not
exceed forty (40) square feet on any building elevation.
e. Major Medical Center:
(3)

3.

The maximum aggregate sign area is six eight hundred (6800) square feet per
major medical center.
Freestanding Identification Signs.

a. One (1) freestanding sign shall be permitted per project per street frontage.
c. The sign shall not exceed a height of eight (8) feet in the C-O and G-O districts
when the project includes a building of ten-thousand (10,000) square feet or more.
and the site has a minimum of three-hundred thirty (330) lineal feet of continuous
frontage on an arterial street.
e. The maximum sign area in the C-O and G-O districts is forty-eight (48) square
feet when the project includes a building of ten-thousand (10,000) square feet or
more. and the site has a minimum of three-hundred thirty (330) lineal feet of
continuance frontage on an arterial street.
f. The maximum sign area in the R-O district is twelve (12) square feet. The
maximum sign area in the C-O and G-O districts is twenty-four (24) square feet
on parcels up to two (2) acres and thirty-six (36) square feet. for parcels over two
(2 acres).
h. Multi-tenant buildings and complexes: The sign may identify the name of the
building or complex and the name of up to three (3) five (5) businesses within the
building or complex. However, when a business name is included in the name of
the complex, only two (2) additional businesses may be identified. Such sign
shall not include any advertising copy.
j. Major medical center:

5. Directional signs when required to assist the flow of traffic not to exceed six (6)
twelve (12) square feet in area or a height of three (3) five (5) feet. Such signs may
include business identification by word or symbol on up to twenty-five percent (25)
fifty percent (50) of the sign area.
C. Commercial and Industrial Districts except Pedestrian Retail (PR) and Glendale
Centerline Overlay District (Overlay District).
1. General. This applies to all signs in the SC, C-1, NSC, C-2, CSC, C-3, B-P, M-1, and M2 zoning districts unless otherwise restricted.
3. Freestanding Identification Signs.
d. Multi-tenant buildings in the B-P, M-1 and M-2 zoning districts.

Section 7.504 Subdivision Model Home Complexes.
A model home complex may be provided in conjunction with residential subdivisions
subject to the following:
C.
A temporary flag pole may be erected on the model home complex. The
maximum flag pole height shall be sixty (60) feet.
D.C. Prior to occupancy as a single-family residence, all model homes must shall
conform to all provisions of this ordinance and any temporary parking, office,
lighting, fencing, flag poles, or other similar improvements shall be removed.

Section 7.800. Medical Marijuana.
7.801 – Medical Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location.
A Medical Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location shall be permitted only in
the Light Industrial (M-1) and Heavy Industrial (M-2) zoning districts, subject to the following
conditions and limitations:

D.

Shall not be located within 5,280 feet of any other Medical Marijuana Dispensary,
Medical Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location, Medical Marijuana
Infusion (or Manufacturing) Facility which is not an integral part of the Medical
Marijuana Dispensary Offsite Cultivation Location or Medical Marijuana
Designated Caregiver Cultivation Location,.
This distance shall be measured
from the exterior walls of the building or portion thereof in which the businesses
are conducted or proposed to be conducted.

7.803 – Medical Marijuana Infusion (or Manufacturing) Facility.

Medical Marijuana Infusion (or Manufacturing) Facility shall be permitted only in the
Light Industrial (M-1) and Heavy Industrial (M-2) zoning districts, subject to the following
conditions and limitations:
C.

The Facility shall not be located within 5,280 feet of any other Medical Marijuana
Cultivation, Medical Marijuana Dispensary, Medical Marijuana Dispensary
Offsite Cultivation Location which is not an integral part of the Medical
Marijuana Infusion (or Manufacturing) Facility, Medical Marijuana Infusion (or
Manufacturing) Facility, or Medical Marijuana Designated Caregiver Cultivation
Location. This distance shall be measured from the exterior walls of the building
or portion thereof in which the businesses are conducted or proposed to be
conducted.

SECTION 8. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this
Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of
competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions
thereof.
SECTION 9. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective at the time and in
the manner prescribed by law.
SECTION 10. That the City Clerk be instructed and authorized to forward a certified
copy of this ordinance for recording to the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office.
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this _____ day of __________________, 2017.

