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County Expenditure Limit AdjustmentsFrequent Education Talking Points

Campaign Characteristics
Color and year correspond to county campaign listed on timeline

 

The proposition...
Will not increase taxes.

Allows county to spend revenue it already 
has.

Highlighted:
Areas of county government constrained by 
spending limit.

Factors causing expenditure limit pressure 
outside of the county’s control (if applicable).

Conducted public hearings/meetings to educate on 
the proposition.

Convened a citizen committee or strategically 
recruited community leaders.

Involved non-supervisor county elected officials in 
the education effort.

Developed education materials for voters, separate 
from publicity pamphlet.

Direct outreach through local news sources 
(interviews, op-eds, letters to the editor).

County staff (typically Manager/Administrator) 
managed education campaign.

Presented detailed plan for new expenditure 
authority to voters.

08

08

08

08

08

08

08

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

06

06

06

06

06

06

06

18

18

18

18

18

18

18

SUMMARY

+48%
capacity

Greenlee County
64% in favor

+25%
capacity

Greenlee County
70% in favor

Navajo County +33%
capacity69% in favor

La Paz County +139%
capacity54% in favor

One-time Voter Approved Override

Legislative waiver of penalties FY14 - FY18

Santa Cruz County +34%
capacity45% in favor

Legislative waiver of penalty for FY83

Greenlee County +18%
capacity58% in favor

Legislative penalty waiver for FY04 - FY05

+23%
capacity

Santa Cruz County
44% in favor

+55%
capacity54% in favor

One-time Voter Approved Override FY85

Voter Approved Override, FY83 to FY84

Apache County

+11%
capacity

Maricopa County
70% in favor

Greenlee County +82%
capacity59% in favor

Coconino County +75%
capacity73% in favor

Yavapai County +71%
capacity63% in favor
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Summary of County Permanent Base Adjustment Election Results

Overview

The Arizona Constitution allows counties to make permanent changes to their expenditure limits through voter-
approved permanent base adjustments. Through 2023, five counties have successfully pursued and had voters 
approve these changes. The Constitution requires that these elections be conducted at regularly scheduled general 
elections and statute outlines requirements for the elections, including publishing a publicity pamphlet which must 
be approved by the Auditor General. 

The following provides information on the permanent base adjustments pursued by counties from 1984 forward. 
Details were collected through various sources including interviews with county supervisors and staff, election 
materials, local newspapers, and meeting minutes. The following are included for each election, if available: 

You can also find an overview of the resources available to counties considering conducting a permanent base 
adjustment here.

PERMANENT BASE 
ADJUSTMENTS

•	key takeaways from county education efforts 
•	local context during the election 
•	county created education materials
•	election materials & publicity pamphlets

•	election results
•	magnitude of the adjustments
•	news coverage of proposition

County
Election 

Year
Effective 

Fiscal Year
Increase in 

Limit
Increase in 
Base Limit

% Increase Election Results

Coconino 2024 FY 2026 $61,141,568 $7,700,000 75%75%
Y:46,071 (72.9%)
N:17,134 (27.1%)
Voter Turnout: 78%

Yavapai 2024 FY 2026 $121,138,726 $7,900,000 71%71%
Y:84,287 (62.8%) 
N:49,900 (37.2%)
Voter Turnout: 86%

Greenlee 2022 FY 2024 $11,884,478 $4,000,000 82%82%
Y:1,388 (58.6%)
N:979 (41.4%)
Voter turnout: 53%

La Paz 2018 FY 2020 $18,599,763 $3,000,000 139%139%
F:2,590 (53.5%) 
N:2,248 (46.5%) 
Voter Turnout 51%

Greenlee 2008 FY 2010 $3,100,000 $1,600,000 48%
Y:1,697 (64.1%) 
N:949 (35.9%)
Voter turnout: 68%

Navajo 2006 FY 2008 $10,400,000 $1,873,732 33%
Y:17,442 (69.5%) 
N:7,649 (30.5%)
Voter Turnout 47%

Greenlee 2004 FY 2006 $988,474 $512,445 18%
Y:1,614 (57.9%) 
N:1,172 (42.1%)
Voter turnout: 69%

Greenlee 1998 FY 2000 $980,000 $542,908 25%
Y:1,643 (69.6%) 
N:716 (30.4%)
Voter Turnout: 54%

Maricopa 1998 FY 2000 $68,500,000 $16,500,000 11% Y:334,905 (70%)  
N:141,607 (30%)

Santa Cruz 1994 FY 1996 $1,916,000 $600,000 23% Y:2,764(44%) 
N:3,453 (56%)

Apache 1984 FY 1986 $2,231,649 $1,435,9481 55%
Y:5,690 (54%) 
N:4,887 (46%)
Voter Turnout 58%

Santa Cruz 1984 FY 1986 $1,166,764 --2 34%
Y:2,026 (45%) 
N:2,466 (55%)
Voter Turnout 73%

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EY_9c-CQ621CrhmAB_VjuFcB48QnY5t71r5CZkriUpo_Ow?e=0DgOYe
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Coconino County

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	 Focused on necessary investments in key county services 

including: public works, public safety, emergency response, 
health and human services, parks and recreation, and the 
justice system.

