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For their Verified Complaint, Plaintiffs allege as follows:
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. This is a challenge to the constitutionality of an initiative titled “Arizona
Protection from Predatory Debt Collection Act” (“Prop 209”), bearing the initiative serial
number [-05-2022. The application for this initiative was initially filed on April 22, 2021
and refiled on June 8, 2021 with the Arizona Secretary of State, and it was approved by
voters as Prop 209 on November 8, 2022. Prop 209 was approved via statewide canvass and
adopted by proclamation on December 5, 2022 (“the Effective Date™). An accurate copy of
Prop 209 is attached as Exhibit 1.

8 Prop 209 is a statutory initiative that amends various Arizona statutes to:
(a) lower the interest rate cap on medical debt; (b) increase the amount of equity in a
person’s home that is protected from certain creditors, including tax liens from state and
local governments; (c) increase the dollar value of personal property and assets exempt from
the claims of creditors; and (d) increase the amount of earnings that is exempt from
garnishment by judgment creditors.

3. Prop 209 includes a Savings Clause stating that the entire law “applies
prospectively only.” (Ex. 1 § 10.) The Savings Clause then affirms that the entire law “does
not apply to” three types of situations. /d. While two of those situations deal with the date
contracts or “written agreement[s]” are entered into, the third ambiguously states that Prop
209 does not apply “right and duties that matured” before the Effective Date. Id. Generally,
a judgment vests certain substantive rights in a judgment creditor, including the right to
collect on the debt. See McCullough v. Com. of Virginia, 172 U.S. 102, 123 (1898) (holding
that “[i]t is not within the power of a legislature to take away rights which have been once
vested by a judgment.”). Moreover, because garnishment actions are considered
independent from the underlying contract action, Bennett Blum, MD, Inc. v. Cowan, 235
Ariz. 204, 207 § 13 (App. 2014), it is unclear when in this process the right to garnishment
would “mature” under Prop 209.

4. In other words, if the first subpart governs, the decision of when a
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garnishment right “matures” can lead to a myriad of outcomes. Take for example a claim
with a contract date of January 1, 2020, a judgment date of December 1, 2022, a garnishment
application filing on December 2, 2022, a writ of garnishment on December 5, 2022, service
of the writ of garnishment on December 6, 2022, and order of continuing lien on January
27,2022.
a. If a claim matures when a judgment is entered, then Prop 209 would
not apply to this garnishment.
b. If a claim matures when a garnishment application is filed, then Prop
209 would not apply to this garnishment.
c¢. If a claim matures when a garnishment writ is issued, then which law
applies depends on whether the writ was issued before or after Prop
209 was certified.
d. If a claim matures when a garnishment writ is served, then Prop 209
would apply.
e. Ifaclaim matures when an order of continuing lien is issued, then Prop
209 would apply.
5. There is no clear guidance regarding when Prop 209 purports to inject itself
into this timeline.
6. The Arizona judiciary has all but admitted to Prop 209’s vagueness. In a
“Proposition 209 Information Sheet” posted to its Self-Service Center on or before

December 1, 2022, the judicial branch’s website acknowledges that:

The proposition was unclear on when the changes to the garnishment rates
Woul% take effect, but if a debtor was being garnished on December 5, 2022,
the previous rates would be continued. If a Writ of Garnishment is filed on
or after December 5, 2022, most courts will likely impose the new lower
rates; other courts may impose the higher garnishment rates for contracts
entered into before December 5, 2022.

(Ex. 2, Hameroff Decl. § 22, Attach. D.)

v The judicial branch updated its Self-Service Center recommendations on or

around December 3, 2022, recognizing that different judges will interpret Prop 209
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differently. The page now reads:

If a garnishment was in place prior to December 5, 2022, the previous rates
of garnishment would be continued. If a Writ of Garnishment is filed on or
after December 5, 2022, a judicial officer may impose the new lower rates
based on their reading of Proposition 209; another judicial officer may
impose the higher garnishment rates for contracts entered into before
December 5, 2022, based on their interpretation.

A debtor can file an objection to a writ of garnishment and ask for the lowest
garnishment rate.

(Id. 923, Attach. E.)

8. Given these conflicting interpretations, and the lack of specific guidance in
Prop 209 related to the scope and application of the Savings Clause, Prop 209 is void for
vagueness under the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the U.S. Constitution and Article
2, Section 4 of the Arizona Constitution. Additionally, Prop 209 is unenforceable under the
unintelligibility doctrine because it provides no standards for courts to rely upon for
deciding when in the post-judgment enforcement process Prop 209 applies or whether it
applies differently to judgments based on non-contract claims. Accordingly, it must be
preliminarily and permanently enjoined.

9. Faced with mounting uncertainty about how this new law will be interpreted,
debt collectors, creditors, debtors, employer garnishees, bank garnishees, and anyone else
involved in the debt collection process, in addition to court administrators, Justices of the
Peace, Superior Court Judges and legal aid clinics, need definitive guidance. Without
clarifying guidance, incalculable state and private resources will be expended attempting to
accurately understand and interpret Prop 209, with differing interpretations leading to
inconsistent applications across the State. Additionally, judgment creditors and collectors
working on their behalf will inevitably face a tidal wave of lawsuits alleging that their
interpretation of Prop 209 violates federal and state laws regarding debt collection. A lack
of clarity carries with it not only the possibility that a reputable collector’s reputation and
goodwill could be harmed, but because the majority of debt collectors’ revenue usually

comes from post-judgment enforcement actions such as garnishments, they could also be
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forced to cease operating entirely.

10.  If Prop 209 is not completely invalidated (it should be), the Court must
provide the parties with the specific guidance that Prop 209 does not. Thus, the Court should
declare that Prop 209’s provisions: (a) do not apply to debt arising out of contracts or
agreements entered into before the Effective Date; (b) do not apply to post-judgment
enforcement actions occurring after the Effective Date where the underlying contracts were
entered into before the Effective Date, regardless of when the underlying judgment was
entered; and (c) do not apply to non-contract judgments where the underlying cause of
action accrued before the Effective Date; but (d) do apply to both debt arising out of
contracts entered into and non-contract judgments entered after the Effective Date. Thus,
Prop 209 requires a bifurcated application for completing the mandatory documents for
post-judgment enforcement actions depending on their relation to the Effective Date.

PARTIES

11.  Plaintiff Arizona Creditors Bar Association (“ACBA”) is an Arizona
corporation dedicated to educating and enhancing the practice of collection law in Arizona.
Members of the ACBA are regularly involved in the lawful collection of consumer debts
and must interpret and comply with the laws and civil procedures necessary to litigate in
their state and local courts. Members of the ACBA must also comply with the requirements
of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1692 et seq. (‘FDCPA”). ACBA has
a strong interest in ensuring interpretation and application of Prop 209 in a way that allows
collection attorneys to fulfill their ethical duty to advance their clients’ legitimate interests
within the bounds of existing law, without exposing themselves and their clients to
substantial strict liability. Prop 209 has caused ACBA to divert its resources to interpret the
law and will force ACBA to divert additional resources to educating its members about
Prop 209 and the exposure it creates. Further, as collection attorneys, ACBA’s members
share a common and equal risk of being held strictly liable for the FDCPA’s civil penalties
caused by any non-compliance with Prop 209. See Ariz. Ass 'n of Providers for Persons with

Disabilities v. State, 223 Ariz. 6, 13 § 18 (App. 2009).
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12. Plaintiff Protect Our Arizona is an Arizona political action committee. Protect
Our Arizona’s primary purpose is to oppose the qualification and passage of Prop 209. It
therefore has an interest in disputing Prop 209°s validity.

13.  Plaintiff Absolute Resolutions Investments, LLC is an Arizona limited
liability company that purchases and manages debt from creditors. Absolute Resolutions
Investments specializes in the recovery of distressed consumer receivables, business cards
and lines of credit, commercial leasing, and specialty finance portfolios.

14.  Plaintiff Hameroff Law Group, P.C. is an Arizona law firm engaging in the
practice of debt collection. Hameroft Law Group, P.C. represents original creditors, debt
buyers, hospitals, medical providers, and financial institutions in recovering their
outstanding debts, up to and including garnishment actions. As collection attorneys,
Hameroff Law Group and its staff are subject to strict liability under the FDCPA if they
interpret Prop 209 incorrectly.

15.  Plaintiff Desert Ridge Community Association (“Desert Ridge”) is an
Arizona non-profit corporation and a master planned community association, more
commonly recognized as a HOA. Desert Ridge is required to provide services to
homeowners within the community without regard to a homeowner’s creditworthiness and
irrespective of whether such homeowner can pay for the services. As such, Desert Ridge
routinely collects unpaid dues from its homeowners through the courts and has current
garnishment proceedings pending. Desert Ridge has been and will continue to be harmed
by the passage of Prop 209.

16.  Plaintiff Augusta Ranch Master Community Association (“Augusta Ranch™)
is an Arizona non-profit corporation and a master planned community association, more
commonly recognized as a HOA. Augusta Ranch is required to provide services to
homeowners within the community without regard to a homeowner’s creditworthiness and
irrespective of whether such homeowner can pay for the services. As such, Augusta Ranch
routinely collects unpaid dues from its homeowners through the courts and has current

garnishment proceedings pending. Augusta Ranch has been and will continue to be harmed
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by the passage of Prop 209.

17.  Plaintiff Bauhinia, LLC, is a South Dakota limited liability company that
purchases and manages debt for recovery. Bauhinia has hired attorneys to bring lawsuits to
collect the debts, including using Arizona’s post-judgment enforcement methods. Bauhinia
currently owns money judgments in Arizona and is a debt collector as defined by the
FDCPA.

18.  Plaintiff Cash Time Title Loans, Inc. (“Cash Time”) is an Arizona corporation
providing title loan and personal loan services in the Phoenix and Tucson Metro areas. Cash
Time has over 125 employees and is periodically served with garnishments pertaining to
these employees. Not only is Cash Time impacted as a harmed judgment creditor, but it is
also impacted as an employer faced with the uncertainty of calculating the garnishment
withholdings of their employees based upon earnings garnishments periodically served
upon them.

19.  Defendant State of Arizona is a body politic that, pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-
1841(A), has an interest in the validity of Prop 209, which would be affected by the
declaratory relief sought in this action.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

20.  This Court has jurisdiction and venue over this case pursuant to Article 4,
Section 14 of the Arizona Constitution; A.R.S. §§ 12-123, 12-1801 et seq., 12-1831 et seq.,
12-2021 et seq., and Rules 3(b) and 4(a) of the Arizona Rules of Procedure for Special
Actions because Plaintiffs seek: (a) a declaration that Prop 209 is void for vagueness and is
otherwise unintelligible under the First and Fourteenth Amendments; and (b) an injunction
enjoining Prop 209 from taking effect.

21. A justiciable controversy exists because, without Court intervention, the
uncertainty and confusion created by Prop 209 will cause a panoply of differing ad hoc
interpretations and applications that will subject Plaintiffs to immediate and irreparable
injury and loss of rights. See Tilson v. Mofford, 153 Ariz. 468, 473 (1987) (concluding that

the proper time to consider the constitutionality of a proposed initiative is after its adoption
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when affected litigants can present the issue).

22.  This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant.

23.  Venue is proper in Maricopa County pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-401.

24.  Pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1841(B), the Arizona Attorney General, Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and Senate President will be contemporaneously and timely
served with a notice of claim of Prop 209’s unconstitutionality and a copy of this filing.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

25.  In the 2022 general election, an out-of-state labor union called Service
Employees International Union (“SEIU”), by and through two shell political action
committees, Healthcare Rising AZ and Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare,
sponsored an initiative titled the “Predatory Debt Collection Protection Act,” commonly
known as Prop 209. (See Ex. 3, Campaign Finance Report.) On November 8, 2022, Arizona
voters approved Prop 209.

26.  Although the proponents advertised that Prop 209 dealt with medical dealt,
Prop 209 actually amends several statutes related to post-judgment enforcement in general
and is not limited to medical debt. Prop 209 is codified as A.R.S. §§ 12-1598.10, 33-1101,
33-1123,33-1125, 33-1126, 33-1131, and 44-1201.

27.  Among other things, Prop 209 sets limits on interest rates for debts accrued
from receiving healthcare services equal to either the weekly average one-year constant
maturity treasury yield or 3%, whichever is lower. (See Ex. 1 § 7.)

