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The 50th Legislature, First Regular Session, adjourned sine die on 
Wednesday, April 20, at 5:25 a.m., on the 101st day of session. 
 
There were 1,350 bills introduced this legislative session. Of those, 386 
passed completely through the legislative process and were sent to the 
Governor’s office for action. The Governor signed 357 and vetoed 29. (All 
veto messages are included at the end of the report). The general effective 
date for legislation enacted this session is July 20, 2011.  
 
The following report details the state budget impacts to Maricopa County, the 
Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package, and all other bills relevant to 
county governments. We would like to thank all those who assisted us during 
this legislative session. The amount of bills needing county input and action 
was much higher than normal this year, and all participating departments 
were instrumental in making Maricopa County’s positions clear at the Capitol. 
If you would like more information on any of the information contained in the 
report, please contact the Government Relations office at (602) 506-2798. 
 
Our legislative development process for the upcoming 2012 session is 
underway. Our legislative development request form will be sent out to all 
county departments soon and can be accessed on the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC).  
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FY 2012 State Budget 
 
The legislature was determined to erase the state’s deficit without raising 
taxes or incurring more debt. They chose to cut dollars for education and 
health care, while also transferring state responsibilities and costs to counties 
and cities. Many of the legislative provisions used to reach a “balanced 
budget” appear headed for legal challenges. The outcome of these 
challenges will determine the size of next year’s deficit.  
 
The State budget impact to Maricopa County was severe this year. A total of 
$56 million dollars will be transferred from the County to the State. There is 
also a provision to begin transferring state prisoners to county jails beginning 
July 1, 2012. The total cost of this transfer has yet to be calculated. 
  
Impacts included approximately $15 million in County HURF funds being 
diverted to state agencies, a $26 million dollar cash payment from the County 
to the State and a 50% cost share for state prisoners held at the Arizona 
State Hospital. 
 

2012 State Budget Impacts to Maricopa County 
 

Policy Change Fiscal Impact 

Mandated Contribution $26,384,500 

HURF Diversion to DPS $  8,551,343 

HURF Diversion to MVD $  6,662,102 

Lottery Revenue $     249,772 

SVP Inmate at ASH $  5,000,000 

Superior Court Judges Salaries $  9,012,759 

Shift of State Prisoners (effective July 1, 2012) To be determined 

TOTAL $55,860,476 
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 Maricopa County Board of Supervisors 2011 

 Legislative Agenda: 

 

[Bills in this report are noted in chapter order, and an “E” next to the chapter number 

denotes an emergency measure.] 

HB 2015 – County Parks; Justice Court Jurisdiction 
(Chapter 170) Burges 
The legislation allows MCSO to file violations occurring in Yavapai County, but within 
the Lake Pleasant Regional Park, into a Maricopa County Justice of the Peace Court. 
 
The bill gives Maricopa County Justices of the Peace jurisdiction over these violations. 
The language specifies that an offense is committed within the precinct of a Justice of 
the Peace Court if conduct constituting any element of the offense or a result of such 
conduct occurs within a county park that includes a body of water located in two 
counties and the precinct includes some part of the county park. It further clarifies that 
one county must have a population of more than three million persons and one county 
must have a population of more than two hundred thousand persons but less than three 
hundred thousand persons within the two identified counties. 
 
The legislation was supported by Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office, Maricopa County 
Attorney’s Office, and the Maricopa County Presiding Justice of the Peace.  
 
HB 2137 – Dogs; Cats; Sterilization 
(Chapter 213) Chabin 
The legislation makes numerous changes in the state’s criminal code in regards to the 
responsibility and liability of owners of aggressive and vicious animals. The proposal 
was run in coordination with the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office and the City of 
Phoenix in an attempt to protect law enforcement and citizens from attacks by 
aggressive dogs. It requires the owner of an aggressive dog or person who is 
responsible for the care of an aggressive dog to take reasonable care to control the dog 
in order to keep the dog from biting or attacking a person or domestic animal while the 
dog is not on the owner’s or responsible person’s property and prohibits the dog from 
escaping to the outside of a residence or an enclosed area, yard or structure.  
 