•	 Conducted substantial outreach to voters, county elected 
officials and staff were deployed across the county.

•	 No outside groups for or against proposition, county ran 
education effort.

•	 Had long planning horizon and dedicated team from across 
departments that met weekly to discuss progress, check-in.

•	 County elected officials did radio spots, press releases, 
attended meetings; county pushed education materials out 
through social media.

Determining Permanent Base Adjustment Amount & 
Timing
•	 Board wanted an amount that would provide at least a 20-

year solution.
•	 Staff determined that 75% adjustment would provide 20 

years of capacity.

Local Context
•	 County had been at expenditure limit for more than 20 

years and needed to bond to stay under limit.
•	 County voters approved road excise tax in 2014, but didn’t 

adjust expenditure limit at same election.
•	 County sheriff was retiring, had great reputation in 

community and contributed to outreach campaign.

News Coverage
•	 Coconino supervisors approve $7.7 million 

expenditure limit increase for November ballot, 
Feb. 23, 2024

•	 Coconino County seeks support for Prop 482 
expenditure limit, Sept. 10, 2024

•	 Prop 482 Allows County to Sustain Current 
Level of Public Services, Oct. 2, 2024 

•	 Little opposition surfaces in Coconino County’s 
push for Proposition 482 approval, Oct. 17, 
2024

•	 2024 Election: Guide to northern Arizona local 
and county propositions, Oct. 24, 2024

County Education Materials
Publicity Pamphlet 2024; Resolution No. 2024-11, adopted  
February 20, 2024.

County Materials:
•	 Brochure: Sustain County Services
•	 Frequently Asked Questions 
•	 County Website: A Breakdown of County Services
•	 County Website: Prop. 482 Information Page
•	 County Instagram Posts

County Meetings:
•	 First Presentation to Board of Supervisors December 19, 2023
•	 Second Presentation of Expenditure Limit January 9, 2024
•	 Expenditure Limit Resolution Approval  February 20, 2024

Key Education Points

•	 Get the facts - it’s not a tax
•	 Sustain county services
•	 Can’t spend the road tax recently approved by voters
•	 Costs is northern Arizona increase faster than national 

inflation

•	 Think back to 1980 and how different everything was -- 
that is when this limit was set

•	 Limit doesn’t account for tourism population and impact on 
county costs

Summary of interview with county staff.

Election Results
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73%

November 5, 2024 General Election
Increase in Limit: $61,141,568 (75%)
Passed Yes - 46,071 (72.9%) No – 17,134 (27.1%)3 Voter turnout: 78%

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Eb6_v2BuFGlMnA1BzADXBtIB98rOEnaxEwil79M2sgkl9Q?e=28GhTy
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Eb6_v2BuFGlMnA1BzADXBtIB98rOEnaxEwil79M2sgkl9Q?e=28GhTy
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ef7KScZgTk1NprCZ9yELTM0BwvSEyMzgw1zb2N_4gLVYuA?e=3XscWI
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ef7KScZgTk1NprCZ9yELTM0BwvSEyMzgw1zb2N_4gLVYuA?e=3XscWI
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ed2cSXMDIj9OgQtJS3Z-C8cBMFSklBbqr_dB0DVrC2dx5g?e=MVuU0a
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ed2cSXMDIj9OgQtJS3Z-C8cBMFSklBbqr_dB0DVrC2dx5g?e=MVuU0a
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EaP2zcZtzdxGgGxxXI1GSp4BVVbVwONQCRZR4Rh1p_r21g?e=eT2vIT
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EaP2zcZtzdxGgGxxXI1GSp4BVVbVwONQCRZR4Rh1p_r21g?e=eT2vIT
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ETF56G7TseFElTZGO1L5qmsBGiyZMbOhgB4vsQm5GNYy4A?e=rnIQEA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ETF56G7TseFElTZGO1L5qmsBGiyZMbOhgB4vsQm5GNYy4A?e=rnIQEA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EViOutuY_O1CnlHuMyuT480BOmmw8qIPZ-w4k3szGO8Ocg?e=IwfrIz
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ERJIahV2wcpEtvZwO-NzJLMBmjBMHD_Whaa-W8OqazWwZQ?e=R8KySo
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EfFFkseV5IdMtZ8iPm6BbgYBhCDkS5QJ2Ko32c5zUyRgcA?e=oCzlRr
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EVcA6Y15jSFMsfdAiiCPRl0BrJYeUovRGSwFJhT8P2noZw?e=PPPA2R
https://web.archive.org/web/20250306221123/https://www.coconino.az.gov/3346/Proposition-482-Information-Page
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EVK0wfnIZG1Lm5cAB5Dh2TcBJ5aFGt5fVVwBg6-LGxFD5A?e=2AnSrc
https://youtu.be/12gubEjJUiI?si=gh2RdqgaqQbJdj_y
https://youtu.be/x4X2B3jyzBg?si=KmuMiQBiX4W83CI1
https://youtu.be/12gubEjJUiI?si=zxjxzr9-amVwYPDJ
https://youtu.be/H6k1B2oIsYU?si=ai0-JOq8MrZed4OV
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EX-5gMLNsdRPrIb-iLXFvwABzDBHmZuSGqSEZPbChdbEjQ?e=p26zxB
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Yavapai County

November 5, 2024 General Election
Increase in Limit: $121,138,726 (71%)
Passed Yes - 84,287 (62.8%) No – 49,900 (37.2%)4 Voter turnout: 86%

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	Some elected official, heavy staff involvement in educating at existing community events.
•	There were two Political Action Committees (PAC) supporting the PBA, including social media messaging, radio spots 

and signage.
•	Direct outreach, social media was viewed as most effective.
•	Community leaders were very supportive of county’s effort.
•	Voters understood how different the context is currently compared to 1980, growth in the community.