28.  Prop 209 also increases the value for certain property and earnings exempt
from attachment, execution, forced sale, and any other post-judgment enforcement
processes, and requires the amount of those exemptions to be adjusted annually “by the
increase in the cost of living,” measured by “the percentage increase as of August of the
immediately preceding year over the level as of August of the previous year of the consumer
price index . . . as published by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, or its successor agency.” (Id. § 2-5.)

29.  Additionally, Prop 209 imposes major changes on earnings garnishment

-8-
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actions by limiting the amount of a debtor’s weekly disposable earnings subject to collection
to the lesser of 10% of the disposable earnings (formerly 25%) or the amount by which
disposable earnings for that week exceed sixty times (formerly thirty times) the highest
applicable federal, state, or local minimum wage (formerly federal only). (Id. § 1, 6); A.R.S.
§ 33-1131. Additionally, Prop 209 allows a court to lower the amount of the garnishment
withholding to 5% of the disposable earnings upon a finding of extreme economic hardship,
whereas prior law allows the court to reduce the amount to 15% of disposable earnings.
(Ex. 1§ 1); AR.S. § 12-1598.10(F).

I. Summary of Legal Process

30.  Traditionally, debt collection lawsuits arise when a consumer fails to: (a) pay
for a loan; (b) honor an agreement to pay for something of value; (¢) pay money due for a
good or service; or (d) redress injuries. (See Ex. 4, Logvin Decl. 4 9.) When that occurs,
those who are left unpaid and can send it to collection. Collectors, including Plaintiffs, then
work tirelessly to reach the consumer to seek a method of repayment. Lawsuits are filed as
a last resort. This process ensures that consumers are held accountable for their purchases,
and that creditors are repaid what they are owed. The process is a necessary part of the credit
cycle and allows lenders to keep borrowing costs as low as possible for consumers.

31.  Ina given month, even a smaller size collection law firm will mail hundreds
of letters, file hundreds of lawsuits, and process hundreds of applications for default
judgment. (See id. 9 8, 10-14.)

A. Post-Judgment Enforcement—Garnishments

32.  Only once the plaintiff creditor establishes its claim and obtains a final
judgment on the underlying action can the garnishment process begin. See Marilee Miller
Clark, Arizona Civil Remedies § 3.13.1.3. A final judgment must be formally written,
signed, and entered by the court and effectively means that the creditor is now legally
entitled to the debt. 1d.

33.  Garnishments are legal proceedings where a third party, called a garnishee, is

ordered to hold a judgment debtor’s property, money, or earnings and, if appropriate,
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subsequently turn it over to the judgment creditor to pay the judgment.

34. A garnishment—which can include monies, property, or earnings—begins
with a judgment creditor’s application, and includes statements about the amount of the
judgment and the belief that a garnishee is holding nonexempt assets. See A.R.S. §§ 12-
1572 (requirements for garnishment of monies or property), 12-1598.03 (requirements for
garnishment of earnings).

35.  Once the writ of garnishment and summons are issued by the court, they must
be served upon the garnishee along with copies of enumerated documents. See id. §§ 12-
1574(C) (garnishment of monies or property), 12-1598.04(C) (garnishment of earnings).
Once the garnishee is served with the required documents, the garnishee must hold the
nonexempt assets—monies, property, or earnings—until the garnishment ends. /d. §§ 12-
1578(A) (requiring a garnishee to keep nonexempt monies or property out of the judgment
debtor’s control), 12-1598.05(A) (creating an initial lien on the judgment debtor’s
nonexempt earnings).

36.  Within three days of being served with the writ of garnishment, the garnishee
must provide copies of the writ, summons, and enumerated documents to the judgment
debtor. See id §§ 12-1574(D) (garnishment of monies or property), 12-1598.04(D)
(garnishment of earnings).

37.  Within ten days of being served, the garnishee must answer the writ’s
statutory questions. /d. §§ 12-1579(D) (listing the questions for garnishments of monies or
property), 12-1578.01 (setting the time limit for the garnishee’s answer), 12-1598.08(B)
(listing the questions for garnishments of earning), 12-1598.06 (setting the time limit for
the garnishee’s answer).

38.  After the garnishee’s answer is filed and delivered to the judgment debtor and
the judgment creditor, each party may object to the writ or the answer. If an objection is
filed, the court will hold a hearing on an expedited schedule to resolve the objection. See
id. §§ 12-1580 (garnishments of monies or property), 12-1598.07 (garnishments of

earnings).
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39.  Ifno one objects and the garnishee’s answer shows that garnishee is holding
nonexempt assets, then the judgment creditor applies for either (a) a judgment against the
garnishee in a monies garnishment, (b) an order of continuing lien in an earnings
garnishment, or (c) an order directing the garnishee to hold the personal property in a
property garnishment. The court then enters the requested order. See id. §§ 12-1584(A)
(Judgments against garnishee), 12-1585(A) (orders regarding personal property), 12-
1598.10(A) (orders of continuing lien).

40.  Once the order of continuing lien is entered in an earnings garnishment—and
while that order remains effective—the garnishee must continue to complete nonexempt
earnings statements for each pay period and turn over all nonexempt earnings withheld to
the judgment creditor. See id. § 12-1598.11(C).

41.  And after the judgment against garnishee is entered in a garnishment of
monies, the garnishee must provide the withheld monies to the judgment creditor as directed
in the judgment against garnishee. See id. § 12-1584(C).

42.  Further, when the order regarding personal property is entered in a
garnishment of personal property, the garnishee must continue to hold the nonexempt
property until the sheriff or constable serves a writ of execution on the garnishee or the time
limit on the order expires. See id. § 12-1585(E).

43.  In carrying out this process, certain types of the debtor’s assets are exempt
from garnishment up to a certain dollar amount. See A.R.S. §§ 33-1101 (homestecad
exemption), 33-1123 (household furniture, furnishings, and appliances), 33-1125 (personal
items), and 33-1126 (money benefits, or proceeds). Prop 209’s provisions increase a variety
of these exemptions. (See Ex. 1 §§ 2-5.) Thus, because debt collectors can only collect on
non-exempt assets, attorneys, judgment creditors, judgment debtors, and the courts all need
to be aware of how and when Prop 209 applies to individual cases.

44.  Indeed, attorneys representing judgment creditors who are considering post-

judgment enforcement, including applying for a writ of garnishment, must believe that the
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garnishee possesses the judgment debtor’s nonexempt assets. If they do not interpret and
apply Prop 209—or the prior law—properly, such as by over-garnishing newly exempted
assets, then those attorneys and judgment creditors could violate the law.

45.  The need to apply Prop 209 properly also continues after the garnishment
process begins. A writ of garnishment may be issued on any valid judgment, and thus active
garnishments are often based upon judgments entered more than a decade ago, with the
underlying contract necessarily having been entered into, and defaulted upon, prior to

that. (See Ex. 4 9 17.)
IL Prop 209’s Scope Is Unclear and Unduly Confusing.

46.  Although Prop 209 was advertised as an initiative to “help[] Arizona families
with medical debt,”! Prop 209’s new provisions have breathtaking breadth and reach every
type of debt. By increasing the exemptions and reducing the garnishment rates on all types
of debt, Prop 209 effectively makes a substantial amount of the outstanding debt in Arizona
uncollectible because many judgment debtors’ assets are no longer reachable through these
collection actions.

47.  Given Prop 209’s consequential and far-reaching new provisions, it is critical
for every Arizonan to understand the scope of its application. In a failed attempt to provide
that clarification, Prop 209’s advocates inserted a “Savings Clause,” which states that the
Act “applies prospectively only.” (Ex. 1 § 10; see also Ex. 5, Legislative Council Ballot
Analysis, at 107-08.) The Savings Clause’s addition to Prop 209 instead created fatal
confusion. Originally, Prop 209 did not include any amendments to the wage garnishment
statute and the amendments to A.R.S. § 12-1598.10 were only added at the Legislative
Council’s suggestion. (See Ex. 6, Legislative Council Memo, at 2 9 7.)

48.  Under the Savings Clause, Prop 209 does not affect three specific categories:

(1) rights and duties that matured before the effective date; (2) contracts entered into before

! Yes on Prop 209, Healthcare Rising Arizona,
https://www healthcarerisingaz.org/proposition-209/.
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the effective date; and (3) the interest rate on judgments that are based on a written
agreement entered into before the effective date. (Ex. 1 § 10)

49.  Readers of the Savings Clause, however, have reached different conclusions
about Prop 209’s application to certain post-judgment enforcement action scenarios.

50.  To illustrate, the below table parses several categories of garnishments and
Prop 209’s applicability: (1) where the underlying contract, judgment, and garnishment
predate the Effective Date; (2) where the underlying contract and the judgment are entered
before the Effective Date, but the garnishment postdates the Effective Date; (3) where the
underlying contract is entered into before the Effective Date, but the judgment and the
garnishment postdate the Effective Date; (4) where the underlying contract, judgment, and
the garnishment all postdate the Effective Date; and, (5) where the underlying claim is not
based on a contract, the judgment is entered before the Effective Date, but the garnishment

postdates the Effective Date.

k%

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank.]
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Applicability of Prop. 209 to

Garnishments

SE PROVISIONS
PROVISION 3:
L *does not affect . “docs not affect . . .
rights and . . contracts the interest rate on
dutics that | ¢ntercd into judgments thitt ane
maturcd hefore before the based on a writt¢n
theeffective | cftective date of agrcemententercd

- datcief thisact” this act” into before tl

CATEGORY 1: Garnishments
begun before the Effective Date:
-related to-

Contracts entered into before
the Effective Date
-with-

Judgments entered before the
Effective Date
CATEGORY 2: Garnishments
begun after the Effective Date
] -related to- '
Contracts entered into before
the Effective Date
-with-

Judgments entered before the
Effective Date

begun after the Effective Date
-related to-
Contracts entered into before
the Effective Date
-with-
Judgments entered after the
| ~ Effective Date
CATEGORY 4: Garnishments
begun after the Effective Date |
-related to- |
Contracts entered into after the
Effective Date
-with-
Judgments entered after the
Effective Date

begun after the Effective Date
-related to-
Noncontract claims that accrued
before the Effective Date
-with-
Judgments entered before the
Effective Date

51.  Under each provision of the Savings Clause, garnishments in Category 1 are

plainly governed by the old law,

CATEGORY 3: Garnishments |

CATEGORY 5: Garnishments |

cffective date of this

act”

Old law will govern
Old law Old law interest rate on
medical debt

Old law will govern
interest rate on

Prop 209? Old law?
medical debt

Old law will govern

Prop 2097 Old law? interest rate on
medical debt

. Prop 209 will govern
Prop 209 . Prop 209 interest rate on
medical debt

Old law? N/A N/A

no matter which subpart applies.
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52. Similarly, garnishments in Category 4 are likely governed by the changes
implemented by Prop 209 (depending, of course, on which step of the garnishment action a
right matures).

53. However, as illustrated by Categories 2, 3, and 5, the first two subparts of the
Savings Clause can each be interpreted to define the “prospective” application of Prop 209
differently.

54. If the second subpart governs, meaning that garnishments are based on
“contracts entered into before the effective date,” then Plaintiffs, attorneys, judgment
creditors, judgment debtors, and the courts can apply the law as it existed before the
Effective Date to Categories 2 and 3.

55. On the other hand, if the first subpart governs, Prop 209’s provisions would
apply to garnishments where the rights matured after the Effective Date, and the prior law
would apply to garnishments where the rights matured before the Effective Date. However,
because judgments vest creditors with collection rights, McCullough, 172 U.S. at 123, and
because garnishments may be viewed as actions independent from the “rights and duties”
associated with the underlying judgment, Bennett Blum MD, 234 Ariz. at 207 § 13, then the
“rights and duties” to garnish a judgment debtor’s wages may not “mature” until some
unknown point during the garnishment process.

56.  Consequently, if the first subpart governs, the courts will have to decide when
the garnishment matures: at the underlying judgment, when the garnishment application is
filed, when the writ is issued, when the writ is served, when the judgment against garnishee
or order of continuing lien is entered, when each pay periods’ nonexempt earnings
statements are calculated, or at some other undetermined point. This compounds confusion.

57.  Moreover, if the first subpart applies, Prop 209 would impair contracts
entered into before the Effective Date, in violation of the U.S. and Arizona Constitutions.
Samaritan Health Sys. v. Superior Court of State of Ariz., 194 Ariz. 284,293 140—41 (App.
1998) (recognizing that the federal and state constitutions forbid laws that impair

substantive obligations of existing contracts); see also Hawk v. PC Village Ass’n, Inc., 233
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Ariz. 94, 98 4 14 (App. 2013) (same).