MAYOR
ATTEST:
_______________________
City Clerk
(SEAL)

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
_______________________
City Attorney

REVIEWED BY:
_______________________
City Manager

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Parks and Rec and Events
Public Facilities, Recreation, Event

Subject
COUNCIL ITEM OF SPECIAL INTEREST – ASSESSMENT OF POSSIBLE INSTALLATION OF A
PERMANENT FLAG POLE IN THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK
Presented By: Erik Strunk, Director, Public Facilities, Recreation and Special Events
Tim Barnard, Assistant Director, Public Facilities, Recreation, Special
Events
Purpose and Recommended Action
This item is follow up to a February 7, 2017 Council Item of Special Interest (CIOSI) to review the
feasibility of installing a flag pole at Thunderbird Conservation Park (TCP).
Background
At the February 7, 2017 City Council Workshop meeting, staff received direction from the City Council to
evaluate cost estimates to potentially install a permanent, lighted, flag pole at the summit of Arrowhead
Point in the TCP.
As this is a CIOSI, it has been broken into three phases, of which this is the first: the development of cost
estimates and a site assessment regarding possible construction. If directed, staff will begin Phase II,
which will consist of public input and formal review and recommendation of the proposal by the Parks and
Recreation Advisory Commission. If approved, Phase III would then consist of final review and direction
by the City Council. Should the direction be to move forward with the project, it would then be necessary
to draft a formal resolution and agreement with a local, community-based group for the design,
construction and ongoing maintenance of the new flag pole.
Analysis
Staff has addressed the following Phase I steps as outlined at the February 7, 2017 Workshop:
a) U.S. Flag Code. A review of the U.S. Flag Code and the City’s current “Dark Sky Ordinance” was
conducted to ensure there are no policy issues that would restrict such use of the TCP for this initiative.
Staff review of U.S. Flag Code (Chapter 1, Title 4, of the United States Code) found that the installation of
a flag pole at TCP would not be in violation. If the U.S. Flag is flown continuously, it will need to be
illuminated.
b) Dark Sky Ordinance. Staff also reviewed City Code Section 26.5 “Outdoor Light Control”, which
governs the luminosity of lighted features in Glendale. If a light source is affixed on the proposed flag
pole in a manner that lights the flag and does not unnecessarily radiate upwards or outward, the City can
use an “alternate material or method of installation not specified in this chapter, or new lighting
technology,” provided it is approved by the City Engineer. Additionally, the code also indicates the “city
engineer may approve any alternate material or method of installation or new lighting technology if he
finds such material, method or technology.”

c) Construction Cost Estimates. A review of any initial construction concerns and/or building techniques
regarding planning and zoning, engineering and/or building safety issues was conducted. It is
recommended that until formal design work is completed, specific construction materials/concerns would
not be known. Even so, the following cost estimates have been developed:
1. Based on construction estimates from the Engineering Department, it would cost approximately
$53,400 for a lighted, 20-25-foot flag pole atop Arrowhead Point. This includes a $5,000
contingency.
2. Based on construction estimates from a contractor that specializes in the installation of flag poles, a
lighted, 20-25-foot flag pole at the entrance of the Pinnacle Peak parking lot, it would cost
approximately $12,200. This includes a $5,000 contingency.
Both options would require formal design. Formal design will add approximately 20% additional cost to
either of the options. If constructed, all ongoing maintenance, regardless of location, would be the
responsibility of a community-based organization as agreed to in a formal agreement.
d) Review of TCP Master Plan and Public Input. A comprehensive review was conducted of the current
TCP Master Plan to determine if there would be any potential conflicts with this initiative and its location
in the conservation park. Although there are no direct statement(s) in the plan that would restrict the
construction of a 20-25-foot flag pole on Arrowhead Point, there are references throughout the document
to limit park improvements, and if necessary, to place them in the outer portions of the park boundary.
Because creation of this Master Plan resulted from extensive public input and review by the Parks and
Recreation Advisory Commission, it would be recommended that if direction is provided to move forward
with this initiative, a public participation phase be conducted and a formal recommendation made to
Council by the Parks and Recreation Commission.
e) Deed Restrictions. In 1956, the City of Glendale entered into a sale/lease agreement with the Bureau
of Land Management to obtain 1,062 acres of the Hedgepeth Hills that would eventually become known
as Thunderbird Conservation Park (TCP). In a later land exchange with the City of Phoenix, Glendale
acquired an additional 66 acres to add to TCP north of Pinnacle Peak Road. Land use restriction
changes enacted by the Glendale City Council also added an additional 57 acres. The current area
encompassed by TCP is 1,185 acres. The terms of the initial sale/lease of the TCP land with Bureau of
Land Management indicates that its use would be for “recreational and park purposes only.”
f) Glendale Municipal Airport. Based on the proposed height of the flag pole and the lighting structure,
representatives from the Glendale Municipal Airport indicated that placing a flag pole at Arrowhead Point
in TCP would not pose a problem for aircrafts or flight paths.
g) Additional Option. For the purposes of discussion, an additional option is offered for consideration:
Declare the Arrowhead Point site to be uniquely suited for the placement of a single, United States
Flag, to be residential in size, and maintained in perpetuity by a designated community partner.
Under this option, the City Council would adopt an ordinance declaring this and unless otherwise
authorized by future action, continue to disallow the placement of any other flag(s) in any other
portion of the TCP.
Previous Related Council Action
At the December 6, 2016 City Council Workshop Meeting, the Mayor requested staff analysis of how to
go about installing a permanent flag in the TCP and possibly working with the Chamber and veterans on
the issue. At the February 7, 2017 City Council Workshop meeting, staff received direction from the City
Council to evaluate cost estimates to potentially install a permanent, lighted, flag pole at the summit of
Arrowhead Point in the TCP.
Community Benefit/Public Involvement
This would be determined as part of the CIOSI.