Determining Permanent Base Adjustment Amount & Timing
•	Did not want to have to go for another PBA for at least 10 years.
•	County financial forecasts indicated $7.9M adjustment would provide approx. 10-12 years of capacity.
•	Wanted to be on-par with similar county PBA propositions on the ballot (Coconino County $7.7M base adjustment).
•	County leadership change prior to 2022 election prevented county from pursuing base adjustment at that time.

Local Context
•	Had condensed timeline between the primary and general election to craft and execute education effort.
•	County elected officials on ballot in primary and general, most unopposed in general election.
•	Supervisors had good understanding of expenditure limit and the challenges from operating close to it.
•	Had opened new criminal justice center, caused increase in necessary ongoing spending. 
•	Prior to call for expenditure limit, county had to delay millions in planned road projects, pension debt reduction.
•	County utilizes portion of GF excise tax to fund road maintenance.

News Coverage
•	 Support Proposition 479: A Smart Choice for Yavapai County’s Future, Sept. 11, 2024 [Sheriff Op. Ed]

•	 Yavapai County to Mail Publicity Pamphlet for Proposition 479: A Permanent Adjustment to County Expenditure Limit, Sept. 
27, 2024

•	 Two local propositions up for decision by Prescott, Yavapai County voters Nov. 2, 2024

•	 Yavapai County’s proposal to increase annual spending limit appears on track for voter approval, Nov. 5, 2024

County Education Materials
Publicity Pamphlet 2024; Resolution No. 2129, 
adopted June 19, 2024.

County Materials:

•	 Explanation of Prop. 479

•	 Proposition FAQs

County Working Documents

•	 County Working Process Timeline

•	 County Financial Summary

Key Education Points

•	Limit is keeping the county from being a good steward of 
previous taxpayer investments in roads, capital assets.

•	Limit is a loss of local control, compared PBA to local municipal 
home rule elections.

•	Need for additional deputies to patrol rural areas of the county.

•	Growth in the county is demanding the need for additional 
services, infrastructure across the county. 

•	Extrodinary service requires extrodinary public servants, 
which requires financial investments in employees.

Summary of interview with county staff.

Election Results

2
0

2
4

63%

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EXBzyAxGTEZIr_IBWGLaqagBSmzliOAKSiQ15dKVC_WD4g?e=r8XAdA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EbzzRRzsE9BCviC3J8UHSBoBudMAW3DzqZKGA2ixnU_PxQ?e=Rd0O40
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQ9GaZqCSIxHuAK1hkiPID4B7H5LBxWx1vQBEwfU63HpsA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EYGK5JHH7R1Oh3dgXeoDsPwBzHmbaHmRbvNQTiJtmhktow?e=t3Uglr
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQXx_DLll-lKi5o-ZF4c02EB0u3CL11HuODq4dAph6-szA?e=buAFbb
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQcLgSKH6BVHuPUgzmmLLNsBHTtYi08fGVIvjcCZI-1TqA?e=qLs8Ad
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EVN0uJbG0ttKiLe3IyOYaSgB-iFGN8bspTKyp90_pMP7PA?e=h0wgPg
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EXesKhSsR35EqL6vzSj7t18BL04_aMggrAuwF-H1r6uPXw?e=CyHZtO
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcJ_AJU91XdBkLOVtkPTh34BBBf9hR6lxggrr3w4aozlIw?e=HuCBHw
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EX-5gMLNsdRPrIb-iLXFvwABzDBHmZuSGqSEZPbChdbEjQ?e=p26zxB


5

History of County Expenditure Limit Adjustments

Permanent Base Adjustments
5

Greenlee County

November 8, 2022 General Election
Increase in Limit: $11,884,478 (82%)
Passed Yes - 1,388 (58.6%) No - 979 (41.4%)5  Voter turnout: 53%

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	Set campaign strategy based on local context in the community. 
•	Relied on trust in supervisors, ran minimal education effort.
•	Targeted non-supervisor general election.
•	Other elected officials very aware of impact of expenditure limit 

challenges, but minimal additional education or interest.

Local Context
•	2020 Census reduced county expenditure limit.
•	Long history of being at expenditure limit, using debt financing for 

expenditure limit purposes.
•	Personal/name recognition of supervisors in districts 75%+.

November 4, 2008 General Election
Increase in Limit: $3,100,000 (48%)
Passed Yes - 1,697 (64.1%) No – 949 (35.9%) Voter turnout: 68% 6

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	Conducted meetings in each community in the county, turnout was 

minimal. Meetings held after primary election but before early ballots 
were sent out.