58.  Further, although Prop 209 did not provide revised garnishment forms, nor
mandate their creation, Prop 209’s changes to exemptions necessitate the creation of new
garnishment forms to provide to the courts and other interested parties. (See Ex. 1); see also,
AR.S. §§ 12-1596 (setting out the forms for garnishments of monies or property), 12-
1598.16 (same for garnishments of earnings). However, the statutes setting forth the forms
convey information incompatible with Prop 209. See id.

59.  Revised boilerplate forms are likely to confuse garnishees who assume that
they must use the revised forms on all garnishments when Prop 209 may not apply.

60. Even if garnishees independently investigate the matter, garnishees may
incorrectly apply Prop 209’s provisions by, for instance, applying prior exemptions to
existing nonexempt earnings statements. If judgment creditors or their attorneys disagree
with the garnishees’ conclusion, the courts will have to repeatedly decide the issue on an ad
hoc basis across the state.

61.  Infact, Prop 209 has engendered widespread confusion among court staff and
seasoned attorneys working in this area. Plaintiffs have already received conflicting
guidance on the application of Prop 209.

62.  For example, the Administrative Office of the Courts (“AOC”) organized a
workgroup regarding the impact of Prop 209 on the self-service forms on the judicial
branch’s website. (See Ex. 2 §17.)

63.  As part of that workgroup, there is confusion about which rules applied to
post-Prop 209 judgments entered on pre-Prop 209 contracts. (See id. ] 17-19, 24.) In
response, one Justice of the Peace (and Judicial Education Officer) has already opined that:
(1) Prop 209 changes the calculations for garnishments for all judgments, not just those for
medical debt; (2) Prop 209 would apply to garnishments of any existing judgments applied
for after the effective date; and (3) the Savings Clause would also not apply to garnishment
rates on tort judgments. (See id. § 18, Attach. B.) Later, the AOC informed Plaintiffs that it

will interpret the effective date for garnishments as the date of the order of continuing lien.
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(See id. 4 19.) Notably, these conflicting interpretations are from the same workgroup,
illustrating the confusion that will permeate courts throughout the state.

64.  Collection attorneys also reached out to another Justice of the Peace (and
Chair of the Maricopa County Best Practices Committee), who offered yet another
conflicting interpretation. While he did not agree that all garnishment actions involving
contracts entered into before the Effective Date would be subject to existing law, he
interpreted the Savings Clause as applying to either money judgments entered before the
Effective Date or applications for writs of garnishment that were filed before the Effective
Date. (See id. §20-21.)

65.  Given this confusion, judgment creditors will make inconsistent arguments,
courts will make inconsistent decisions, judgment debtors will receive inconsistent
protections, and all of these inconsistencies will undoubtedly lead to FDCPA claims. (See
id 99 22-28; Ex. 4 99 28-37.)

III.  Prop 209’s Uncertainty Will Cause Plaintiffs Irreparable Harm.

66.  Prop 209’s ambiguity causes substantial harm to nearly everyone impacted
by the debt collection industry. In addition to increasing borrowing costs because lenders
will be less likely to legally collect what they are owed in a timely manner, Prop 209 creates
substantial confusion for creditors, debtors, garnishees, attorneys, courts, judges and anyone
else involved with the debt collection process.

67.  Further, Prop 209’s ambiguities will result in those attempting to comply with
it facing a wave of litigation under federal and state consumer protection statutes such as
the FDCPA. Consumer advocates, including those that sponsored Prop 209 from the
beginning, will allege that any interpretation other than their own should be the basis for
legal liability.

68.  The FDCPA broadly prohibits debt collectors—including attorneys—from
making misleading representations or employing unfair practices in connection with the
collection of any consumer debt. For example, the FDCPA prohibits false representations

of “the character, amount, or legal status of any debt,” 15 U.S.C. § 1692¢e(2)(A), threats “to

-17 -




O 0 3 N L R WD —

INCORRL " T \© T (G T NG S N B NG S NG —
I I T N i N e = T N v~ vl T e =

take any action that cannot legally be taken,” id § 1692¢(5), or attempts to collect any
amount “unless such amount is expressly authorized by the agreement creating the debt or
permitted by law.” Id. § 1692f(1). In other words, interpreting Proposition 209 incorrectly—
such as by using its increased exemptions when they do not apply, or by failing to use those
increased exemptions when they do apply—exposes a debt collector to liability.

69.  Debt collectors are strictly liable for misleading and unfair debt collection
practices. Clark v. Cap. Credit & Collection Servs., Inc., 460 F.3d 1162, 1175-76 (9th Cir.
2006). Specifically, debt collectors who fail to comply with any part of the FDCPA are
professionally and personally strictly liable for actual damages, statutory damages,
attorneys’ fees, and court costs for even one wrongful action. See 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(a).
Thus, attorneys may be found liable under the FDCPA even for unintended, accidental, or
technical violations caused by misinterpreting state law.

70.  Further, the FDCPA authorizes class actions where debt collectors can be
professionally and personally subject to strict liability penalties of up to $500,000 or 1% of
the debt collector’s net worth. Id. § 1692k(a)(2)(B).

71.  If debt collectors and creditors seek to apply the old garnishment rules to all
contracts that were originated prior to the Effective Date—a plausible interpretation of Prop
209 and the Savings Clause—there will inevitably be litigation filed against them
contending that the new garnishment rules should be applied to those contracts. Not only
will those lawsuits burden the courts and make the garnishment process more cumbersome
than necessary, but they will also potentially carry with them millions of dollars in statutory
strict liability for debt collectors statewide if a court ultimately determines that the new
garnishment rules should apply to pre-Effective-Date contracts.

72.  Moreover, if all garnishments, including garnishments that existed before the
Effective Date, must be administered under the new garnishment rules, judgment creditors
may be forced to amend their garnishments, and garnishees may be forced to amend their
answers, exempt additional funds, provide the judgment debtor and judgment creditor with

revised nonexempt earnings statements, and send out partial or full refunds from previously

- 18 -




e e Y ¥ T~ U N O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

withheld funds. (See Ex. 7, Cash Time Decl. 99 12-15.) And if these parties do not amend
their garnishments accordingly or are confused by new forms and their ad hoc applicability,
they too may be exposed to liability under consumer protection statutes for failing to turn
over the proper amount of nonexempt assets to the proper party. See A.R.S. §§ 12-1593
(authorizing the court to hold parties that don’t perform their duties in garnishments in
contempt of court), 12-1598.13 (same); (Ex. 7 9 16.)

73.  Anactual and substantial controversy exists between Plaintiffs and Defendant
regarding their respective legal rights and duties. Plaintiffs contend that Prop 209 is
unconstitutional and unenforceable in its entirety. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and
on that basis allege, that Defendant contends otherwise. Accordingly, declaratory relief is
appropriate.

74.  Ifnot enjoined by the Court, Prop 209 will create substantial confusion which
will result in irreparable injuries to Plaintiffs in the form of: (a) violations of their
constitutional rights and duties, including their due process rights to fair notice of what
conduct a law prohibits; (b) the loss of current and potential customers if they are wrongly
branded as unscrupulous debt collectors who have violated the FDCPA; (c¢) substantially
increased malpractice premiums caused by the uncertainty in Prop 209 for which they
cannot be compensated; (d) significant costs that garnishee Plaintiffs will incur that cannot
be adequately compensated; and (e) liability under the FDCPA. Plaintiffs have no plain,
speedy, or adequate remedy at law for such injuries. Accordingly, injunctive relief is
appropriate.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief (A.R.S. §§ 12-1801 ef seq.; 12-1831 ef seq.)
Void for Vagueness (violation of U.S. Const. amends. I, XIV; Ariz. Const. art. 2, § 4;
28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202)

75.  Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations set forth above as if fully set forth herein.
76.  “In our constitutional order, a vague law is no law at all.” United States v.

Davis, 139 S. Ct. 2319, 2323 (2019).

77.  The prohibition against vague laws stems from the First and Fourteenth
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Amendments of the United States Constitution, see United States v. Williams, 553 U.S. 285,
304 (2008), as well as Article 2, Section 4, of the Arizona Constitution. Cohen v. State, 121
Ariz. 6,9 (1978).

78.  While vagueness claims are most often raised in the First Amendment or
criminal contexts, “indefiniteness in any statute may constitute an unconstitutional denial
of due process of law,” Cohen, 121 Ariz. at 9 (citing Sw. Egn’g Co. v. Ernst, 79 Ariz. 403,
414 (1955)), especially when any penalty can be strictly administered.

79. A law may be unconstitutionally vague for one of two reasons: “First, if it
fails to provide people of ordinary intelligence a reasonable opportunity to understand what
conduct it prohibits. Second, if it authorizes or even encourages arbitrary and discriminatory

enforcement.” Hill v. Colorado, 530 U.S. 703, 732 (2000) (emphasis added).

80.  Prop 209’s Savings Clause fails both conditions.

81.  Under the first condition, it is unclear—including to seasoned attorneys and
judges in this area of law—whether the first or second subpart of the second sentence of the
Savings Clause will govern post-judgment enforcement actions involving contracts entered
into before the Effective Date but with judgments entered after the Effective Date.

82.  While Prop 209 declares that it doesn’t affect “contracts entered into before
the effective date of this act” (Ex. 1 § 10), garnishments may be viewed as wholly
independent actions. Bennett Blum MD, 234 Ariz. at 207 § 13. Thus, some attorneys and
judges may refuse to abide by Prop 209’s statement about contracts and concentrate on
when the “right” to garnish “matured.” However, Prop 209 provides no guidance about
when that right would “mature.”

83.  Under the second condition, the Savings Clause does not contain explicit
standards of application to prevent arbitrary and discriminatory ad hoc enforcement. See
Franklin v. Clemett, 240 Ariz. 587, 595 9 24 (App. 2016) (highlighting this requirement of
the vagueness doctrine).

84.  Indeed, the Savings Clause has already led judicial officers and the AOC to

offer differing unofficial interpretations about the application of Prop 209°s Savings Clause.
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85.  Prop 209 is too vague to enforce.

86. Should a well-intentioned debt collector proceed in a post-judgment
enforcement action without applying Prop 209’s provisions, only to later find out that the
Savings Clause does not apply, that debt collector may incur strict liability and significant
penalties. See 15 U.S.C. § 1692k(a).

87.  Due process does not tolerate this lack of fair notice, particularly where harsh
penalties are on the line. See Batty v. Ariz. Med. Bd., 253 Ariz. 151, 156 9 19 (App. 2022)
(“[TThe degree of vagueness that the Constitution tolerates depends in part on the nature of
the enactment, and [courts] must take into consideration the severity of the penalty.”
(quotation omitted)).

88.  The Savings Clause is not severable from the remaining provisions of Prop
209 because the valid portion of the law is not “workable,” meaning the law is capable of
accomplishing its purpose without further action. See Fann v. State, 251 Ariz. 425, 436
93637 (2021) (citing Randolph v. Groscost, 195 Ariz. 423, 427 4 15 (1999)).

89.  Indeed, without the Savings Clause, Prop 209 cannot accomplish its stated
purpose to “appl[y] prospectively only” without significant clarification. Fann, 251 Ariz. at
43637 9§ 37 (collecting cases).

90. Excising the Savings Clause may allow Prop 209 to modify the remedies
available under contracts already in effect, which is contrary to the initiative approved by
the voters. (Ex. 1 § 10.) That would expose many judgment creditors and garnishees to
liability under state law and the FDCPA. (See Ex. 2 9 25-28; Ex. 4 99 28-37.)

91.  Without some further legislative act, the voters’ purpose in prospective-only
application cannot be achieved if the Savings Clause is deemed void.

92.  Further, the Savings Clause avoids impairment of the obligations of existing
contracts. See Samaritan Health Sys., 194 Ariz. at 293 4 41; see also Hawk, 233 Ariz. at 98
9 14. Without the Savings Clause, the rest of the Act would likely be unconstitutional.

93.  Given Prop 209’s declaration that it applies prospectively only, it is “so

irrational or absurd as to compel the conclusion that an informed electorate” would have
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enacted legislation that violates the constitutional prohibition on impairing existing
contractual obligations. See Fann, 251 Ariz. at 436 § 36 (2021).
94.  Accordingly, Plaintiffs seek declaratory relief that Prop 209, in its entirety, is

void for vagueness and an order enjoining its enforcement.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief (A.R.S. §§ 12-1801 ef seq.; 12-1831 et seq.)
Unintelligibility Doctrine (violation of U.S. Const. amends. I, XIV; Ariz. Const. art.
2,84;28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202)

95.  Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations set forth above as if fully set forth herein.