This would be determined as part of the CIOSI.

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
MEETING DATE:
SUBMITTED FOR:
DEPARTMENT:

08/15/2017
Jean Moreno, Strat Init&Spec Proj Exec Officer
City Manager's Office

Subject
WEST PHOENIX/CENTRAL GLENDALE HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT UPDATE
Presented By: Jack Friedline, Director, Public Works
Guest Presenter: Scott Smith, CEO, Valley Metro
Guest Presenter: Jennifer Pyne, Project Manager Valley Metro
Guest Presenter: Wulf Grote, Director of Planning and Accessible Transit, Valley Metro
Purpose and Recommended Action
This is an informational update for the City Council regarding the West Phoenix/Central Glendale
(WPCG) high capacity transit study currently underway by Valley Metro in cooperation with the cities of
Phoenix and Glendale. The purpose of this report is to update the City Council on the study progress to
date, including an update on the prior Council policy direction provided in May 2016.
Background
In 2001, the voters of Glendale approved a dedicated half-cent sales tax to fund a comprehensive
transportation program known as the Glendale Onboard! (GO) Transportation Program. Maricopa County
voters also approved transportation funding for the regional transportation plan in 2004. These ballot
initiatives included a project and matching funds for a high-capacity transit corridor from Glendale’s
eastern border at 43rd Avenue to downtown Glendale. Based on these successful elections, the city
and regional transportation plans include funding to complete a high-capacity transit corridor in Glendale
by 2026.
Valley Metro, with the cities of Glendale and Phoenix, and the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG), are in the final stages of the WPCG High Transit Capacity Study. The technical analysis of
potential corridors between Camelback Road and Northern Avenue, from 19th Avenue to 59th Avenue, is
complete and a leading route alternative has been identified.
The project would rely upon federal, regional, and local funding for the capital costs and the ongoing
maintenance and operations is a local (city) cost. Glendale’s GO! Program has $105 million programmed
for capital costs and $3.8 million programmed for ongoing operation and maintenance in the 25-year
balanced program. The regional Public Transportation Fund currently has $72 million (in 2026 dollars)
programmed for the project which can be used for regional-eligible costs such as park and ride facilities,
structures/bridges, vehicles, non-prior rights utilities, and public art. The federal funding assumptions
include 50% of the capital funding from the federal New Starts program and there is $75 million
programmed from the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program which is
specifically for projects designed to improve air quality and reduce traffic congestion.
In May 2016, Council requested additional study on the design elements of the project including the
consideration of a Grand Avenue/BNSF crossing; and, a request to develop a cost-sharing agreement
with the City of Phoenix for the local share of project costs.
Analysis