•	Published letters to the editor (in ‘98, ‘04 & ‘08 elections).

Local Context
•	Small prior adjustments meant the county was still at expenditure limit, 

board approved seeking larger increase in 2008.

November 2, 2004 General Election
Increase in Limit: $988,474 (18%)
Passed Yes - 1,614 (57.9%) No – 1,172 (42.1%)7 Voter turnout: 69%

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	Focused on clarifying that this was not a tax increase, that it would allow 

county to spend monies already available.
•	Conducted public hearings across county, chose not to engage 3rd party 

fundraising or campaign based on experience in levy limit election.
•	Board prioritized keeping the adjustment under $1.0 million.

Local Context
•	County received prospective legislative waiver of penalty in FY04 and 

FY05 to get to the new limit in FY06. 
•	County had voters override primary levy limit in 2001, 2003.
•	2000 Census reduced county’s expenditure limit.

November 3, 1998 General Election
Increase in Limit: $980,000 (25%)
Passed For – 1,643 (69.6%) No – 716 (30.4%) Voter Turnout: 54%8

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	 Conducted meetings in each community in the county, turnout was good.
•	 Emphasized the need to issue debt, pay interest to stay under limit.

Local Context
•	 County had exceeded in FY96 & FY97, paid penalty in early 2000s.
•	 Board prioritized keeping the adjustment under $1.0 million.

News Coverage
County wants to increase expenditure 
limitation, October 27, 1998

County Education Materials
Publicity Pamphlets:

•	 2022; Resolution No. 22-06-08, adopted 
June 21, 2022.

•	 2004; Resolution No. 04-08-01, adopted 
August 2, 2004

Supervisor Op-Eds (2022):
•	 Prop. 400 will give Greenlee local control over 

spending
•	 Greenlee County Supervisors speak in favor of 

Prop. 400 regarding  spending limitations
•	 Approval of Prop. 400 will not raise your taxes

Election Results
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59%
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70%

Key Education Points

•	Prop. 400 will not raise taxes.

•	Improve management of county 
finances, reduce need to issue debt & 
pay interest.

•	Can’t expand requested services, like 
additional community parks, without 
expenditure limit adjustment.

•	Census caused expenditure limit to 
decrease.

Summary of interview with county managers.

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EU6s7htDHM5CuRXeD_NSab4BI2qaBahtE5f_OtET-qu3Gg
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EU6s7htDHM5CuRXeD_NSab4BI2qaBahtE5f_OtET-qu3Gg
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ea6G7ovoVj5HsEXzN6dLp0wB_PhcimvJa6fhSDUfOnjxlA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ESfXhZ2kbT1MtPTMGOX29LEB9NiR-tnMVHrSlMrEZ4rv1g?e=vNz4SJ
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ETyc0W9riENPq1y_WMGOir4BCbVK2QfqvdvVjzRgHwyRsw
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ETyc0W9riENPq1y_WMGOir4BCbVK2QfqvdvVjzRgHwyRsw
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EZ0wpjN4UN1HkJ_ihJmVQXEBd3TqveNG5rfI4mE6mNyRJw
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EZ0wpjN4UN1HkJ_ihJmVQXEBd3TqveNG5rfI4mE6mNyRJw
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ea_ocYx70cdNhqJejeaog-cBJx_wCvufpgoW677MECE_xg
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EX-5gMLNsdRPrIb-iLXFvwABzDBHmZuSGqSEZPbChdbEjQ?e=p26zxB
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La Paz County

November 6, 2018 General Election
Increase in Limit: $18,599,763 (139%)
Passed Yes - 2,590 (53.5%) No – 2,248 (46.5%)9 Voter turnout: 51%

Education Effort - Key Takeaways
•	Convened a citizen committee to vet propositions, messaging. Comprised 

of community leaders from each supervisorial district.
•	Committee members used own resources to set out materials, make signs 

to promote proposition’s passage.
•	 County supervisors and staff conducted educational meetings throughout 

the county for both the one-time override and permanent adjustment.
•	 Engaged influential local news/radio to share education points, in addition 

to public meetings.

Local Context
•	County was in fiscal crisis, had recently discovered it had exceeded limit 

for five consecutive years. Received penalty relief from legislature.
•	County had one-time override election in May 2018. Voter education 

effort carried forward from that through the general election.
•	Transparency from 2017 fiscal crisis helped built trust in the county.
•	One of the towns in the county is under home rule, citizens familiar with 

home rule concepts and elections.

News Coverage
•	 County budget meeting on expenditure limit issues, Jan. 17, 2018

•	 Understanding the spending limit increase, April 8, 2018

•	 Interview with Supervisor Minor, Oct. 2, 2018

•	 County education campaign meeting, Oct. 17, 2018

•	 Election results, Nov. 14, 2018

County Education Materials
Publicity Pamphlet 2018; Resolution No. 2018-11, 
adopted June 25, 2018.

County Materials:
•	 Supervisor Talking Points
•	 Education Campaign Flyer

Key Education Points

•	Proposition will not increase taxes.

•	County already has the revenues, but 
can’t spend them.