96.  The unintelligibility doctrine renders a statute unenforceable when it “is so
incomplete or unintelligible that [courts] cannot divine its purpose and intent, or how to
implement it . . .” State ex rel. Brnovich v. City of Phoenix, 249 Ariz. 239, 247 9 35 (2020).

97.  Like the void for vagueness doctrine, the unintelligibility doctrine has its roots
in the due process requirement of fair notice and separation-of-powers principles. /d.

98. If a law is unintelligible, courts “simply refrain from attempting to enforce”
the legislation “unless and until the legislature completes it.” Id. at 248 § 35 (citing CAVCO
Indus. V. Indus. Comm ’n. of Arizona, 129 Ariz. 429, 434 n.3 (1981)).

99. In this way, the “unintelligibility doctrine is perhaps the quintessential
example of how a court, acting with restraint, observes its constitutional role under the
separation of powers.” State ex rel. Brnovich v. City of Tucson, 242 Ariz. 588, 611 9 102
(Gould, J., concurring). A refusal to enforce an incomplete, unfinished statute avoids the
forbidden judicial rewrite of the law. Id.

100. Even if the Savings Clause is not unconstitutionally vague, Prop 209 remains
unenforceable. It provides no standards guiding a court’s implementation of it. See City of
Phoenix, 249 Ariz. at 248 4 36 (holding a bond provision unenforceable where the statute
did not require the bonding municipality to defend its law, did not explain what happens if
no bond is posted, and did not explain what conditions must exist to exonerate the bond).

101.  Specifically, the Savings Clause offers no guidance about when the “right” to

garnish a debtor’s earnings, money, or property matures, triggering Prop 209’s provisions,
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nor whether the Savings Clause applies differently to judgments on non-contract claims.

102. It also fails to speak to what procedures to follow if a debt collector
mistakenly attempts to collect on a debt under the prior law due to the confusion caused by
Prop 209’s Savings Clause.

103.  As discussed above, the Savings Clause is not severable from the remaining
provisions of Prop 209.

104.  Accordingly, Plaintiffs seek declaratory relief that Prop 209, in its entirety, is

unenforceable because it is unintelligible, and an order enjoining its enforcement.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Declaratory Relief (A.R.S. §§ 12-1801 ef seq.; 12-1831 et seq.)

105.  Plaintiffs incorporate the allegations set forth above as if fully set forth herein.

106.  When interpreting voter-approved measures, courts try to place a “reasonable
interpretation on ‘the intent of the electorate that adopted it.””” State v. Estrada, 201 Ariz.
247,250 9 15 (2001) (citing Foster v. Irwin, 196 Ariz. 230, 231 9 3 (2000)).

107.  The Savings Clause was expressly intended to apply prospectively to not
affect the enforcement of existing contracts or disturb substantive rights that vested before
the Effective Date. See Aranda v. Indus. Comm'n of Arizona, 198 Ariz. 467,471 916 (2000)
(citation omitted); see also Kresos v. White, 47 Ariz. 175, 178-79 (1936).

108.  Therefore, the fairest reading of the Savings Clause provides that the previous
law applies to garnishments flowing from contracts entered into, or non-contract judgments
entered, before the Effective Date, regardless of when the garnishments occur.

109. This reading would accord with the reasonable expectations of parties who
entered into contracts with the understanding that the law that existed when they contracted
would apply to garnishment actions if a dispute arose.

110. Therefore, in the alternative, Plaintiffs seek declaratory relief that Prop 209°s
provisions: (a) do not apply to contracts entered into before the Effective Date; (b) do not
apply to post-judgment enforcement actions occurring after the Effective Date where the

underlying contracts were entered into before the Effective Date, regardiess of when the
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underlying judgment was entered; and (c¢) do not apply to non-contract judgments where
the underlying harm accrued before the Effective Date; but (d) do apply to both contracts
entered into and non-contract judgments entered after the Effective Date. Thus, Prop 209
requires a bifurcated application for completing the mandatory documents for post-
judgment enforcement actions depending on their relation to the Effective Date.

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for:

A. A declaration pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1831 that Prop 209 is void for
vagueness under the First and Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and Article
2, Section 4 of the Arizona Constitution;

B. A declaration pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1831 that Prop 209 is unenforceable
because it is unintelligible;

C. An injunction pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1801, Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure
65, and other applicable law preliminarily and permanently enjoining the enforcement of
Prop 209;

D. Alternatively, a declaration pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-1831 that Prop 209’s
provisions:

1. Do not apply to contracts entered into before the Effective Date;

2. Do not apply to post-judgment enforcement actions occurring after the
Effective Date where the underlying contracts were entered into before
the Effective Date, regardless of when the underlying judgment was
entered;

3. Do not apply to non-contract judgments where the underlying harm
accrued before the Effective Date;

4. Do apply to both contracts entered into, and non-contract judgments
entered after, the Effective Date; and

5. Require a bifurcated application for completing the mandatory

documents for post-judgment enforcement actions depending on their
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relation to the Effective Date.
E. An order awarding Plaintiffs’ attorney’s fees and nontaxable expenses
incurred in this action under:
1. The private attorney general doctrine as established in Arnold v. Ariz.
Dep’t of Health Servs., 160 Ariz. 593, 609 (1989), disagreed with on other grounds by,
Ansley v. Banner Health Network, 248 Ariz. 143 (2020), because the rights sought to be
vindicated here benefit a large number of people, require private enforcement, and are of
societal importance;
2. AR.S. § 12-348,
3. AR.S. § 12-2030, and
4. any other applicable law or common law authorizing the award of
attorney’s fees and nontaxable expenses to Plaintiffs.
F. An order awarding Plaintiffs their taxable costs under A.R.S. §§ 12-341, 12-
1840, and any other applicable law authorizing the award of taxable costs; and
A. Such other relief as the Court deems necessary, equitable, proper, and just.

DATED this 5th day of December, 2022.

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.

By: /s/ Brett W. Johnson

Brett W. Johnson

Benjamin W. Reeves

Tracy A. Olson

Ryan Hogan

Charlene A. Warner

One East Washington Street
Suite 2700

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2202

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arizona Creditors Bar
Association Inc., et. al.
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AN INITIATIVE MEASURE ARIZONA SECRETARY OF STATE

AMENDING SECTIONS 12-1598.10, 33-1101, 33-1123, 33-1125, 33-1126, 33-1131 AND 44-124 A REVISED

STATUTES; RELATING TO PREDATORY DEBT COLLECTION PROTECTION,

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Arizona:

Section 1. Section 12-1598.10, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read;

12-1598.10. Continuing lien on earnings; order

A. If it appears from the answer of the garnishee that the judgment debtor was an employee of the garnishee, or that the
garnishee otherwise owed earnings to the judgment debtor when the writ was served, or earnings would be owed within sixty
days thereafter and there is no timely written objection to the writ or the answer of the garnishee filed, on application by the
judgment creditor the court shall order that the nonexempt earnings, if any, withheld by the garnishee after service of the writ
be transferred to the judgment creditor who is entitled to such monies subject to the judgment debtor’s right to objection and
hearing pursuant to this article. The court shall further order that the garnishment is a continuing lien against the nonexempt
earnings of the judgment debtor.

B. If a timely objection is filed the court shall conduct a hearing pursuant to section 12-1598.07 and shall make the following
determinations:

1. Whether the writ is valid against the judgment debtor.

2. The amount outstanding on the judgment at the time the writ was served, plus accruing costs.

3. Whether the judgment debtor was employed by the garnishee at the time the writ was served.

4, Whether earnings were owed or would be owed by the garnishee to the judgment debtor within sixty days after the service
of the writ.

5. Whether the debt was, at the time of service of the writ, subject to an effective agreement for debt scheduling between the
judgment debtor and a qualified debt counseling organization.

C. If the court makes an affirmative determination under subsection B, paragraph 1 of this section and subsection B, paragraph
3 or 4 of this section and determines that the debt was not, at the time of service of the writ, subject to an effective agreement
between the judgment debtor and a qualified debt counseling organization, the court shall order that the nonexempt earnings,
if any, withheld by the garnishee after service of the writ be transferred to the judgment creditor and further order that the
garnishment is a continuing lien against the nonexempt earnings of the judgment debtor. Otherwise the court shall order the

garnishee discharged from the writ.

D. A continuing lien ordered pursuant to this section is invalid and of no force and effect on the occurrence of any of the
following conditions:

1. The underlying judgment is satisfied in full, is vacated or expires.

2. The judgment debtor leaves the garnishee’s employ for more than sixty days or, if the judgment debtor is an employee of
a school district, a charter school, the Arizona state schools for the deaf and the blind or an accommodation school and the
judgment debtor is subject to an employment contract that specifies that paydays are restricted to the school year, for more

than ninety days.
3. The judgment creditor releases the garnishment.
4. The proceedings are stayed by a court of competent jurisdiction, including the United States bankruptcy court.

5. The judgment debtor has not earned any nonexempt earnings for at least sixty days or, if the judgment debtor is an employee
of a school district, a charter school, the Arizona state schools for the deaf and the blind or an accommodation school and the
judgment debtor is subject to an employment contract that specifies that paydays are restricted to the school year, for at least

ninety days.



6. The court orders that the garnishment be quashed.

E. If no objections are filed to the answer of the garnishee and an order of continuing lien is not entered within forty-five days
after the filing of the answer of the garnishee, any earnings held by the garnishee shall be released to the Jjudgment debtor and
the garnishee shall be discharged from any liability on the garnishment.

F. If at the hearing the court determines that the judgment debtor is subject to the twenty—five TEN percent maximum
disposable earnings provision under section 33-1 131, subsection B and based on clear and convincing evidence that the
Jjudgment debtor or the judgment debtor’s family would suffer extreme economic hardship as a result of the garnishment, the
court may reduce the amount of nonexempt earnings withheld under a continuing lien ordered pursuant to this section from
the twenty—five TEN percent to not less than fifteen FIVE percent,

G. A court order entered pursuant to this section if recorded does not constitute a lien against real property pursuant to section
33-961.

H. The court, sitting without a jury, shall decide all issues of fact and law.

Sec. 2. Section 33-1101, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

33-1101. Homestead exemptions; persons entitled to hold homesteads; annual adjustment

A. Any person the age of eighteen or over, married or single, who resides within the state may hold as a homestead exempt
from attachment, execution and forced sale, not exceeding ene-hundred-fifty theusand-dolars $400,000 in value, any one of
the following;

I. The person’s interest in real property in one compact body upon which exists a dwelling house in which the person resides,

2. The person’s interest in one condominium or cooperative in which the person resides.
3. A mobile home in which the person resides.

4. A mobile home in which the person resides plus the land upon which that mobile home is located.

B. Only one homestead exemption may be held by a married couple or a single person under this section, The value as
specified in this section refers to the equity of a single person or married couple. If a married couple lived together in a
dwelling house, a condominium or cooperative, a mobile home or a mobile home plus land on which the mobile home is
located and are then divorced, the total exemption allowed for that residence to either or both persons shall not exceed ene-

hundred-fifty-thousand-deHars $400,000 in value.

C. The homestead exemption, not exceeding the value provided for in subsection A, AS ADJUSTED BY SUBSECTION D
OF THIS SECTION, automatically attaches to the person’s interest in identifiable cash proceeds from the voluntary or
involuntary sale of the property. The homestead exemption in identifiable cash proceeds continues for eighteen months after
the date of the sale of the property or until the person establishes a new homestead with the proceeds, whichever period is
shorter. Only one homestead exemption at a time may be held by a person under this section.

D. THE HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION PROVIDED BY THIS SECTION SHALL BE ADJUSTED ANNUALLY
BEGINNING ON JANUARY 1, 2024 AND THEREAFTER ON JANUARY | OF EACH SUCCESSIVE YEAR BY THE
INCREASE IN THE COST OF LIVING. THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF LIVING SHALL BE MEASURED BY
THE PERCENTAGE INCREASE AS OF AUGUST OF THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING YEAR OVER THE
LEVEL AS OF AUGUST OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (ALL URBAN
CONSUMERS, UNITED STATES CITY AVERAGE FOR ALL ITEMS) OR ITS SUCCESSOR INDEX AS
PUBLISHED BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, OR ITS
SUCCESSOR AGENCY, WITH THE AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST $100.