Valley Metro’s team identified and screened a variety of options for crossing Grand Avenue north of
Glendale Avenue. This would require an elevated crossing to go over the BNSF railroad as an at-grade
crossing of the railroad is not considered to be an option based on safety concerns and railroad
operations priorities. The screening included an assessment of several factors such as connectivity,
transit operations, traffic operations, constructability, cost, and potential right-of-way requirements. The
screening resulted in four options that could achieve the crossing, each with different benefits and
issues. While the issues are not fatal flaws, they do increase the cost and coordination required:
Opportunities
There are better park and ride placement opportunities on the west side of Grand Avenue than
there are in the downtown area
A park and ride in this area would provide more convenient station access from Grand Avenue
The crossing would increase access for the community west of 59th Avenue and would specifically
provide service to Glendale High School
A station location in this area could provide additional economic development opportunities that
would not be available with other end-of-line options
Crossing Grand Avenue would advance connectivity to the Loop 101 employment corridor if that is
Council’s long-term vision
Issues:
Cost and constructability issues related to the BNSF crossing would make this additional half-mile
more expensive than a typical half-mile segment
There is a powerline parallel to Grand Avenue that would need to be mitigated which adds
additional costs to the project
The crossing concept has not been presented for public input and the public sentiment is unknown
In addition to the assessment of the Grand Avenue Crossing, Valley Metro was asked to conduct
analysis on a variety of potential end-of-line options along the preferred corridor and provide preliminary
cost estimates for those options to assist the Council in determining the affordability of the project. Table
1 included in the attached June 2 memorandum which was previously provided to the Council includes
an evaluation of six end-of-line options between 43rd and 61st avenues. The cost estimates reflect the
agreement reached with the City of Phoenix that each community would pay for the capital costs of the
project constructed in their city and would share the cost of construction on 43rd Avenue 50-50.
It is important to note that these estimates are extremely preliminary and are intended to provide a
snapshot based on what is known today. The estimates are shown in future inflated 2026 dollars,
represent a very early design phase, and are based more on data from successfully completed projects
rather than site-specific analysis. The estimates do include a high level of contingency which is typical
for this phase and was calculated at about 33% of the total project costs. The key risk factors related to
these estimates include right-of-way needs, utility relocation, and unprogrammed regional-eligible costs.
Continuing design work to refine the capital costs would occur 2019-2022. Some of the factors that
would impact the capital costs include roadway configuration (current estimates assume full lane
replacement), actual right-of-way and utility relocation costs, and financing costs. Factors that would
influence the operating cost estimates include the potential for benefits due to economies of scale as the
system expands, new capital needs in the future (cars, maintenance stations, etc.), actual income from
fares and advertising (estimate assumes a 25% fare box recovery, current recovery amount is about
40%), service contracts, and emerging technologies (autonomous rail vehicles, etc.).
Valley Metro’s analysis of the end-of-line options included an assessment of competitiveness for federal
funding, capital and operating costs, service to activity centers, suitability for end-of-line activities (park
and ride, vehicle storage, etc.), and bus system connectivity. The assessment indicates that any of the
end-of-line options have the potential to be competitive for federal funding and each would have a variety
of potential benefits with the note that bus connectivity is generally better at end-of-line locations near

of potential benefits with the note that bus connectivity is generally better at end-of-line locations near
major arterials.
The Estimated Glendale Share of Capital Costs column shown on Table 1 include a proportional amount
of the unprogrammed regional costs. Based on this information, the 43rd, 47th, and 51st Avenue
end-of-line options are the only options that would fit within the current GO! Program allocation. When
including Glendale’s portion of the unprogrammed regional costs, the 55th Avenue end-of-line estimate is
$1.6 million over the capital budget, and $300,000 over on the operating budget. The 58th Avenue
end-of-line estimate is $9.4 million over the capital budget, and $1.1 million over the operating budget.
The 61st Avenue (Grand crossing) end-of-line estimate is $51.6 million over the capital budget and $1.9
million over the operating budget. The estimated costs would be expected to vary as the design
advances and potential costs are better understood.
Staff will be coming back to the City Council in the coming months to discuss this project in the context of
the GO! Program to include a holistic view of the existing program and funding needs; and, will seek
direction regarding funding priorities at that time.