•	Without increase, county will have to 
cut services. 

•	 Largely services that support key 
tourism sector like parks, golf course.

•	Comparison to successful town home-
rule elections.

Summary of interview with county supervisor.

Election Results
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Navajo County

November 7, 2006 General Election
Increase in Limit: $10,400,000 (33%)10

Passed Yes - 17,442 (69.5%) No – 7,649 (30.5%) Voter Turnout 47.0%

Key Education Points

•	 Prop. 400 will NOT increase the property tax limitation.
•	 Prop. 400 will only allow the county to spend revenues that are already available.
•	 Navajo County’s elected officials all agree that the current expenditure limit is not 

sufficient to provide basic, essential public services.
•	 Prop. 400 would allow Navajo County to address important county service 

priorities - public safety, transportation, access to services, quality workforce.

County Education Materials

•	 Fact sheet (July 18, 2006)

•	 Fact sheet (August 8, 2006)

•	 County presentation to voters

Election Results
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70%

News Coverage

•	 Spending limit challenges county 
budget, June 6, 2006

•	 Overview of county challenges, 
July 27, 2006

•	 Staff turnover creates challenges 
for county, Aug. 24, 2006

•	 Letter to the editor to vote yes on 
Prop. 400, Oct. 26, 2006

•	 Election results summary,  
Nov. 10, 2006

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ET7psaW5RONNv32p_hPSv44BVndkaOcvs9PMXR8zmAV7Dg?e=zbtJPv
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EWwZoIFvU2VDj0NgJiS_MCgBqw89yJGzHHiZT_-B6MW6Pg?e=oHQPzd
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ER6VZ9wtc-dPhWCOpUEq11kBOerh1zLlNA6XBx-KeecE_w?e=qmPVuh
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EaaKYuZMuhpIsX6blE0zfuUBtWqrsRBPfslabsCAfRR7jg?e=FpyihK
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ERz2BzU6ikFMsD96XINf12IBA8y1Uejp32u42H7eax4xgA?e=0Tvc6G
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EdlIjU7gYiFMpW71W9UC6_cBO-Ar8J3xKKaOcsUcfqOzLQ
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcmCVQU6fRxJlH0hvIUHGvYBtpWZCpMpFb8cgCFvKgKs6w?e=st0x7M
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EeZdwcBiKj5Po6mgVuQJUZYBI3JbzJXfXn87rzE6s5QSeA?e=9QMcuI
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EX-5gMLNsdRPrIb-iLXFvwABzDBHmZuSGqSEZPbChdbEjQ?e=p26zxB
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EYjSFt9uSYVDljX5QHl23o0BTqKwOs1o7H6gQfyZl3HJFA?e=deYadF
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Efs8Q-QOeRxLkZZrsRE0s2oBhF2LCEOmU9aCJkPh9tjoig?e=xHvRgu
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EYvocBM4H7NFslEAdjaGgMIBSHqhMoTLBwrdnWWwA-qXyA?e=1TkrSC
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EeYL3aSrtBpLuh-aOIz83XwBHDI3JvfmkR5sC8cjibsilw?e=uRTFqI
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EeYL3aSrtBpLuh-aOIz83XwBHDI3JvfmkR5sC8cjibsilw?e=uRTFqI
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EWd5fe0hRvBBkW8LqSTcYqkB2IS_mgkTTxIVMVqAIGG91g?e=CzKzrF
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EenncmoAlP5Kt5B6UR-sJ7wBLAI37WcXjrBFjB7ubb7p6w?e=uFebOl
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EenncmoAlP5Kt5B6UR-sJ7wBLAI37WcXjrBFjB7ubb7p6w?e=uFebOl
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcPRLi-XKn1Dm0AdTdI_CUAB11YdQY79e2g56Q_Rylj43w?e=8yoE4E
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcPRLi-XKn1Dm0AdTdI_CUAB11YdQY79e2g56Q_Rylj43w?e=8yoE4E
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ERnXS4--Nj5PoHZ4IYDE8OgBl5HgF01tWCcMQfepLSlNqg?e=AZV4zH
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History of County Expenditure Limit Adjustments

Permanent Base Adjustments
7

Santa Cruz County

November 8, 1994 General Election
Approximate Increase in Limit: $1,916,000 (23%)11

Failed For – 2,764 (44%) No – 3,453 (56%)12

Key Education Points
•	 Cost drivers from state, federal and local mandates are outpacing expenditure limit 

growth.
•	 Referenced specific investments made in community organizations that may be cut 

without additional expenditure limit capacity.
•	 County’s tax rate is significantly lower than the levy limit, and lower than it was in the 

1980s.
•	 County’s expenditure limit base was erroneously set and the official population doesn’t 

account for border crossings13.

November 6, 1984 General Election
Increase in Limit: $1,166,764 (34%)
Failed For – 2,026 (45%) No – 2,466 (55%)14

Voter Turnout 73%15

Arguments for Prop. 202 
•	 Proposition 202 will not increase taxes.
•	 Without increase, county won’t be able to spend revenue it receives or keep up with 

increased services required by law.
•	 Without passage, county won’t be able to manage its functions in an orderly manner.
•	 Base limit did not include all expenditures for that fiscal year, since federal funds were 

used to pay for county general fund obligations that have since been absorbed by the 
general fund.