Sec. 3. Section 33-1123, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

33-1123. Household furniture, furnishings and appliances; annual adjustment

A. Household furniture and furnishings, household goods, including consumer electronic devices, and household
appliances personally used by the debtor or a dependent of the debtor and not otherwise specifically prescribed in this
chapter are exempt from process provided their aggregate fair market value does not exceed six-thousand-delars $15,000,
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B. THE EXEMPTION PROVIDED BY THIS SECTION SHALL BE ADJUSTED ANNUALLY BEGINNING ON
JANUARY 1,2024 AND THEREAFTER ON JANUARY 1| OF EACH SUCCESSIVE YEAR BY THE INCREASE IN
THE COST OF LIVING. THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF LIVING SHALL BE MEASURED BY THE
PERCENTAGE INCREASE AS OF AUGUST OF THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING YEAR OVER THE LEVEL AS
OF AUGUST OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (ALL URBAN CONSUMERS,
UNITED STATES CITY AVERAGE FOR ALL ITEMS) OR ITS SUCCESSOR INDEX AS PUBLISHED BY THE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, OR ITS SUCCESSOR
AGENCY, WITH THE AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST $100.

Sec. 4. Section 33-1125, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

33-1125. Personal items
The following property of a debtor used primarily for personal, family or household purposes is exempt from process:

1. All wearing apparel of not more than a fair market value of five hundred dollars.

2. All musical instruments provided for the debtor’s individual or family use of not more than an aggregate fair
market value of four hundred dollars.

3. Horses, milk cows and poultry of not more than an aggregate fair market value of one thousand dollars.
4, All engagement and wedding rings of not more than an aggregate fair market value of two thousand dollars.

5. The library of a debtor, including books, manuals, published materials and personal documents of not more than an
aggregate fair market value of two hundred fifty dollars.

6. One watch of not more than a fair market value of two hundred fifty dollars.

7. One typewriter, one computer, one bicycle, one sewing machine, a family bible or a lot in any burial ground of not more
than an aggregate fair market value of two thousand dollars.

8. Equity in one motor vehicle of not more than six-theusand-delars $15,000. If the debtor or debtor’s dependent has a
physical disability, the equity in the motor vehicle shall not exceed twelve-thousand delars $25,000. THE EXEMPTION
PRESCRIBED IN THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL BE ADJUSTED ANNUALLY BEGINNING ON JANUARY 1, 2024
AND THEREAFTER ON JANUARY | OF EACH SUCCESSIVE YEAR BY THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF
LIVING. THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF LIVING SHALL BE MEASURED BY THE PERCENTAGE INCREASE
AS OF AUGUST OF THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING YEAR OVER THE LEVEL AS OF AUGUST OF THE
PREVIOUS YEAR OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (ALL URBAN CONSUMERS, UNITED STATES CITY
AVERAGE FOR ALL ITEMS) OR ITS SUCCESSOR INDEX AS PUBLISHED BY THE UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, OR ITS SUCCESSOR AGENCY, WITH THE
AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST $100.

9. Professionally prescribed prostheses for the debtor or a dependent of the debtor, including a wheelchair or

motorized mobility device.

10. All firearms of not more than an aggregate fair market value of two thousand dollars.

11. All domestic animals or household pets.
Sec. 5. Section 33-1126, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

33-1126. Money, benefits or proceeds; exception
A. The following property of a debtor is exempt from execution, attachment or sale on any process issued from any
court:
1. All money received by or payable to a surviving spouse or child on the life of a deceased spouse, parent or legal
guardian, not exceeding twenty thousand dollars.
2. The earnings of the minor child of a debtor or the proceeds of these earnings by reason of any liability of the debtor not
contracted for the special benefit of the minor child.
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3. All monies received by or payable to a person entitled to receive child support or spousal maintenance pursuant to a court
order.

4. All money, proceeds or benefits of any kind to be paid in a lump sum or to be rendered on a periodic or installment basis
to the insured or any beneficiary under any policy of health, accident or disability insurance or any similar plan or program
of benefits in use by any employer, except for premiums payable on the policy or debt of the insured secured by a pledge,
and except for collection of any debt or obligation for which the insured or beneficiary has been paid under the plan or policy
and except for payment of amounts ordered for support of a person from proceeds and benefits furnished in licu of earnings
that would have been subject to that order and subject to any exemption applicable to earnings so replaced.

5. All money arising from any claim for the destruction of, or damage to, exempt property and all proceeds or benefits of
any kind arising from fire or other insyrance on any property exempt under this article.

6. The cash surrender value of life insurance policies where for a continuous unexpired period of two years the policies have
been owned by a debtor. The policy shall have named as beneficiary the debtor's surviving spouse, child, parent, brother or
sister. The policy may have named as beneficiary any other family member who is a dependent, in the proportion that the
policy names any such beneficiary, except that, subject to the statute of limitations, the amount of any premium that is
recoverable or avoidable by a creditor pursuant to title 44, chapter 8, article 1, with interest thereon, is not exempt. The
exemption provided by this paragraph does not apply to a claim for the payment of a debt of the insured or beneficiary that is
secured by a pledge or assignment of the cash value of the insurance policy or the proceeds of the policy. For the purposes of
this paragraph, ““dependent” means a family member who is dependent on the insured debtor for not less than half su pport.

7. An annuity contract where for a continuous unexpired period of two years that contract has been owned by a debtor
and has named as beneficiary the debtor, the debtor's surviving spouse, child, parent, brother or sister, or any other
dependent family member, except that, subject to the statute of limitations, the amount of any premium, payment or
deposit with respect to that contract is recoverable or avoidable by a creditor pursuant to title 44, chapter 8, article 1 is
not exempt. The exemption provided by this paragraph does not apply to a claim for a payment of a debt of the annuitant
or beneficiary that is secured by a pledge or assignment of the contract or its proceeds. For the purposes of this
paragraph, “dependent” means a family member who is dependent on the debtor for not less than half support.

8. Any claim for damages recoverable by any person by reason of any levy on or sale under execution of that person's
exempt personal property or by reason of the wrongful taking or detention of that property by any person, and the judgment
recovered for damages,

9. A total of three-hundred-doHars $5,000 held in a single account in any one financial institution as defined by section 6-
101. The property declared exempt by this paragraph is not exempt from normal service charges assessed against the account
by the financial institution at which the account is carried. THE EXEMPTION PRESCRIBED IN THIS PARAGRAPH
SHALL BE ADJUSTED ANNUALLY BEGINNING ON JANUARY 1, 2024 AND THEREAFTER ON JANUARY 1 OF
EACH SUCCESSIVE YEAR BY THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF LIVING. THE INCREASE IN THE COST OF
LIVING SHALL BE MEASURED BY THE PERCENTAGE INCREASE AS OF AUGUST OF THE IMMEDIATELY
PRECEDING YEAR OVER THE LEVEL AS OF AUGUST OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR OF THE CONSUMER PRICE
INDEX (ALL URBAN CONSUMERS, UNITED STATES CITY AVERAGE FOR ALL ITEMS) OR ITS SUCCESSOR
INDEX AS PUBLISHED BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS,
OR ITS SUCCESSOR AGENCY, WITH THE AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION ROUNDED UP TO THE NEAREST

$100.

10. An interest in a college savings plan under section 529 of the internal revenue code of 1986, either as the owner or as the
beneficiary. This does not include money contributed to the plan within two years before a debtor files for bankruptcy.

B. Any money or other assets payable to a participant in or beneficiary of, or any interest of any participant or beneficiary in,
a retirement plan under section 401(a), 403(a), 403(b), 408, 408A or 409 or a deferred compensation plan under section 457
of the United States internal revenue code of 1986, as amended, whether the beneficiary's interest arises by inheritance,
designation, appointment or otherwise, is exempt from all claims of creditors of the beneficiary or participant. This
subsection does not apply to any of the following:

1. An alternate payee under a qualified domestic relations order, as defined in section 414(p) of the United States internal
revenue code of 1986, as amended. The interest of any and all alternate payees is exempt from any and all claims of any

creditor of the alternate payee.
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2. Amounts contributed within one hundred twenty days before a debtor files for bankruptcy.

3. The assets of bankruptcy proceedings filed before July [, 1987,

C. Any person eighteen years of age or over, married or single, who resides within this state and who does not exercise
the homestead exemption under article 1 of this chapter may claim as a personal property homestead exempt from all
process prepaid rent, including security deposits as provided in section 33-1321, subsection A, for the claimant’s

residence, not exceeding two thousand dollars.

D. This section does not exempt property from orders that are the result of a judgment for arrearages of child support or for
a child support debt,

Sec. 6. Section 33-1131, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

33-1131. Definition; wages: salary; compensation

A. For the purposes of this section, “disposable earnings” means that remaining portion of a debtor’s wages, salary or
compensation for his personal services, including bonuses and commissions, or otherwise, and includes payments pursuant to
a pension or retirement program or deferred compensation plan, after deducting from such earnings those amounts required
by law to be withheld.

B. Except as provided in subsection C, the maximum part of the disposable earnings of a debtor for any workweek which

THAT is subject to process may not exceed twenty-five-per-eent TEN PERCENT of disposable earnings for that week or
the amount by which disposable earnings for that week exceed thirty SIXTY times the APPLICABLE minimumn hourly
wage preseribed-by-federaldaw in effect at the time the earnings are payable, whichever is less, THE APPLICABLE
MINIMUM HOURLY WAGE IS THE MINIMUM WAGE REQUIRED BY FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL LAW,

WHICHEVER IS HIGHEST.

C. The exemptions provided in subsection B do not apply in the case of any order for the support of any person. In such
case, one-half of the disposable earnings of a debtor for any pay period is exempt from process.

D. The exemptions provided in this section do not apply in the case of any order of any court of bankruptcy under chapter
X111 of the federal bankruptcy act or any debt due for any state or federal tax.

Sec. 7. Section 44-1201, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended to read:

44-1201. Rate of interest for loan or indebtedness: interest on judgments; definitions

A. Interest on any loan, indebtedness or other obligation shall be AS FOLLOWS:
1. THE MAXIMUM INTEREST RATE ON MEDICAL DEBT SHALL BE THE LESSER OF THE FOLLOWING:

(a) THE ANNUAL RATE EQUAL TO THE WEEKLY AVERAGE ONE-YEAR CONSTANT MATURITY TREASURY
YIELD, AS PUBLISHED BY THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, FOR THE
CALENDAR WEEK PRECEDING THE DATE WHEN THE CONSUMER WAS FIRST PROVIDED WITH A BILL, OR

(b) THREE PERCENT A YEAR.

THE MAXIMUM INTEREST RATE PROVIDED PURSUANT TO THIS PARAGRAPH ALSO APPLIES TO ANY
JUDGMENTS ON MEDICAL DEBT.

2. FOR ANY LOAN, INDEBTEDNESS OR OBLIGATION OTHER THAN MEDICAL DEBT, INTEREST SHALL BE
at the rate of ten per cent per annum, unless a different rate is contracted for in writing, in which event any rate of interest
may be agreed to. Interest on any judgment, OTHER THAN A JUDGMENT ON MEDICAL DEBT, that is based on a
written agreement evidencing a loan, indebtedness or obligation that bears a rate of interest not in excess of the maximum
permitted by law shall be at the rate of interest provided in the agreement and shall be specified in the judgment.

B. Unless specifically provided for in statute or a different rate is contracted for in writing, interest on any judgment OTHER

THAN A JUDGMENT ON MEDICAL DEBT shall be at the lesser of ten per cent per annum or at a rate per annum that is
equal to one per cent plus the prime rate as published by the board of governors of the federal reserve system in statistical
release H.15 or any publication that may supersede it on the date that the judgment is entered. The judgment shall state the

applicable interest rate and it shall not change after it is entered.
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C. Interest on a judgment on a condemnation proceeding, including interest that is payable pursuant to section 12-1 123,
subsection B, shall be payable as follows:

1. If instituted by a city or town, at the rate prescribed by section 9-409,
2. If instituted by a county, at the rate prescribed by section 11-269.04.

3. If instituted by the department of transportation, at the rate prescribed by section 28-7101.

4. If instituted by a county flood control district, a power district or an agricultural improvement district, at the rate
prescribed by section 48-3628.

D. A court shall not award either of the following:
1. Prejudgment interest for any unliquidated, future, punitive or exemplary damages that are found by the triet of fact.
2. Interest for any future, punitive or exemplary damages that are found by the trier of fact.