Previous Related Council Action
On May 24, 2016 City Council adopted Resolution 5108 Authorization to adopt a resolution expressing
support, identifying preferences, and the next steps for the West Phoenix/Central Glendale High Capacity
Transit Study Leading Route Alternative. This action directed the following:
Set aside all previously studied routes and advance the leading route alternative identified as
Camelback/43rd/Glendale/Glenn;
Identified light rail as the preferred mode of transit;
Directed the continued study of station locations, traffic configurations, design analysis of the
Glendale/Glenn transition near 51st Avenue, and an analysis of the feasibility of a Grand/BNSF
crossing (refined end of line station); and
Directed staff to work towards development of a formal agreement with the City of Phoenix for
funding the local share of the project and ongoing operations.
At the March 1, 2016 Council Workshop, the Departments of Public Works, Planning, Economic
Development, and Valley Metro staff presented an update on the project and received direction to
proceed with bringing forward a resolution for City Council action.
At the March 17, 2015 Council Workshop, the Departments of Public Works, Planning, Economic
Development, and Valley Metro staff presented information on the regional light rail system and the
impacts on economic development, land use, and regional mobility. City Council directed staff to form a
Downtown Glendale Community Working Group (CWG) to seek input related to the downtown route
options.
At the May 6, 2014 Council Workshop, Valley Metro presented an update on the routes under
consideration during the first stage of the study. Staff also provided two informational memos to City
Council: in July 2014 (Update Number 3) and in October 2014 (Update Number 4) providing updates on
the results that narrowed the route options and gave an overview of the downtown routes under
consideration.
At the October 15, 2013 Council Workshop, staff presented an update on the study with preliminary
corridor findings. Valley Metro staff outlined the benefits and impacts of light rail and the steps the city
can take to make this a successful project. Staff provided an initial informational memorandum to
Council on August 2, 2013, and followed up with two update memos on August 30, 2013 (Update
Number 1) and September 11, 2013 (Update Number 2)
At the October 30, 2012 Council Workshop, Transportation Services and Valley Metro staff presented
findings from a previous light rail study stating that the first priority for Glendale light rail should include a

corridor to downtown Glendale. City Council directed staff to proceed with the next step in the process,
which was to complete an Alternatives Analysis to develop a Locally Preferred Alternative that identifies a
high-capacity transit system best suited for the corridor.

Community Benefit/Public Involvement
High capacity transit solutions can provide a variety of benefits to the community including increased
mobility and access to transit services as well as community investment opportunities. The preferred
alignment encompasses some of the busiest bus routes in the region, which should continue to grow
with changing travel patterns of younger and older generations who have demonstrated a desire for
improved transit options.
In addition to improved mobility and access, high capacity transit projects can also serve as a catalyst for
economic redevelopment along a corridor. The original regional 20-mile light rail “starter segment” cost
$1.4 billion to complete, but has generated an estimated $8.2 billion in private and public investment
along the light rail corridor. Robust transit systems that result in decreased use of personal vehicles can
also lead to environmental benefits such as reduced pollution.
The public participation process has offered opportunities for public input from stakeholders, citizens, and
businesses. Valley Metro held 10 public meetings in both Glendale and Phoenix. Over 100 outreach
events were conducted in Glendale to receive public input. Feedback from public meetings held in
January 2016 indicated there is overall support for the recommended route citing positive aspects of
potential economic development benefits, preservation of Glendale Avenue in downtown, access to
educational facilities, and downtown prominence being cited as positives. Those opposed to the project
expressed concerns about construction impacts or did not support the destination of downtown
Glendale. As the project continues, additional opportunities will be available for the public to receive
information and share their comments.

Attachments
Item 6 - June 2, 2016 WPCG Study Update Memo

To:

Jean Moreno, City of Glendale

From:

Valley Metro

Date:

June 2, 2017

Re:

