TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
Special and Regular Town Council Session

Date & Time: 04 August 2015, 7:00 PM

Call to Order:
7:01
Prayer:
 Mayor Claridge
Pledge of Allegiance: Boy Scouts
Those Present: Mayor Tom Claridge, Councilman Russell Woods, Councilman Don Carter, Councilwoman Debbie Barr, Town Attorney Travis Ragland, Town Manager Jeff McCormick. 

Three members of the Safford City Council were present, as was City Manager Horatio Skeete.
SPECIAL COUNCIL SESSION
1. Discussion and Possible Decision on Approving Resolution for the Town Budget, Fiscal Year 2016.
The Town Manager read the title for the Resolution for Adoption of the Budget.

For the benefit of the audience present, Councilman Carter explained that the budget process occurred over a period of several months and considerable work happened behind the scenes.

Councilman Carter motioned to accept the Resolution. Councilwoman Barr seconded. 
The motion passed 5 to 0.

Councilman Woods motioned to adjourn. Vice Mayor Rogers seconded.

Mayor Claridge called the Regular Council Meeting to order at 7:14.

Approval of Minutes of the Regular Town Council Meeting held 07 July 2015. 
Motion by Councilman Carter; seconded by Councilwoman Barr. Vote 5 to 0. 

CALL TO THE PUBLIC

Those wishing to address the Council are required to register by completing and signing an individual speaker’s form with the Clerk before the meeting and must be recognized by the Mayor before speaking.  Time permitting; each presentation will be given approximately three (3) minutes.  It is probable that each representative will be limited to one speaker per organization.  Action taken as a result of public comment will be limited to directing staff to study or reschedule the matter for further consideration at a later date.

DECLARATION ON CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The council members and staff have a right to declare a conflict of interest.  The declaration of a conflict of interest must be made prior to discussion of any agenda item in which Council members or staff members determine they have a conflict of interest.

COUNCIL BUSINESS
1.  Presentation by Laura Rogers, Graham County Health Department and Transportation Advisory Committee Member, on Feasibility Study for Public Transit.  
Laura Rogers introduced herself, and introduced members of the Transportation Advisory Committee in the audience. Five questions were asked about community support, governance, financial support, leveraging funding, and the benefits of providing transit versus the cost of the service. Outreach occurred throughout the study, including SEACUS, Senior citizens, Workforce connection, students at EAC, the Chamber of Commerce, and Freeport. Committee members favored forming an Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority. San Carlos Apache Transit makes three trips to Safford each week. Greyhound is expected to begin service in October, with a route between El Paso and Phoenix, stopping in Safford. At least three local nonprofits currently provide transit services for their clientele.
Census data indicates about 8300 people in the region are considered low income. They would benefit from public transit. College students living on campus would benefit. About 4500 senior citizens live in Graham County. Many would benefit from public transit. About 4700 residents have disabilities, and many of them would benefit. Data indicates rural communities with public transit grow 11% faster than those without it. For every dollar rural transit riders spend to ride the bus, they typically spend $3.35 at their destination in the community. Many people needing transportation to health care services neglect their health because they don’t have transportation.
Transit service options include dial a ride, taxi subsidy, local flex route, and local fixed route. The committee selected the local fixed route option. The fixed route would include Pima, Thatcher, and Safford. Daily Estates, Solomon, and the 191 corridor to Swift Trail would have transit service three trips daily. A general dial a ride would be included in the service options. Pima would likely have 7 to 9 stops daily along a fixed route. 31,000 rides are estimated in the first year for the entire transit service. The Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority would include the three communities, the County, and the College. The Authority would be established by the Board of Supervisors, and would include a representative from all 5 organizations.
ADOT is expected to fund 80% of the initial capital costs. The five organizations would split 20% of capital costs, 20% of the administrative costs and 42% of the operating costs. The remainder could be covered by bundling cash and in-kind funds from other organizations, e.g., nonprofits and other non-governmental organizations. Administrative costs for the first year are estimated at $120,000. Rural Transportation Assistance Program (RTAP) 5311 would pay 80%, or $96,000. $24,000 would be split among the 5 organizations. Capital cost for the first year is estimated at $425,000. RTAP 5311 would pay $340,000, and $85,000 would be split among the 5 organizations. Safford will pay 40% of the total cost share First-year cost is estimated at $545,000, local share is estimated at $109,000 split among the 5 organizations. Total hours of transit operation would be added in the third, fourth and fifth years. Daily hours could be extended, including operations on Saturdays.
Councilman Carter asked about 5311 funds. Reimbursement requests are submitted quarterly. A six month lag time can be expected between the first request and the receipt of reimbursed funds. Subsequent requests are typically reimbursed about 30 days after submitting. Councilman Carter asked what happens if the 5311 grant isn’t renewed for the second year. As long as ridership continues to increase or remain consistent, there is little chance the funds wouldn’t be renewed annually. The funds originate from the federal DOT and are filtered through the Arizona DOT. The funds are allocated in the federal transportation reauthorization bill. Year-by-year funding typically remain consistent year-to-year. Increased ridership usually results in increased revenue.
First-year startup costs for Pima are estimated at $10,900. The amount could be a combination of cash expenses and in-kind donations. In year two, two buses would be active and one spare bus held in reserve. Second year costs for Pima are estimated at $15,260. Fifth year costs for Pima at $17,000. The Graham County Board of Supervisors would develop an Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (IPTA). Specifics regarding how the public transit system would operate will be set by the IPTA. The 5 funding organizations will each have a seat on the IP TA. Should one of the organizations dropout, the difference would be made up by the remaining 4 organizations. Should one of the organizations dropout, litigation would likely follow.
1(A).  Decision to authorize the Graham County Board of Supervisors to develop an Interdepartmental Public Transportation Authority. 