E. For the purposes of subsection D of this section, “future damages” means damages that will be incurred after the date
of the judgment and includes the costs of any injunctive or equitable relief that will be provided after the date of the
judgment,

F. If awarded, prejudgment interest shall be at the rate described in subsection A or B of this section.

G. FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS SECTION:

1. “HEALTH CARE SERVICES” MEANS SERVICES PROVIDED AT OR BY ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:
(a) HEALTH CARE INSTITUTIONS AS DEFINED IN SECTION 36-401,

(b) PRIVATE OFFICES OR CLINICS OF HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS LICENSED UNDER TITLE 32, CHAPTERS 7,
11, 13,15, 15.1, 16, 17, 18, 19, 19.1, 25, 28, 33, 34, or 35.

(c) AMBULANCES OR AMBULANCE SERVICES AS DEFINED IN SECTION 36-2201.

2. “MEDICAL DEBT” MEANS A LOAN, INDEBTEDNESS OR OTHER OBLIGATION ARISING DIRECTLY FROM
THE RECEIPT OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES OR OF MEDICAL PRODUCTS OR DEVICES.

Sec. 8. Conflicts with federal law
This act shall not be interpreted or applied so as to create any power or duty in conflict with federal law.

Sec. 9. Severability

[fa provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity does not
affect other provisions or applications of the act that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to
this end the provisions of this act are severable.

Sec. 10. Saving clause

This act applies prospectively only. Accordingly, it does not affect rights and duties that matured before the
effective date of this act, contracts entered into before the effective date of this act or the interest rate on judgments that are
based on a written agreement entered into before the effective date of this act.

Sec. 11. Legal defense

The People of Arizona desire that this initiative, if approved by the voters, be defended if it is challenged in court.
They therefore declare that the political committee registered to circulate petitions and campaign in support of the adoption
of the initiative, or any one or more of its officers, has standing to defend this initiative on behalf of and as the agent of the
People of Arizona in any legal action brought to challenge the validity of this initiative.

Sec. 12, Short title

This act may be cited as the “Predatory Debt Collection Protection Act.” =
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Brett W. Johnson (#021527)
Benjamin W. Reeves (#025708)
Tracy A. Olson (#034616)
RKan Hogan (#036169)
Charlene A. Warner (#037169)
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.
One East Washington Street
Suite 2700
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2202
Telephonc 602.382.6000
bwjohnson@swlaw.com
breeves@swlaw.com
tolson@swlaw.com
rhogan@swlaw.com
cwarner(@swlaw.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Arizona Creditors
Bar Association Inc., et. al.

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

ARIZONA CREDITORS BAR
ASSOCIATION INC., an Arizona
corporation; PROTECT OUR ARIZONA
PAC, an Arizona political action
committee; ABSOLUTE RESOLUTIONS
INVESTMENTS, LLC, an Arizona limited
liability company; HAMEROFF LAW
GROUP, P.C., an Arizona corporation;
DESERT RIDGE COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION, an Arizona non-profit
corporation; AUGUSTA RANCH
COMMUNITY MASTER
ASSOCIATION, an Arizona non-profit
corporation; BAUHINIA LLC an South
Dakota limited liabili com ; and
CASH TIME TITLE S I IC., an
Arizona corporation,

Plaintiffs,
V.
STATE OF ARIZONA,
Defendant.

No.

DECLARATION OF DAVID E.
HAMEROFF, HAMEROFF LAW
GROUP, P.C.




I, David E. Hameroff, declare as follows:

1. I am over 18 years of age, of sound mind, and capable of making this
declaration. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein. If called as a witness
to testify as to the matters set forth here, I could and would testify competently with respect
thereto.

2. I am a practicing debt-collection attorney in good standing with the State of
Arizona and have been practicing collection law for over 40 years.

8= I obtained my Bachelor’s Degree in 1976 and my law degree in 1980, both
from the University of Arizona.

4. I was admitted to the Arizona Bar in 1981.

5. I am the founder and owner of Hameroff Law Group, P.C., an Arizona debt
collection firm representing debt buyers, hospitals, medical providers, and financial
institutions in recovering their outstanding debts.

6. Hameroff Law Group has steadily grown from a small solo practice to a full-
service collection law firm with up to 24 employees dedicated to the practice of collecting
in Arizona. |

7. I served on the Rules Committee for Limited Jurisdiction Courts in 2012 and
2013. I have co-taught Contracts and Civil Procedure at the Limited Jurisdiction Courts
New Judge Orientation since 2008.

8. I am extremely proud of my years of work as a collection attorney and, as
such, hold myself to the highest standards for effective and ethical client representation.

9. My firm manages thousands of debt collection accounts at various stages in
the process, including hundreds of garnishment actions per year.

10.  As the owner of a relatively small collection firm, the Predatory Debt
Collection Protection Act (“Prop 209”) will almost certainly have devastating effects on my
business and my employees when it goes into effect on December 5, 2022 (the “Effective

Date™).
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11.  While Prop 209’s Savings Clause advertises that Prop 209 will apply
prospectively only, the Savings Clause engenders more confusion than clarity for those of
us who regularly practice in the debt collection industry.

12. I fear that the drafters’ unfamiliarity with the debt collection industry has led
to a Savings Clause that gives conflicting and irreconcilable guidance to debt collectors on
certain types of garnishments.

13.  Specifically, the Savings Clause creates substantial confusion in
circumstances (a) where the underlying contract and the judgment are entered before the
Effective Date, but the garnishment does not begin until after the Effective Date; (b) where
the underlying contract is entered into before the Effective Date, but the judgment is not
entered and the garnishment does not begin until after the Effective Date; and (¢) where the
underlying claim is based on a non-contract claim (e.g., tort claim), the judgment is entered
before the Effective Date, but the garnishment does not begin until after the Effective Date.

14. It is unclear to me which subpart of the Savings Clause—*“contracts entered
into before the effective date,”—or “rights and duties that matured before the effective date
of this act”—applies to any of these types of garnishments.

15.  For these first two circumstances, Prop 209 was advertised (and its plain
language dictates) as only applying to contracts entered into after Prop 209’s Effective Date,
and because these garnishments arise out of pre-existing contractual debt, then the second
subpart of the Savings Clause reasonably applies.

16.  The right to pursue a garnishment action is secured as soon as the creditor
obtains a judgment. Because of this, the often skimmed over first subpart of the Savings
Clause becomes important. The rights and duties associated with garnishment actions can
mature at some point after the Effective Date even though the debt itself arises out of a
contract from before the Effective Date.

17. Shortly after Prop 209 passed, on November 16, 2022, the Administrative

Office of the Courts (“AOC”) reached out to me about joining a workgroup to develop new
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self-service forms currently used in debt-collection proceedings that will be impacted by
Prop 209. A true and accurate copy of that correspondence is attached as Attachment A.

18. In response to my email to members of the Committee, Judge Charles
Adornetto advised that the judges he had spoken with were of the opinion that: (1) Prop 209
changes the calculations for garnishments for all existing judgments, not just those for
medical debt; (2) Prop 209 would apply to garnishments of any existing judgments applied
for after the Effective Date; and (3) the Savings Clause would also not apply to garnishment
rates on tort judgments. A true and accurate copy of that correspondence is attached as
Attachment B.

19.  Since then, the AOC has informed the working group that it will interpret

Prop 209 to apply to garnishments with an Order of Continuing Lien (not the underlying
judgment, the date of service, or the date of the underlying contract) entered after the
Effective Date, conflicting with my own interpretation, other interpretations from
experienced collection attorneys, and the apparent intent of the voters.

20. I reached out to Judge Gerald Williams, who is the Chair of the Maricopa
County Justice Courts Best Practices Committee, to discuss how the Savings Clause of Prop
209 applies to garnishment proceedings that are already underway. A true and accurate
summary of our correspondence is attached as Attachment C.

21.  Judge Williams did not agree that all garnishment actions involving contracts
entered into before the Effective Date would be subject to existing law; instead, he advised
that he interpreted the Savings Clause to mean that existing law would apply to either money
judgments entered before the Effective Date, or for writs of garnishment that were filed
before the Effective Date. Id.

22.  The Courts have now confirmed our fears of inconsistent application. On or
before December 1, 2022, the Arizona Judicial Branch published the following guidance
regarding Prop 209’s applicability to garnishments:

The proposition was unclear on when the changes to the garnishment rates
would take effect, but if a debtor was being garnished on December 5, 2022,

- -
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the previous rates would be continued. If a Writ of Garnishment is filed on
or after December 5, 2022, most courts will likely impose the new lower
rates; other courts may impose the higher gamishment rates for contracts
entered into before December 5, 2022.

See Attachment D (Arizona Judicial Branch, Prop 209 Information Sheet, dated December

1, 2022) (emphasis added).
23.  Then, on or before December 3, 2022, the Arizona Judicial Branch updated
the above guidance, advising collection attorneys that the applicable garnishment rates are

subject to the varied interpretations of judges and debtors:

If a garnishment was in place prior to December 5, 2022, the previous rates
of garnishment would be continued. If a Writ of Garnishment is filed on or
after December 5, 2022, a judicial officer may impose the new lower rates
based on their reading of Proposition 209; another judicial officer may
impose the higher garnishment rates for contracts entered into before
December 5, 2022, based on their interpretation.

A debtor can file an objection to a writ of garnishment and ask for the lowest
garnishment rate.

See Attachment E (Arizona Judicial Branch, Prop 209 Information Sheet, dated December

3,2022).

24.  These conflicting interpretations underscore the confusing and internally
inconsistent “guidance” offered by Prop 209’s Savings Clause.

25. It is imperative that this confusion is cleared up immediately. The fact that
my firm and I have to guess which garnishment actions can safely proceed under preexisting
law creates a high risk of potential liability.

26.  Indeed, depending on its interpretation, Prop 209 could create massive
professional and personal liability for me and my firm under the Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act (“FDCPA”) and other related consumer protection laws.

27.  The FDCPA provides for penalties against debt collectors who violate any of
its requirements. This imposes a significant amount of risk of liability on collection

attorneys if they violate any aspect of the law, such as garnishing wages at incorrect rates.

-4-
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28.  Inalmost every situation, the FDCPA provides for strict liability for damages
for any violation of its requirements, including but not limited to technical and unintentional
violations of the FDCPA. Even if my firm prevails in those suits, the FDCPA does not allow
my firm to recover attorneys’ fees and costs.

29.  Arizona collection attorneys should not have to guess and receive penalties
on an ad hoc basis due to varied interpretations of Prop 209’s Savings Clause from different
justice court and superior court judges.

30.  Given the volume of filings my firm handles on a monthly basis, if we
implement a firmwide interpretation of Prop 209 and even a handful of judges disagree, our
firm is exposed to tremendous liability claims, including potential class action lawsuits.
Even a slip up on a standard form could lead to ruinous effects depending on how many
consumers it reaches.

31.  When personal liability claims are entered against me for unknowingly
misapplying Prop 209, my professional reputation as a collections attorney will take an
immediate, irreparable hit.

32.  Such claims would also lead to a devastating series of events, including but
not limited to a loss of clients, a barrage of ethical complaints, and drastic increases in
malpractice insurance premiums, that present a direct threat to my livelihood and the
livelihoods of my employees.

33.  Ultimately, I could be forced out of business, which would be devastating to
me and my employees. And, in a worst-case scenario, this string of events could affect my
ability to practice law.

34. I am proud of the legal debt collection practice I have built in Arizona. The
passage of Prop 209 threatens everything I have spent the last four decades of my
professional career building if we are wrong about its application.

35. I am certain other debt collection firms and practitioners are similarly
concerned about the ways in which Prop 209 will reverberate throughout the debt collection

industry.
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36.  Simply, Prop 209 transforms once routine proceedings into extremely high

stakes, career-ending cases with enormous potential liability on the line due to the

incompatible interpretations within the Savings Clause.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on Decembe ’ 2022

o]

dvid E. Hameroff, Owner
HAMEROFF LAW GROUP P.C.




ATTACHMENT A



David E. Hameroff

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Good morning—

Graber, Julie <JGraber@courts.az.gov>

Wednesday, November 09, 2022 8:21 AM

David E. Hameroff; Logvin, Eric; Brian@recoveryatty.com
Impact of Prop 209 on AZ Supreme Court forms

My name is Julie Graber and I work at the Arizona Supreme Court. I am the lead for
Self-Service Center forms on the Judicial Branch website. I got your information from
Susan Pickard, who I believe you've worked with in the past to update some of our

garnishment forms.