The law specifies:  
 
 A person who does not control the dog to prevent the dog from biting or attacking 

a person or domestic animal is guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor. 
 A violation of prohibiting the dog from escaping to the outside of a residence 

results in a Class 3 misdemeanor. 
 A person who knowingly causes a dog to bite and attack another person is guilty 

of a Class 3 felony, unless the situation would warrant self-defense or defense of 
a third party. 

 Increases the penalty for those individuals whose dog is known to have a history 
of biting, or that has been found to be a vicious animal by a court of competent 
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jurisdiction and that bites or attacks another person while at large from a Class 1 
misdemeanor to a Class 5 felony. 

 Stipulates that individuals who do not take reasonable care to prohibit a vicious 
dog from escaping a residence or enclosed area, yard or structure outside a 
residence are guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor. 

 
HB 2197 – Charter Schools; Age Restricted Communities 
(Chapter 15E) Lesko 
The legislation prevents a charter school from operating within an age restricted 
community that is not within a school district. The bill was run in response to the attempt 
of a charter school moving into the Sun City area. In 2009, statutes were changed 
allowing charter schools much more freedom on where they could be located. This bill 
adds a minor restriction on where they can locate.  

The bill became effective on April 6, 2011. 

HB 2352 – Court Commissioners; Qualifications 
(Chapter 217) Farnsworth 
The legislation removes the requirement that court commissioners must be practicing 
attorneys for three years prior to becoming a commissioner. The legislation was needed 
by the Superior Court in order to allow retired judges who are not currently practicing 
law to serve as commissioners for the courts. These additional resources will increase 
the speed at which cases can be heard and makes particular expertise available when 
necessary.  Commissioners handle specifically assigned cases and uncontested 
matters.  A county’s Superior Court Presiding Judge may appoint court commissioners 
to perform limited judicial duties if the County has at least three judges. 
 
HB 2372 – Conservatorships; Guardianships; County Reimbursement 
(Chapter 112) Ash 
The legislation stipulates that if a county pays for services by court appointed 
representatives, the county may charge the estate for reasonable compensation. Title 
14, Chapter 1, Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.), states that if the court determines that 
an interest is not represented, or that representation is inadequate, the court may 
appoint a personal representative, conservator or guardian to receive notice, give 
consent and otherwise represent, bind and act on behalf of a minor, incapacitated 
person or an unborn child. If the court pays for these services, statute permits the courts 
to charge the estate for reasonable compensation and orders that those monies be 
deposited in the Probate Fund. Monies in the Probate Fund are administered by the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in that county.  Current statute did not allow the 
county to charge an estate for reimbursement if the county pays for services by 
appointed representatives, conservators or guardians from general fund appropriations. 
 
HB 2478 – Counties; Health Care Services; Payments 
(Chapter 266) Gowan 
The legislation establishes a maximum payment rate for the treatment of children under 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, county jail inmates, and people with tuberculosis 
when a county with a population over one million people is required to reimburse a 
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health care provider or facility.  The bill does not apply if the county has an existing 
reimbursement rate through an intergovernmental agreement. 
 
The legislation mirrors the payment requirements established for the Arizona 
Department of Corrections, requiring the county to reimburse at a level that does not 
exceed the capped fee-for-service schedule that is adopted by the Arizona Health Care 
Cost Containment System for health and medical services. 
 
SB 1023 – Enforcement of Pre-Trial Release Conditions 
(Chapter 140) Gray 
The legislation authorizes Adult Probation officers, in counties with more than two 
million people, to serve warrants and make arrests on anyone who has violated a 
condition of pretrial release while under the supervision of the Pretrial Services Division. 
The Pretrial Services Division has five primary responsibilities relating to adult 
probation:  they conduct background checks on arrested defendants, which involves 
interviewing and information verification for persons booked into the Maricopa County 
Jail System; they provide standard, intensive, and electronic monitoring services for 
defendants released to Pretrial Services and secure that defendant’s appearance in 
court; they track defendants who fail to appear; they refer defendants to needed social 
services, including drug treatment, and they complete bond modification investigations 
and reports for the court.  
 