Arguments against Prop. 202
•	Local governments should cut budgets to stay within the spending limit.

Local Context
•	County had attempted to go for a permanent base adjustment at a special election in 

1982, but Legislative Council indicated they questioned the legality of that election.

Election Results 

1984

45%

1994

44%

County Education 
Materials

1994 Draft Publicity 
Pamphlet and letter to 
Auditor General 16

•	 Supervisor Letter to Voters
•	 Proposition FAQs
•	 County Financial Background 

Slides

1984 Publicity Pamphlet17

Maricopa County

November 3, 1998 General Election
Increase in Limit: $68,500,000 (11%)18

Passed For – 334,905 (70%) No – 141,607 (30%)19

Key Education Points 
•	 New spending will be for maintenance and operation of county’s jails. 
•	 County cannot operate jails built with excise tax authority without 

expenditure limit adjustment.

•	 Described overcrowding of jails, cost savings measures already taken.

Local Context
•	 Adjustment was run with Prop. 400 to allow the county to levy 0.2% excise 

tax for county jails. Amount of adjustment allowed county to expend 
resources from the excise tax.

•	 Created strong public, private coalition of support for both propositions.
•	 1997 citizen committee created package for voters to consider, but excise 

tax authority required legislative approval.
•	 Prop. 400, authorizing the county jail excise tax, passed with 69% in 

support.

Election Results

1
9

9
8

70%

County Materials
•	 1998 Resolution; Summary & Detailed Analysis

News Coverage
•	 AZ Republic voting recommendations
•	 AZ Republic Editorial: County Jails Desperately 

Need “Yes” Vote
•	 Taxpayers’ group favors levy to build county 

jails
•	 Coalition makeup; Support and opposition
•	 Sales tax increase would build jails
•	 Sheriff, Chairman letter to voters

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQQ9mscQf01HtSxrSvdNTBoBU6AsBEEoY-HufZoZX4yIcA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EXI4gJsQhYJKvx_XoEyBZ9EB7SKD3T3GXxzZn7FWXV29MA?e=bHSene
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ESRL891ThgFLlFeRXrJa3oIBOVI9NAFsk--pzIH8PKbAPQ?e=rKzEDB
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcIor1i_HntJpDZtVSnRKykBXR3RL9-ORBVOAw6vELTmcQ?e=D8c4OU
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EWGIhbxGIFJNv8pkX0lpeMUBJB1uTRliEfVM8EZ33Xmekg?e=NMLtPG
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ESQ_4Q-5SBNFgY7h0Fvc_7EB75lLQPSgrFbCLyX6ivvmcA?e=1vrj6n
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ESQ_4Q-5SBNFgY7h0Fvc_7EB75lLQPSgrFbCLyX6ivvmcA?e=1vrj6n
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Eb68FgZ2B8FOlvec2eqgUN4BhhUTxQZnn5UHO_oVBmRa4A?e=gu4g2J
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Eb68FgZ2B8FOlvec2eqgUN4BhhUTxQZnn5UHO_oVBmRa4A?e=gu4g2J
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQNG85Z243hEijkXoZwA08oBSKmAIs35GEgmWTkVbKi2Yg?e=ojGIsE
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EZUEGykY9l1AqkvKUT4_E7QBwvLClhMb8NrMSpSIXqr2lQ?e=UqRweZ
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQ4rGNH3nINNhK22d31biccBZAdriK3m1OLdTWjDMxTylQ?e=JMwAGb
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Apache County

November 6, 1984 General Election
Increase in Limit: $2,231,649 (55%)
Passed For – 5,690 (54%) No – 4,887 (46%)20

Voter Turnout 57.6%21

Arguments for Prop. 202 
•	 Prop. 202 will not increase your taxes.
•	 Without an increase, county will not be able to spend revenue it recieves.
•	 County will not be able to keep up with increased mandatory services.
•	 Certain revenues that were excludable in 1980 have declined.

Arguments against Prop. 202
•	 Local governments should cut budgets to stay within the spending limit.

Local Context
•	 County had asked voters for a permanent base adjustment in non-general 

election in 1981. Legislative Council determined override only lasted for 
2 years.

•	 Voters approved one-time override in May 1984.

Election Results

1
9

8
4

54%

County Publicity Pamphlet

1984 Letter to Legislative Council & 
Draft Publicity Pamphlet

1981 Special Election Publicity Pamphlet
•	Determined after the fact to violate 

requirements for permanent base 
adjustments to be held at a general 
election. Limited to two year override of 
the expenditure limit.

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQdgEZEVwh5EuClSY7mzZa4BQQUB07VySkhWNypuBdTV4Q?e=p9bQ0p
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQdgEZEVwh5EuClSY7mzZa4BQQUB07VySkhWNypuBdTV4Q?e=p9bQ0p
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQ0Xn4t46URDg1ehQlmDL-EBvz4b2kEnM0ULKgquQoC7zg?e=eo97Qk
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LEGISLATIVE 

PENALTY WAIVERS

Overview

The Constitution grants the authority to set the penalty for exceeding the expenditure limit to the 
Legislature. The current penalty for a county exceeding their expenditure limit is established in A.R.S. 
§41-1279.07. This statute requires that a county reduce their primary levy limit in the subsequent 
year by the amount the county exceeded their expenditure limit. Prior to the penalty being imposed, 
statute requires that the Auditor General’s Office hold a public   hearing to determine whether or not the 
county exceeded the expenditure limit without authorization. 