I am reaching out to see if you would be willing to be part of a small workgroup looking
at the impact of the passing of Prop 209 on existing forms, especially garnishment. I
would like to set up a meeting for next week. Could you please let me know if you are
interested and if you are available?

Please let me know. Also please let me know if you would recommend others to help
with this project. Thank you.

Julie Graber

Court Programs Unit

Arizona Supreme Court, AOC

1501 W. Washington St.
Phoenix AZ 85007
Phone: (602) 452-3250
Fax: (602) 452-3480

1Graber(@courts.az.gov
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David E. Hameroff

From: Adornetto, Charles <CAdornetto@courts.az.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 11:34 AM

To: David E. Hameroff; Graber, Julie

Cc: Logvin, Eric; Morrow, Jim; Mathes, Marretta; Garcia, Liana; Graber, Julie
Subject: Re: Impact of Prop 209 on forms

Thank you Mr. Hammeroff. The judges | have spoken to have agreed that Sec. 10 clearly applies to interest
rates for contracts for medical debt entered into after the effective date. However, we concluded Prop 209
would apply to garnishments of any existing judgments applied for after the effective date.

Prop 209 changes the calculations for garnishments on all judgments, not just those for medical debt. The
savings clause provides as follows:

This act applies prospectively only. Accordingly, it does not affect rights and duties that
matured before the effective date of this act, contracts entered into before the effective date
of this act or the interest rate on judgments that are based on a written agreement entered
into before the effective date of this act.

Note that this language talks about both contracts AND existing judgments. If it was not meant to apply to a
judgment on a contract before the effective date, then the additional language regarding the interest rates on
existing judgments is surplasage. The rules of statutory interpretation disfavor surplusage. The addition of
the language regarding existing judgments must have been considered essential, which disfavors the
conclusion that the savings clause applies to both contracts and judgments prior to the effective date.
Otherwise, the drafters could simply have included "garnishment rates" in addition to "interest rate on
judgments."

The question then becomes whether garnishing at the higher rates is a "right or duty" that matured before the
effective date. We would agree that, if a contract had the foresight to include language that a debtor be
garnished at the highest rate permitted by law at the time of contracting, then that right may have matured. |
don't think many contracts include that language.

The Leg Council simply says the following:
Proposition 209 would only apply to contracts and agreements entered into on or after the

effective date of this measure.
Again, we all agree with that. It says nothing about garnishment rates or existing judgments.

All that being said, the AOC provides the forms for garnishments. If they agree with your interpretation, they
will have to provide two sets of garnishment forms with the two different calculations to be determined
on whether the contract was entered into before or after the effective date.

Which begs another question your interpretation raises: what if the garnishment is not based on a contract?
The savings clause does not say "or tort" before the effective date. Prop 209 reduces the garnishment rate on
all judgments; the savings clause refers only to interest rates on contracts for medical debt and interest rates
on existing judgments.



See you on Friday.

Charles J. Adornetto
MCIJC Judicial Education Officer
Cell: 602-509-5932

Fax: 602-372-9145

From: David E. Hameroff <dhameroff@hamerlaw.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 10:36 AM

To: Graber, Julie <JGraber@courts.az.gov>

Cc: Adornetto, Charles <CAdornetto@courts.az.gov>; Logvin, Eric <eric@recoveryatty.com>
Subject: RE: Impact of Prop 209 on forms

TN This email originated from outside of the organization. /Do not click links or open attachments Unless yol recognize the

sender and know the content is safe,

Julie:

One of the main issues, and | think it is a legal issue, that | have raised a few times in my emails
to you is when the new exemptions/garnishment definitions contained in the Act go into
effect.

| have raised Section 10 numerous times, and then there is the Arizona Legislative Council
analysis that seems to think that the terms of the Act only apply prospectively. | am not a
constitutional scholar to be sure, so when | read Section 10 and what the Leg Council says
about the effective date of the Act, | read it literally, i.e. that if a creditor and a consumer enter
into a contract, for example, this month, up until the Governor certifies the election, then the
old rules apply.

Who is the organization/Judges/Administrators who the AOC looks to for the interpretation of
the Act?

Regardless of the effective date, there are going to be two sets of forms that will be used, so
we are hoping to contribute to the new forms, but it is important that everyone at least look at
the “effective date” issue soon.

| know that Eric Logvin spoke w/ Judge Charles Adornetto, and Eric reported that the Judge
thought that if an OCL was signed before the effective date of the Act, then the “old rules”
would apply, so that is at least one interpretation, but | have to believe that there are going to



be numerous inconsistent interpretations by stakeholders. | would very much like to learn
where the AOC is getting their direction.

In fairness to Judge Adornetto, | am including him on this email in case Eric didn’t fully
understand the Judge’s thoughts on the “effective date” issue. And, of course, am including
Eric as well. Things will be confusing enough without me misstating what others have said
about the “effective date”.

David E. Hameroff, Attorney
Admitted in Arizona and Utah only

HLG

HarIOFE LA CmeaLse 42
dhameroffi@hamerlaw.com
HAMEROFF LAW GROUP, P.C.
Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah Mailing Address:
135 West Council Street, Suite G
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1001
Colorado Mailing Address:
PO Box 440679
Aurora, CO 80044-0679

520-792-4700 / 520-792-2910 (fax)

888-792-4700 (outside Tucson)

Website: www.arizonadebtcollectors.com

President, Arizona Creditors Bar Association

Member: NCBA, Receivables Management Association, Pima County Bar Association, Certified Individual with RMAi

THIS COMMUNICATION IS FROM A DEBT COLLECTOR AND IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DEBT.
ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.

¥4 This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Hameroff Law Group, P.C. that may be confidential
and/or privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this information, and no privilege

has been waived by your inadvertent receipt. If you receive this email in error, please notify the sender by e-mail and then delete this.
*ok ko

From: Graber, Julie [mailto:JGraber@courts.az.gov]

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2022 11:44 AM

To: Viola, Danielle <danielle.viola@jbazmc.maricopa.gov>; Adornetto, Charles <CAdornetto@courts.az.gov>; David E.
Hameroff <dhameroff@hamerlaw.com>; Logvin, Eric <eric@recoveryatty.com>; Brian <Brian@recoveryatty.com>;
garrett <garrett@recoveryatty.com>; Rhett <Rhett@jmlaw.com>; thayne <thayne@cullimorelaw.com>; Malone,
Michael <mmalone@courts.az.gov>; Gaxiola, Martin <mgaxiola@courts.az.gov>; Mathes, Marretta
<MMathes@courts.az.gov>; Barrett, Theresa <TBarrett@courts.az.gov>

Cc: Amber C. Russo <arusso@hamerlaw.com>; Clarich, Catherine <cclarich@courts.az.gov>

Subject: RE: Impact of Prop 209 on forms

Thanks for marking your availabilities in Doodle. I will be setting a Teams meeting

shortly for Friday, 11/18 @ 3pm. In the meantime, I would appreciate if you could
3



share with me any agenda items, legal issues, or mockups to discuss so we can narrow
our scope and have a productive meeting. I may also contact you directly with
questions.

Thank you.

Julie Graber

Court Programs Unit

Arizona Supreme Court, AOC
1501 W. Washington St.
Phoenix AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 452-3250

Fax: (602) 452-3480

| Graber@courts.az.gov

From: Graber, Julie

Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2022 4:27 PM

To: Viola, Danielle <danielle.viola@jbazmec.maricopa.gov>; Adornetto, Charles <CAdornetto@courts.az.gov>; David E,
Hameroff <dhameroff@hamerlaw.com>; Logvin, Eric <eric@recoveryatty.com>; Brian@recoveryatty.com; Garrett M.
Culver <garrett@recoveryatty.com>; Rhett Flaming-Buschman <Rhett@jmlaw.com>; thayne@cullimorelaw.com;
Malone, Michael <mmalone@courts.az.gov>; Gaxiola, Martin <mgaxiola@courts.az.gov>; Mathes, Marretta
<MMathes@courts.az.gov>; Barrett, Theresa (TBarrett@courts.az.gov) <TBarrett@courts.az.gov>

Cc: Amber C. Russo <arusso@hamerlaw.com>; Clarich, Catherine <cclarich@courts.az.gov>

Subject: Impact of Prop 209 on forms

Good afternoon—

Thank you to all for agreeing to take part in this small workgroup regarding the impact
of Prop 209 on Self-Service Center forms on the Judicial Branch website
(www.azcourts.gov). Prop 209 becomes effective when the election is certified so we
don’t have a lot of time to do this project.

In order to schedule our first meeting for next week, I would ask that you please
indicate your availabilities on this Doodle poll by Friday, November 11.
https://doodle.com/meeting/participate/id/e9104QJe

I will be the point person for this workgroup so look for emails to come from me. Also
please email me with questions and concerns that you might have. I will create a forms
repository in SharePoint or Teams so we can take advantage of collaborative tools.

Since we won't have the opportunity to meet in person and we don’t all know each
other, here’s information about who will be part of this group. I understand that
attorneys from the bar association might not all be able to participate.

Courts
Judge Danielle Viola - MCSC
Judge Charles Adornetto - MCIC

Arizona Creditors Bar Association
David Hameroff
Eric Logvin



Brian Partridge

Garrett Culver

Rhett Flaming-Buschman
Thayne Cullimore

AOC

Michael Malone - Court Services Director
Martin Gaxiola - CFO

Marretta Mathes - Assistant Counsel
Theresa Barrett - Court Programs Manager
Cathy Clarich = Court Operations Manager

Thanks for your assistance.

Julie Graber

Court Programs Unit

Arizona Supreme Court, AOC
1501 W. Washington St.
Phoenix AZ 85007

Phone: (602) 452-3250

Fax: (602) 452-3480
JGraber(@courts.az.gov
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David E. Hameroff

From: Gerald Williams (MJC) <Gerald.Williams@JBAZMC. Maricopa.Gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 9:38 PM

To: David E. Hameroff

Subject: RE: Effective Date conversation

This e-mail is an accurate summary of our conversation.

From: David E. Hameroff <dhameroff@hamerlaw.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 1:10 PM

To: Gerald Williams (MJC) <Gerald.Williams@JBAZMC.Maricopa.Gov>
Subject: Effective Date conversation

Judge Williams:

Thanks for taking my call re: the impact of Prop 209, and in particular, sharing our thoughts
about the “effective date” concept, which we expect to be next week.

| called you because we have taught Contracts at the JP Judicial College together for 13/14
years together, and because you are the Chair of the Maricopa County Justice Courts Best
Practices Committee.

We discussed all the various dates that we think could be the “effective date”.

Date the contract/agreement was entered into

Date of Judgment

Date the Garn is filed

Date the Garn is issued (sometimes but not always the same date)
Date the Garn is served

Date the Order of Continuing Lien is signed

As | shared with you, the ACBA believes it to be the date the contract/agreement was entered
into. You disagreed.

However, after a conversation regarding all the dates, and | want to summarize what | think
you said correctly, which is why | am sending you this email, that you think the two legally
logical effective dates would be either the Judgment Date or the date the Garnishment is filed
with the Court.



I told you | wished to share your opinion with others and you said it was OK to do so. Would
you please Reply to this email w/ any corrections or just confirm that what | have written is

what you and | discussed.

Thanks for taking your lunch time to speak w/ me.
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Self-Service Center > Garnishment > Proposition 209 https://www.azcourts.gov/selfservicecenter/Garnishment/Proposition-209
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Home > Self-Service Center > Garnishiment

Proposition 209 Information Sheet

Proposition 209 was adopted by voters in November 2022 and went into effect on December 5,
2022, It accomplished many changes regarding to debt collection. Review this Proposition 209
Information Sheet for important details before you use the available garnishment forms,
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Self-Service Center > Garnishment > Proposition 209 https://www.azcourts.gov/selfservicecenter/Garnishment/Proposition-209
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Garnishment of Wages

,/ Proposition 209 would decrease the portion of a debtor’s weekly disposable
M\.._. earnings that is subject to debt collection actions (other than support
payments) to the lesser of 10% of disposable earnings, or 60 times the highest
applicable federal, state or local minimum wage. (Previously, the amount of
Garpishment of Wages disposable earnings that was subject to debt collection actions (other than
support payments) was the lesser of 25% of disposable earnings or 30 times
the federal minimum wage.