In FY2010, the Maricopa County Pretrial Services Jail Unit conducted 49,892 interviews 
of arrested defendants. There was an average of 1,388 referrals a month from the 
Maricopa County Initial Appearance Court to Pretrial release supervision.  The Pretrial 
Supervision Unit supervised an average of 1,648 defendants per month, which equates 
to an average of 554 under general supervision, 865 under intensive supervision, and 
229 under electronic monitoring supervision. The unit completed an average of 495 
initial intakes and 1,836 office visits per month during this fiscal year.  
 
SB 1054 – Waiver; Intensive Probation Standards 
(Chapter 204) Gray 
The legislation allows all counties to waive the probation ratio and team composition 
requirements for adult and juvenile intensive probation programs. This flexibility will 
allow Maricopa County’s Adult and Juvenile Probation department’s to better use their 
resources to protect the public. For both juvenile and adult probationers, offenders are 
monitored by a two or three person intensive probation team, consisting of a 
combination of probation and surveillance officers. The team monitors the offenders by 
conducting field visits at least four times per week. The juvenile and adult intensive 
probation teams are limited to the number of persons they may supervise. According to 
A.R.S. § 8-853 and § 13-916, a two person intensive probation team is limited to 
supervising no more than 25 persons at one time.  Likewise, a three person team may 
not supervise more than 40 persons at one time. Each team is required to exercise 
close supervision over the offenders, which includes visual contact with each 
probationer at least four times a week and weekly contact with the adults' employers. 
For juveniles the team is required to have weekly contact with the school, employer, 
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community restitution agency or treatment program of the probationer. The bill requires 
the case load of every officer supervising the probationers to not exceed 15 
probationers and requires visual contact with each probationer at least once a week.  
 
SB 1242 – Tax Deed Land Sales 
(Chapter 148) Nelson  
The legislation allows a County Board of Supervisors to sell real property held by the 
state by tax deed to a county, city, town, or special taxing district in the county for a 
public purpose related to transportation or flood control. This bill was run at the request 
of the Public Works Department in order to allow the purchase of property necessary for 
infrastructure improvement.  A.R.S. § 42-18303 allows the Board to sell the real 
property held in the county by tax deed to the highest bidder for cash. The sale may 
include a live auction or an online bidding process in which the Board receives bids 
electronically over the internet in a real-time, competitive bidding event. Current law 
allows the Board to sell and accept real property held by state tax deed to an owner of 
contiguous real property that is used for residential purposes if the property for sale and 
the contiguous property were at one time under common ownership, or if the property 
offered for sale is part of a common area maintained by a homeowners’ association, 
and if the property offered for sale cannot be separately used for residential purposes 
due to its size, configuration or recorded common area restrictions. 
 
SB 1291 – Prisoners; Credit for Fines 
(Chapter 102) Griffin 
The legislation increases the amount of credit a prisoner may receive per day in 
exchange for hard labor or imprisonment.  A.R.S. § 31-145 provides that a prisoner in 
jail sentenced to pay a fine is required an allowance for hard labor not to exceed $10 
per day.  A person committed for nonpayment of a fine is required to be given credit 
toward payment for each day of imprisonment at the rate specified in the commitment 
not to exceed $10 per day.  The allowance goes towards reduction of the fine.  The bill 
specifies that a prisoner sentenced to pay a fine shall not be allowed to exceed $50 per 
day credit to the fine for each day he is employed at hard labor, and that a person 
committed for nonpayment of a fine shall be given credit toward payment for each day 
of imprisonment at the rate specified in the commitment not to exceed $50 per day. 
 