West Phoenix/Central Glendale Transit Corridor Study Update

The West Phoenix/Central Glendale (WPCG) project continues in the planning process. The
purpose of this memo is to provide an update on the project status and potential funding of the
project.
The regional Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) is undergoing its annual update and is
expected to be approved by the Valley Metro Board of Directors later this month. The TLCP
tracks regional rail and bus transit projects to ensure revenues and expenditures are balanced
for the life of Proposition 400 funding. The WPCG is included in the TLCP and continues to be
scheduled for a 2026 opening. To meet this opening date, construction would occur between
2022 and 2026 and major capital expenditures would occur in that time frame.
Funding Update
Funding for the project includes federal, regional (Proposition 400), and local funding from
Phoenix and Glendale. The current capital cost estimate for the 7-mile “Leading Alternative”
that was presented to the public in 2016 is $890M (YOE$). The approximate project funding
breakdown as included in the most recent TLCP is:
Federal – 58%
Regional – 8%
Glendale – 13%
Phoenix – 21%
Federal funding for the project is through the Capital Investment Grant (CIG) program
administered by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) program. The process to obtain federal funding includes an extensive analysis
of the project to meet multiple criteria established in federal law and implemented by FTA.
Once the FTA has determined that the project has sufficiently met those criteria, the funding is
committed through a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) with the FTA. To meet the funding
schedule associated with the project, an FFGA is anticipated in 2022.
President Trump is expected to release his FFY 2018 budget next week. In a pared down
version (“skinny”) budget released in March, the President proposed the elimination of several
federal programs for FFY 2018, including the Capital Investment Program (CIG). The
President’s budget is sent to Congress as a blueprint of his priorities, and Congress ultimately
determines federal funding levels through the annual appropriations process. Many times,
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Congress amends or even ignores the President’s proposed budget. For instance, Congress
recently passed the FFY 2017 omnibus appropriations bill that was in direct opposition to the
President’s proposal and funds several new CIG grant agreements, including the Tempe
Streetcar.
The CIG program has existed for decades and was most recently reauthorized as part of the
Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act in late 2015. The legislation was approved
by a large, bipartisan majority. Projects are under development throughout the country with an
expectation of federal funding through the CIG program, including several projects in the
regional TLCP. While the future of this program is not certain, there are bipartisan efforts
nationwide to keep the program funded. In the 2017 budget, Congress appropriated an amount
in excess of the FAST Act totals, and may continue to do so in the future. The funding
landscape is fluid at this time, and is expected to continue to evolve in the coming years before
the FFGA for the WPCG project is expected to be received in 2022.
Currently, $72.6M (YOE$) in regional funds are programmed for this project. Regional funds
are eligible to be used for bridges, park and ride facilities, vehicles, non-prior rights utilities,
public art, and maintenance facilities. The 7-mile Leading Alternative includes additional costs
which are eligible for regional funding but which are not currently programmed; this amount is
estimated to be about $41M (YOE$). These unprogrammed regional costs are assumed to be
covered by local funds, allocated proportionally to the cities, within the TLCP. This has been the
practice for other projects in the region.
The rail program baseline financial model currently shows a surplus fund balance of
approximately $74M. Some of the surplus funds may be available to be programmed to meet
the unprogrammed regional costs and relieve the local funding sources. Any decision regarding
the allocation of regional funds to this project will be made by the regional partners as a group.
End of Line Options
At the request of the City of Glendale, Valley Metro conducted an analysis of multiple project
lengths within the Glendale portion of the project. A variety of end-of-line options between 43rd
and about 61st Avenues was assessed for costs and federal funding competitiveness. Overall, it
was concluded that any of these options could be competitive for federal funds under the
current FTA CIG program. Table 1 lists the end-of-line options and associated preliminary cost
information.
Grand Avenue Crossing
At the May 2016 City Council workshop, a resolution was passed that included direction to
evaluate a potential Grand Avenue crossing as part of the project. Valley Metro conducted this
analysis and concluded that a variety of options to cross Grand Avenue would be feasible. The
additional costs related to the lengthening of the project across Grand Avenue are shown on the
attached Table 1 as the 61st Avenue end-of-line option.
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Cash Flow Requirements
At the present time, construction of this project is scheduled to be completed in 2026. In order
to meet this schedule, certain activities such as utility relocation and right-of-way acquisition will
need to begin as early as 2021, perhaps two years before federal funding is received.
Accordingly, local and regional funding will be required to cover the capital expenditures
incurred for these activities until they can be reimbursed by the Federal Government, which
normally is not available until actual construction begins. The cities and region would be
reimbursed with federal funds after the execution of a FFGA. In past projects, Valley Metro has
issued bonds to cover these costs. These bonds are repaid either through federal
reimbursement or cash flow from regional tax receipts under Prop 400. With the relatively short
time frame until Prop 400 funding program expires in 2025, it is not fiscally sound to issue bonds
that will need to be paid in less than five years. Accordingly, Valley Metro will not issue bonds,
but will rely on existing fund balances and local funding to cover these upfront costs. Glendale
staff has told us that funding these upfront costs will negatively impact the GO program prior to
construction. Ongoing analysis is occurring to identify (1) funding scenarios that are within
Glendale’s cash flow capabilities; (2) reevaluation of the spending timeline to mitigate risk on the
project; and (3) potential short term financing options to manage cash flow.
Given the estimated timeframe for receiving a FFGA in 2022 or 2023, Glendale has several
options to consider:




Opt to fund expenses incurred prior to the FFGA through the GO program or other
sources such as the issuance of Transportation Project Advancement Notes (TPAN),
bond proceeds, or other financing mechanisms.
Delay utility, right-of-way acquisition, and construction activities until after the FFGA
execution. This would reduce the need for upfront costs but may delay the scheduled
completion beyond 2026, and could impact the construction duration and overall cost of
the project.