Motion by Councilman Carter; seconded by Vice Mayor Rogers. Vote 5 to 0. 

1(B).  Decision to include the Town of Pima in the structure of an Interdepartmental Public Transportation Authority in Graham County. 

Motion by Councilman Carter; seconded by Vice Mayor Rogers. Vote 5 to 0. 

2. Presentation / Update to the Council by Library Director Rane Jones.  
The summer reading program was successful. About 300 hours of participation were recorded. Outdoor movie nights will begin again next Thursday. Movies are scheduled for the next three months. Materials in the children’s room were reorganized by subject/category. A few months ago, a tree was planted in memory of Jean O’Dell. New library patrons average 20 a month.
3. Discussion and possible decision on closing a section of S. 100 E. for school crossing. 
Pima Schools Superintendent Sean Rickert stated the intent is to obstruct South 100 East. A corridor about 100 yards long would be created between the new gym and the vocational building. Students attending music classes throughout the day would have a place to cross safely. K thru 6 would be utilizing the crosswalk. 7 thru 12 students have previously utilized the crosswalk without incident. Mr. Rickert stated a chain across the road would not impede access. Mr. Rickert stated his meetings with Pima Police and Fire Chiefs indicated little impact in delivering emergency services. The Fire Chief could have a key to take down any obstructions. 
Chain link fencing along 100 E. could obstruct a driver’s view. Councilman Woods asked about traffic on the road. Mr. Rickert replied he isn’t aware of the number of vehicles using the road. Councilman Woods stated that due to closed roads, he often travels nearly one-half mile to check his fields and irrigation ditch. 100 E. provides easy access to the post office.
The town manager read ADOT guidelines into the record. The guidelines are based on Arizona statute 28 – 797. Guidelines suggest that a request for school crossing be made by the school. Factors involved in traffic and the physical conditions of the school crossing could be investigated, including the number of lanes, vehicular volume and speed, and method of operation for the crossing. Restrictions on establishing school crossings suggest that school crossings not be installed between intersections on major streets. Some isolated circumstances, when engineering judgment warrants, made the mid-block crossings as advantageous. Some signals at intersections may create confusion for drivers and pedestrians. Some signals may increase delay, which may encourage motorists to divert to local residential streets. Guidelines suggest that school crossings not be established on approaches were traffic is controlled by a stop sign. A school crossing were traffic is already required to stop could create confusion and encourage violations of the stop sign. Guidelines suggest that no additional safety benefits could be anticipated by adding a school crossing were a stop sign already exists.
Guidelines suggest that a school crossing not be established within 600 feet of a stop sign, traffic signal or another school crossing on the same street. Were to school crossings or establish closer than 600 feet, research shows that the second crossing in either direction is routinely violated by drivers. The same poor level of compliance also results were school crossings are located too close to stop controlled intersections. If possible, adult crossing guards would improve safe operation of the school crossing. Using students in place of adult crossing guards is not recommended, as it does not provide the adult supervision needed. Guidelines suggest that signs not be placed more than 45 minutes before the first class begins and signs should be removed within 30 minutes after the last class is dismissed.
The town manager and town attorney previously looked at the roadway. Two existing crosswalks are already designated and painted on the pavement along the stretch of 100 E. being considered for closure. A stop sign is already in place within 600 feet of the proposed crossing location being considered for closure. Nowhere in Arizona state statutes is there any mention of a chain or cable being used to obstruct a roadway or restrict traffic. Appendix A in the guidelines illustrate necessary signage and distances of signage in relation to school crossings.
Mr. Rickert emphasized these standards are guidelines. Some standards have been modified due to past practices and best practices. For example, painting crosswalks with yellow or white paint. Using a mixture of permanent and temporary signage. Mr. Rickert stated that other school districts place chains or cables across roads. The school district doesn’t have the resources to provide a crossing guard. There may be scenarios when students across the street by themselves. The length of road along 100 E. under consideration would also be used for loading and unloading school buses. The current bus loading and unloading site on Main Street doesn’t have a fence or other barrier on the left side of the bus loading/unloading lane to prevent students from running between buses. Obstructing 100 E. could provide a safer area to load and unload buses.
Mayor Claridge asked if other alternatives besides a cable or chain had been considered. Resources for a crossing guard aren’t available. Emplacing traffic cones would not impede emergency vehicles. Signage could be emplaced on the highway informing drivers 100 E. is closed during school hours. Councilwoman Barr stated while the safety of the children is important, some vehicles travel down 100 E. at faster speeds, and children don’t always look both ways before crossing the street. Vice Mayor Rogers suggested using a carabineer to attach a chain or cable so a key would not be necessary to detach the strand. Vista recycling trucks would have to somehow access the stretch of 100 E. to pick up garbage at homes. 
Dennis Lines stated that closing the road cannot happen tomorrow. Signage indicating a traffic change would have to be installed. Vice Mayor Rogers asked if teachers could provide supervision while students use the crosswalk. Councilman Woods asked about utilizing buildings no longer being used for classes Mayor Claridge asked if the gate behind the school could be used as a crosswalks site, with a barrier placed at the site. Mr. Rickert replied it could increase traffic traveling through the new gym parking lot. A cone barrier could better provide passage for Vista trash trucks. Councilman Boris suggested Council isn’t able to make a decision. The school should check with Vista recycling about passage for their trucks. Other possible options should be examined. Should the road be closed off? Other questions should be considered.
The town attorney stated his preference is to have an investigator look at options. Emplacing a chain or cable would require additional signage. There is the possibility of a motorcyclist being injured by the chain or cable, which could result in the lawsuit. Mr. Ragland expressed a concern about younger students crossing the street unsupervised. At the south end of 100 E. (near 200 S.), a stop sign and crosswalk already exist. Unless students across the street at a mid-block point, is there any reason students cannot cross at the corner (of 100 E. and 200 S.). An investigator would look at these options. The town attorney foresees problems closing the road with a cable or chain. The town manager conveyed an obligation to notify residents living in the 4 houses on 100 E. of any traffic pattern changes that could impact their access to their homes. 