In prior years, the legislature has chosen to modify or waive the penalty by enacting legislation to change 
it for specific jurisdictions in certain fiscal years. Below is a summary of the legislation that has modified 
the penalty for counties that exceeded their expenditure limits. 

Santa Cruz County FY 2001 GDP Price Deflator Adjustment

Laws 1984, Ch. 335 Sec. 7

H: 28-0-2 S: 55-0-523

SB 1067 factored sales tax

Waived penalty for FY 1983. At 
the time, the penalty was to have 
state shared sales tax withheld.

Note: Amended onto unrelated 
tax bill in House committee.

Laws 2000, Ch. 351 Sec 2   			       H: 54-0-6 S: 22-3-524

HB 2563 county expenditure limits; disproportionate share (Daniels)

Set the penalty for exceeding the expenditure limit in FY 2001 at $100 
if the total amount subject to the expenditure limit did not exceed the 
expenditure limit for FY 2000 adjusted for population and using a 3% 
inflation factor. Applied to municipalities, counties and community 
college districts.

Directed the Economic Estimates Commission to meet with interested 
parties to determine if a new inflation index was needed for calculating 
expenditure limits.

Note: Of the 9 counties CSA has FY 2001 expenditure limit reports for, 
only Coconino County utilized this provision.

Greenlee County

Laws 2003, Ch. 178 Sec. 1		                H: 45-15-0 S: 19-10-122

HB 2315 expenditure limitation; Greenlee county (Konopnicki)

Set the penalty at not more than $100 for Greenlee County in FY 2004 
and FY 2005.

For: Greenlee County, CSA
County in financial challenge, going to voters for levy limit override, 
expenditure limit will impact override.

Against: ATRA
Against the prospective increase. Argued for the county to go to the 
voters for prospective increase.

Exceedance Amounts25 

FY 2004	        N/A

Expenditure Limit: $4.9M

Levy Limit: $1.2M absent override

FY 2005	        $373K

Expenditure Limit: $4.9M

Levy Limit: $1.2M absent override

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ERlvpZWa8IxJtmPF_u-hRRsB1LO54n2U3ZBduffioq8s1A?e=aHl0gC
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EWmWd9XEZ2BMsYMcB6H0VU8B1XKQVbC9SPc3lxeTWLnz5A?e=07i6cT
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EY6Aek7x3fhGrpO8RtwCQPYBmXjw6r3xQD2S5v6GOik3UA?e=87QomA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EXu1OpmWKuNGl8xmazDQz-EBw4q5VSrOMZIQr6QiT5RsnA?e=MxgUEo
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EfUTVPxCTuVPippAkX2ENdwBXaftfVriEJJWqBE75QF9yA?e=RhY2t8
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La Paz County

Laws 2018, Ch. 325 Sec. 1				         H: 31-29-0 S: 21-8-126

HB 2653 expenditure limitation; waiver of penalties (Cobb) ; SB 1535 expenditure 
limitation; waiver of penalties (Yarbrough) 
HB 2290 expenditure limitation; waiver of penalties (Cobb) [vetoed]

Waived penalty established by A.R.S. §41-1279.07 (H) for FY 2014, FY 2015, FY 2016, FY 
2017 and FY 2018. Prohibited the county from seeking a penalty waiver for a minimum 
of five years from and after the effective date of the act. Amended in Senate Finance to 
require annual reporting to the legislature and governor regarding county audits and 
ELRs. Retroactive to July 1, 2013.
For: La Paz County, CSA, CSA LPC Members
County in fiscal crisis, uncovered over expenditures. Plan to balance books, go out to 
voters for one-time override and permanent base adjustment.

Against: None registered. 		

Note: County & CSA briefed ATRA & other stakeholders extensively. HB 2290 vetoed 
on unrelated matter.

Laws 2016, Ch. 125 Sec. 16			    H: 36-24-0 S: 17-13-027

HB 2708 revenue; budget reconciliation; 2016-2017 (Montenegro); SB 1539 
revenue; budget reconciliation; 2016-2017 (Biggs)

Waived penalty established by A.R.S. §41-1279.07 (H) for FY 2014, FY 2015, and FY 
2016 for expenditures related to a contract with Los Angeles County to improve 
incinerator ash for disposal.

Note: Included in FY 2017 budget package. No testimony or organizations registered to 
speak. CSA supported effort.