Valley Metro will work collaboratively with Glendale staff to further analyze and develop the
funding options to meet the needs of the community.
O&M Costs
Operating costs have been estimated for each of the end-of-line scenarios in Table 1. As shown
on Table 1, the estimated operating costs vary depending on length. These estimates are net
costs, and assume a farebox recovery rate of 25%. The current farebox recovery rate for the
entire system is about 40%; 25% is considered to be a conservative estimate and is consistent
with assumptions for other light rail extensions under development within the region.
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(Portion of
unprogrammed
regional2
included in
total) 3

$660M

$149.6M
(3.6M)

$720M

$158.6M
(9.6M)

$820M*

$865M

43rd Ave/Glendale

47th Ave/Glendale

51st Ave/Glendale

55th Ave/Glenn

$1,000M*1
61st Ave/Glenn

Good

Fair

Poor

Estimated
Federal
Share

Estimated
Net
Operating
Costs
(Glendale
only)

$32.4M
(2.4M)

$72.6M

$405M

$53.4M
(6.4M)

$72.6M

$435M

$173.6M
(18.6M)

$88.4M
(12.4M)

$72.6M

$485M

$3.3M
(2 miles)

$177.9M
(23.4M)

$106.6M
(15.6M)

$72.6M

$508M

$4.1M
(2.5 miles)

$182.6M
(24.6M)

$890M*

58th Ave/Glenn

(Portion of
unprogrammed
regional2
included in
total)

Programmed
Regional
Share

$195.4M
(35.4M)

$1.6M
(1 mile)
$2.5M
(1.5 miles)

Bus System Connectivity

EOL Location

Estimated Total
Capital Cost

Estimated
Glendale Share
of Capital Costs

Serves Activity Centers

Estimated
Phoenix Share
of Capital
Costs

Suitable for Storage Tracks

Table 1: Evaluation of EOL Options ‐ Preliminary Results in YOE$M

Comments

- Presents a variety of future
extension options(to north or
west)
- Redevelopment opportunity at
city-owned site
- Supports beet sugar factory
redevelopment
- Walk access to the heart of
downtown Glendale

$114.4M
(16.4M)

$72.6M

$520M

$4.9M
(3 miles)

- Heart of downtown Glendale
- Serves civic center and public
facilities
- Could utilize existing parking
garage for PnR

$156.6M
(23.6M)

$72.6M

$575M

$5.7M
(3.5 miles)

- Crosses Grand Ave (longest
project)
- Serves Glendale High School

A large portion (in excess of 30%) of the current preliminary capital cost estimate is contingencies (allocated and unallocated) and allowances. This is typical for this phase of the
project. Uncertainties would be reduced as project definition is advanced through design. These costs are developed for the purposes of project planning only. The estimates of
the regional share may be updated as part of the annual TLCP update process.
*Capital cost estimates with an asterisk are from built‐up cost estimates based on conceptual designs and therefore of higher confidence. The other estimates are derived from
these built‐up costs.
1

There is a range of options for crossing Grand Avenue that would vary in cost. While some analysis has been completed of this crossing, no determination of a preferred option has
occurred.
2

Unprogrammed Regional Share is determined based on the estimated costs in excess of the $72.6M currently budgeted in the TLCP and certain assumptions about utilities. The
unprogrammed regional share is assigned to the cities in proportion with the overall costs for the project within each city. Utility cost information would be better known as further
design and utility investigations are completed.
3
Although the Phoenix portion of the project does not vary in length, the share of capital cost does. This reflects the variable federal funds applied to the project. Although the
federal New Starts contribution is based on 50% of the capital, the CMAQ funds programmed for the project are a fixed amount. As the project length changes, CMAQ is spread
over moreMay
or fewer
miles.
2017
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