Mayor Claridge summarized foreseeable problems, including traffic and turning around trash trucks. His preference is to table the matter and consider it again after an investigation is completed. An investigation would help mitigate any liability if a student is injured. Vice Mayor Rogers asked about signage indicating traffic changes. Dennis Lines stated signs would need to be placed several hundred feet ahead of the crosswalk indicating a traffic pattern change. He stated his preference to both protect students and the interests of the community.
The Council agreed to table discussion of the school crosswalk / proposed road closure until the September Council meeting. 

4. Discussion and possible decision on providing support for the Rotary Roundup and Chuck Wagon Cook-Off, tentatively scheduled for March 5, 2016.
Motion by Councilwoman Barr; seconded by Councilman Woods. Vote 5 to 0. 

DEPARTMENT BUSINESS:
CITY SERVICES
SANITATION
PUBLIC WORKS 
EMERGENCY SERVICES

PLANNING & ZONING



CONSENT AGENDA:
MANAGER’S REPORT

FINANCIAL REPORT

BUILDING PERMIT REPORT

POLICE ACTIVITY REPORT

LIBRARY REPORT

Motion to Approve by Councilman Carter; seconded by Mayor Claridge. Vote 5 to 0. 



DURING OR AFTER THE TOWN COUNCIL MEETING WHICH BEGINS AT 7:00 P.M. ON AUGUST 4, 2015 THE COUNCIL MAY ADJOURN TO EXECUTIVE SESSION

AGENDA:
1. Consultation/Discussion with Attorney for legal Advice regarding personnel (A.R.S. 38-431.03A3) (A.R.S. 38-431-03A1)

2. Discussion or consultation for advice with Town Attorney (A.R.S. 38-431.03A3)

3. Discussion and possible decision concerning personnel, financial and property issues.  
POSSIBLE AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

Motion to Adjourn by Mayor Claridge.  The meeting adjourned at 9:06.
***Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act & Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in public meetings.  Individuals with disabilities who need a reasonable accommodation to participate in these meetings, or who require this information in an alternate format, may call the Town of Pima at 485-2611 or TDD (928) 428-0778, as soon as possible to allow sufficient time to arrange for the accommodation.
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