Exceedance Amounts28 

FY 2014	 $2.34M
Expenditure Limit: $12.3M

Levy Limit: $4.5M

FY 2015	 $4.27M
Expenditure Limit: $12.2M

Levy Limit: $4.7M

FY 2016	 $3.83M
Expenditure Limit: $12.6M

Levy Limit: $4.9M

FY 2017	 $3.22M
Expenditure Limit: $12.7M

Levy Limit: $5.0M

FY 2018	 $1.67M
Expenditure Limit: $12.9M

Levy Limit: $5.1M

https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/53leg/2R/laws/0325.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/53leg/2R/laws/0325.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/53leg/2R/bills/SB1535P.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/53leg/2R/bills/SB1535P.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/53leg/2R/bills/HB2290S.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/2r/laws/0125.PDF
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/2r/laws/0125.PDF
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/2r/bills/SB1539S.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/2r/bills/SB1539S.pdf


Endnotes
1	 Calculated using difference between base limits reported in FY 1985 and FY 1986 Economic Estimates Commission 

Expenditure Limits: Counties for Apache County. 
2	 Base limit adjustment not provided in election materials.
3	 Coconino County November 5, 2024 General Election Results.
4	 Yavapai County November 5, 2024 General Election Results.
5	 Greenlee County November 8, 2022 General Election Results. 
6	 Greenlee County November 4, 2008 General Election Results; [Times Counted/Registered Voters]
7	 Greenlee County November 2, 2004 General Election Results 
8	 Greenlee County November 3, 1998 General Election Results.
9	 La Paz County November 6, 2018 General Election Results.
10	 Base limit adjustment of $1.87 million. Amount estimated based on rounded different between final expenditure limit for 

Navajo County in FY 2007 and FY 2008, $ 31,579,973  and $41,935,535, respectively. 
11	 Base limit adjustment of $600,000. Amount estimated using inflation and population factors from FY 1994 final county 

expenditure limits for Santa Cruz (2.0050, 1.5923, respectively). Percentage increase calculated using FY 1994 base limit for 
Santa Cruz of $2,563,099.

12	 Election Results, Arizona Daily Star, Thursday, November 10, 1994.
13	 In 1997, the legislature modified the expenditure limit calculation to include a portion of border crossings for border counties 

with a population under 200,000 
14	 Most incumbent sheriffs, supervisors are re-elected, Arizona Daily Star, Thursday, November 8, 1984.
15	 Arizona November 6, 1984 General Election Results.
16	 Copies of 1994 materials retrieved from CSA archives.
17	 Copy of publicity pamphlet retrieved from CSA archives.
18	 Maricopa County Detailed Analysis, as submitted to the Auditor General’s Office. 
19	 1998 Election Results, Arizona Republic, Wednesday November 4, 1998. 
20	 Apache County November 6, 1984 General Election Results.
21	 Arizona November 6, 1984 General Election Results.
22	 Third read vote in House and Senate. Retrieved from bill history on azleg.gov.
23	 Final read vote in House and Senate. Retrieved from Senate Bill History for SB 1067 from AZ Memory Project.
24	 Final read vote in House and Senate. Retrieved from bill history on azleg.gov.
25	 Data retrieved from La Paz County Expenditure Limit Reports for applicable fiscal year. Levy Limit retrieved from Schedule B of 

county budget documents for applicable fiscal year.
26	 Third read vote in the House and Senate. Retrieved from bill history on azleg.gov.
27	 Third read vote in House and Senate. 
28	 Data retrieved from La Paz County Expenditure Limit Reports for applicable fiscal year. Levy Limit retrieved from Schedule B of 

county budget documents for applicable fiscal year.

https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ER7gjizxcDVHjG6lJbg640MBF-gcdn93V6grqeI5Jx_TbQ?e=DK9Os5
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ER7gjizxcDVHjG6lJbg640MBF-gcdn93V6grqeI5Jx_TbQ?e=DK9Os5
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ef-xNt9YdfRMq51Mb9zISUYB24B2W8k9LZmbP3N2D3YjOQ?e=VUhvjV
https://apps.azsos.gov/results/2008/general/counties/Greenlee_By_Precinct.txt
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/ERIGL-eNFkxHl8ms2R9ybtIBcxMQIokqNT1DYWTkBoCpng?e=26vflA
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ec6azgnK9jhKtH86D9iwfY8BK8xhRlfmZ4BZPpFWxZNuDw?e=T6hrXa
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EZbIZvgUdjZNkFBu9zHd5kEBq18CYnWOp9yDvN7INcR-_w?e=kaboFh
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ecb7rGJWPnRBt7bCWY3b12wBy9M_OiuHjPuBsJB1-R4heg?e=zgXp7r
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ec1GwlYXFOFEoV3uiya2wvEBIbtPHfzINzI-BX0dMor61A?e=JMemp2
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ec1GwlYXFOFEoV3uiya2wvEBIbtPHfzINzI-BX0dMor61A?e=JMemp2
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ed-yOUhRWzRMtMFw4DluykMBwpUteiOImB2yisl1vkLG2g?e=odYHsM
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:i:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EcGke78SInNLoRwXtvE0aUABkKUE1d8mLTGjoh-HVrPw9A?e=aAdskq
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/EQuLtBsHMDRPot-ZcNxx3lABoY-wNbCjRFOrdHwbp91dVQ?e=gghwqu
https://countysupervisors.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/LegislativeResearchTeam/Ed-yOUhRWzRMtMFw4DluykMBwpUteiOImB2yisl1vkLG2g?e=odYHsM