The state minimum wage is higher than the federal minimum wage and can be
found at: https://www.azica.gov/labor-minimum-wage-main-page. Currently
there is one local minimum wage that is higher than the state minimum wage,
and that is in Flagstaff. Thus, if you are being garnished in Flagstaff, that
city's minimum wage would be used in the calculation.

Additionally, in a garnishment action, if the court determines by clear and
convincing evidence that the 10% calculation on disposable earnings would
cause extreme economic hardship to the debtor or the debtor’s family, the
court may reduce the amount to 5% of disposable income (previously
reducible to 15% of disposable income).

The proposition was unclear on when the changes to the garnishment rates would take
effect, but if a debtor was being garnished on December 5, 2022, the previous rates would
be continued. If a Writ of Garnishment is filed on or after December 5, 2022, most courts
will likely impose the new lower rates; other courts may impose the higher garnishment
rates for contracts entered into before December 5, 2022.

A debtor can file an objection to a writ of garnishment and ask for the lowest
garnishment rate. If the creditor does not agree to lower the rate, the debtor can present
evidence of financial hardship at a court hearing to ask the court to lower the rate.

Interest Rates for Contracts for Medical
Debt, Services and Equipment

Proposition 209 lowered the maximum interest rate on medical debt (an
obligation arising directly from the receipt of medical products or devices or
the receipt of health care services provided at or by licensed health care
institutions, to the lesser of 3% or an annual rate equal to the weekly average
one-year constant maturity treasury yield, as published by the Federal Reserve
Board, for the calendar week preceding the date when the consumer was first
presented a bill. (As the latter rate would be difficult to determine, it is very
likely most creditors will use the 3% rate.)

Interest Rates for Contracts for
Medical Debt, Services and Equipment

12/1/2022, 3:49 PM



Self-Service Center > Garnishment > Proposition 209 https://www.azcourts.gov/selfservicecenter/Garnishment/Proposition-209

The proposition does state that the cap on interest rates only applies to contracts
entered into on or after December 5, 2022, If a debtor had a contract or a judgment prior
to that date, the 3% cap will not apply.

Protections from Collections

‘I'he proposition also increased debtors' property from collections:

¢ The homestead exemption on a deblor's home increased from
$250,000 to $400,000. (ARS § 33-1101)

Protections from Collections * ‘The exemption on a debtor’s household furniture, furnishings, goods
and appliances increased from $6,000 to $15,000. (ARS § 33-1123)

* The exemption on the debtor’s equity in one motor vehicle increased
from $6,000 to $15,000, orif the debtor has a physical disability, from
$12,000 to $25.000. (ARS § 33-1125)

Beginning in 2024, those exemption rates will be adjusted to account for changes in the
cost of living.

© 2022 Arizana Supreme Court. All Rights Reserved.

Home Careers
Site Map Career Opportunities
Court Vacancies

Human Resources

Volunteer
Volunteer-FCRB
Volunteer-CASA
Volunteer-AmeriCorps

Helpful Links Contact Us

National Center for State Courts Feedback

3of4 12/1/2022, 3:49 PM



Self-Service Center > Garnishment > Proposition 209

4 of 4

State Bar of Arizona

AZ@ Your Service

Commission on Judicial Conduct
Legal Reference & Links

Educator Links

Legal Associations

Arizona Revised Statutes Interpreters
CORP Website

Self-Service Center

El Centro de Autoservicio

https://www.azcourts.gov/selfservicecenter/Garnishment/Proposition-209

Site Map
Privacy Notice

Staff Login

Translate this Page:

[-- Select language --

v] Powered by Go e

12/1/2022, 3:49 PM



ATTACHMENT E



12/3/22, 1:50 PM Self-Service Center > Garnishment > Proposition 209

i @“j\!&‘).%g‘};’ Senrch |Search...

Home  AZ Courts  AZ Supreme Court  Court Admin/AOC  Self-Service  Licensing & Regulation  News & Publications

Home > Self-Service Center > Gamishment

Proposition 209 Information Sheet

Proposition 209 was adopted by voters in November 2022 and went into effect on December 5, 2022, It accomplished many
changes regarding to debt collection. Review this Proposition 209 Information Sheet for important details before you use the
available garnishment forms.

Garnishment of Earnings

Proposition 209 would decrease the portion of a debtor’s weekly disposable earnings that is subject to
debt collection actions (other than support payments) to the lesser of 10% of disposable earnings, or 60
times the highest applicable federal, state or local minimum wage. (Previously, the amount of
disposable earnings that was subject to debt collection actions (other than support payments) was the
lesser of 25% of disposable earnings or 30 times the federal minimum wage

Garnishment of Wages The state minimum wage is higher than the federal minimum wage and can be found at:
https://www.azica. gov/labor-minimum-wage-main-page. Currently there is one local minimum wage
that is higher than the state minimum wage, and that is in Flagstaff. Thus, if you are being gamished in
Flagstaft, that city's minimum wage would be used in the calculation.

Additionally, in a garnishment action, if the court determines by clear and convincing evidence that the
10% calculation on disposable eamings would cause extreme economic hardship to the debtor or the
debtor’s family, the court may reduce the amount to 5% of disposable income (previously reducible to
15% of disposable income)

i a gavnistunent was in place prior to December 5, 2022, the previous vates of garnishiment would be condinued, ¥ a
Wit of Garnistunent is filed on or after Dacember 5, 2622, » judicial officer may inpose (he now lowss rales based
o thelr reading of Proposition 209; another judicial officer may impose the higher garmishment rates for contracts
entered into befere December 5, 2022, based on their interpretation.

A debior can file an objocton o 2 writ of garnishinent and ask for the lowest garnishiaent rate,

Interest Rates for Contracts for Medical Debt, Services
and Equipment

Proposition 209 lowered the maximum interest rate on medical debt (an obligation arising directly
from the receipt of medical products or devices or the receipt of health care services provided at or by
licensed health care institutions, to the lesser of 3% or an annual rate equal to the weekly average one-
year constant maturity treasury yield, as published by the Federal Reserve Board, for the calendar week

https:/iwww.azcourts.gov/selfservicecenter/Garnishment/Proposition-209
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preceding the date when the consumer was first presented a bill. (As the latter rate would be difficult to
determine, it is very likely most creditors will use the 3% rate.)

Interest Rates for Contracts for
Medical Debt, Services and Equipment

Froposition 208 does contein a savings clause, 50 the cap on interest rales only appies 10 confracts entered into
on oy after Docember 5, 2022, 1 a contract or 2 judgment was entered prior (o that date and specified o differant
iterest rate, the 2% caop will not apply.

Protections from Collections
The proposition also increased debtors' property from collections:

* The homestead exemption on a debtor’s home increased from $250,000 to $400,000. (ARS §
33-1101)

¢ The exemption on a debtor’s household furniture, furnishings, goods and appliances increased
from $6,000 to $15,000. (ARS § 33-1123)

Protections from Collections ® The exemption on the debtor’s equity in one motor vehicle increased from $6,000 to $15,000, or

if the debtor has a physical disability, from $12,000 to $25,000. (ARS § 33-1125)

Beginning In 2024, those exsmption retes will be adjusied to gccount for changes in the cost of living.

© 2022 Arizona Supreme Courl. All Rights Reserved.
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Campaign Finance Report

Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Committee #: 100082
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State
Treasurer: Jimenez, Suzanne
401 West Baseline Road, Suite 205, Tempe, AZ 85283
Phone: (480) 550-5165
Email: james@bartonmendezsoto.com
Candidate Name: Healthcare Rising AZ (SEIU-UHW)

2022 Quarter 1

Election Cycle: 2022

Date Filed: April 15, 2022

Reporting Period: January 1, 2022-March 31, 2022
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Summary of Finances

Cash Balance at Beginning of Reporting Period: $73,502.33
Total Cash Receipts this Reporting Period: $1,632,402.64
Total Cash Disbursements this Reporting Period: $1,665,645.64
Cash Balance at End of Reporting Period: $40,259.33

Report ID: 227986



100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)

Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Summary of Activity

Quarter 1
Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022
Filed on 04/15/2022

This Period

Income Schedule — o — Total to Date

Personal and Family Contributions (CH| $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Individual Contributions Cc2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Contributions from Political Committees C3ab,c $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500,000.00
Business Contributions Cdab,.c $1,632,402.64 $200,762.03 $1,833,164.67 $5,377,473.13
Small Contributions C5 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CCEC Funding and Matching C6 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Qualifying Contributions C7 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Loans Made to this Committee L1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other Receipts, including Interest and Dividends R1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Transfers from Other Committees T $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Cash Surplus from Previous Committee S1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Income $1,632,402.64 $200,762.03 $1,833,164.67 $5,877.473.13

i This Period

Expenditures Schedule e B == Total to Date

Operating Expenses ~ EA $1,665,645.64 $0.00 $1,665,645.64 $5,192,036.46
Independent & Ballot Measure Expenditures E2ab,c $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,597.57
Contributions to Committees/Businesses E3a -E3f $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Small Expenses E4 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Transfers to Other Committees T1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Loans Made by This Committee L2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Disposal of Surplus Cash S1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Expenditures $1.665.645.64 $0.00 $1,665,645.64 $5.208,634.03
Bill Payments for Previous Expenditures D1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Total Cash Disbursed

$1.665,645.64




100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/01/2022 $500.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/01/2022 $325.80 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/01/2022 $235.56 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/01/2022 $128.75 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing_Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/01/2022 $81.46 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/04/2022 $325.80 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/09/2022 $13,490.93 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Staff Time
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/12/2022 $816,201.32 $1,833,164 67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Cash
Trans. Type: Contributions from Labor Organizations
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 01/23/2022 $19,425.09 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memao: Staff Time
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/02/2022 $6,250.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses

Filed on 04/15/2022 3




100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/06/2022 $23,865.88 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Staff Time
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $19.78 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $17.93 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $13.16 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkiey Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $7.76 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.59 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.50 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.50 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (iater)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.36 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.28 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.23 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.23 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.12 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $6.12 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/07/2022 $4.65 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/08/2022 $7,500.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Campaign Consultjg
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/11/2022 $816,201.32 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Cash
Trans. Type: Contributions from Labor Organizations
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $21.42 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $19.98 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $13.45 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEI_U United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $8.86 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Office Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $5.14 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $4.76 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $3.79 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $2.72 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/14/2022 $2.56 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/20/2022 $25,067.28 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Staff Time
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/22/2022 $325.80 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Campaigﬂ)ommunication
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/22/2022 $83.88 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Campaign Communication
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/24/2022 $6,250.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 02/25/2022 $1,706.25 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Advertising Consult'r_ng_Fees & Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/01/2022 $7,500.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Campaign Consulting
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/01/2022 $650.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/01/2022 $537.57 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/01/2022 $29.02 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/04/2022 $325.80 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/04/2022 $81.46 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/06/2022 $27,996.60 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Staff Time
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $2,888.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $977.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $600.10 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $32.31 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $17.82 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $17.04 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $11.02 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $8.44 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.81 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.62 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.29 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.21 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.19 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakiand, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.18 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (tater)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.18 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.10 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.04 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ) Quarter 1
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $7.04 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $6.26 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $6.25 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Fc')'gj & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org [n-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkiey Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: ~ SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses

Filed on 04/15/2022

10




100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $5.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/07/2022 $4.11 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Heaithcare Workers 03/07/2022 $4.11 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org [n-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/09/2022 $517.87 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Office Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/09/2022 $325.80 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/09/2022 $81.46 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Database Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/08/2022 $25.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/17/2022 $5,000.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Camp_aign Consulting
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/20/2022 $28,710.63 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Staff Time
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $750.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $33.75 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $23.94 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $22.50 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org in-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $8.66 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $8.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $7.45 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $7.28 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $7.16 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $7.16 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
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100082 Arizonans Fed Up with Failing Healthcare (Healthcare Rising AZ)
Jurisdiction: Arizona Secretary of State

Schedule C4c - Contributions from Labor Organizations

Quarter 1

Covers 01/01/2022 to 03/31/2022

Date Amount Cycle To Date
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $6.20 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $5.09 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $4.15 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $3.58 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Food & Beverage Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $3.57 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $3.04 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/21/2022 $2.55 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Travel Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/22/2022 $6,250.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Legal & Treasury Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/22/2022 $750.00 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
Name: SEIU United Healthcare Workers 03/22/2022 $347.50 $1,833,164.67
Address: 560 Thomas L Berkley Way, Oakland, CA 94612 Goods/Services
Trans. Type: Labor Org In-Kind Contribution (later)
Memo: Field Canvassing Expenses
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