SB 1298 – Pharmacists; Drug Therapy Protocols 
(Chapter 103) Barto 
The legislation allows a licensed pharmacist to administer immunizations and vaccines 
for influenza or in response to a public health emergency for children between six and 
eighteen years of age both with and without a prescription, if the pharmacist obtains 
parental consent.  
 
A.R.S. § 32-1974 currently allows a licensed pharmacist to administer specified 
immunizations or vaccinations to adults without a prescription.  The pharmacist must be 
certified to do so by the Arizona State Board of Pharmacy, and must report the 
immunization or vaccination to the person’s primary care physician within 48 hours. 
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 Other Bills of County Interest 

 

 Criminal Justice  

 
HB 2015 – County Parks; Justice Court Jurisdiction 
(Chapter 170) Burges 
The legislation allows MCSO to file violations occurring in Yavapai County, but within 
the Lake Pleasant Regional Park, into a Maricopa County Justice of the Peace Court. 
 
The bill gives Maricopa County Justices of the Peace jurisdiction over these violations. 
The language specifies that an offense is committed within the precinct of a Justice of 
the Peace Court if conduct constituting any element of the offense or a result of such 
conduct occurs within a county park that includes a body of water located in two 
counties and the precinct includes some part of the county park. It further clarifies that 
one county must have a population of more than three million persons and one county 
must have a population of more than two hundred thousand persons but less than three 
hundred thousand persons within the two identified counties. 
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB 2068 – Constables; Salaries 
(Chapter 107) Burges 
The legislation establishes a constable’s annual salary as no more than $15,000 in 
precincts averaging 100 or less documents served over the previous four years. It also 
applies current statutory salary ranges, outlined in A.R.S. § 11-424.01, to constables 
servicing precincts averaging 100 or more documents served over the previous four 
years. 
 
HB 2137 – Dogs; Cats; Sterilization 
(Chapter 213) Chabin 
The legislation makes numerous changes in the state’s criminal code in regards to the 
responsibility and liability of owners of aggressive and vicious animals. The proposal 
was run in coordination with the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office and the City of 
Phoenix in an attempt to protect law enforcement and citizens from attacks by 
aggressive dogs. It requires the owner of an aggressive dog or person who is 
responsible for the care of an aggressive dog to take reasonable care to control the dog 
in order to keep the dog from biting or attacking a person or domestic animal while the 
dog is not on the owner’s or responsible person’s property and prohibits the dog from 
escaping to the outside of a residence or an enclosed area, yard or structure.  
 
The law specifies:  
 
 A person who does not control the dog to prevent the dog from biting or attacking 

a person or domestic animal is guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor. 
 A violation of prohibiting the dog from escaping to the outside of a residence 

results in a Class 3 misdemeanor. 
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 A person who knowingly causes a dog to bite and attack another person is guilty 
of a Class 3 felony, unless the situation would warrant self-defense or defense of 
a third party. 

 Increases the penalty for those individuals whose dog is known to have a history 
of biting, or that has been found to be a vicious animal by a court of competent 
jurisdiction and that bites or attacks another person while at large from a Class 1 
misdemeanor to a Class 5 felony. 

 Stipulates that individuals who do not take reasonable care to prohibit a vicious 
dog from escaping a residence or enclosed area, yard or structure outside a 
residence are guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor. 

 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB 2211 – Inpatient Evaluation or Treatment  
(Chapter 257) Ash 
The legislation repeals and rewrites the statutes related to inpatient evaluation or 
treatment. The bill allows a guardian to apply for admission of the ward to a facility if the 
guardian has been granted authority to consent to inpatient mental health care or 
treatment when the guardian has reasonable cause to believe that the ward is in need 
of inpatient evaluation or treatment. It also specifies the documents required to be 
presented to the facility by the guardian in order for the ward to be admitted to the 
facility. 
 
HB 2352 – Court Commissioners; Qualifications 
(Chapter 217) Farnsworth 
The legislation removes the requirement that court commissioners must be practicing 
attorneys for three years prior to becoming a commissioner. The legislation was needed 
by the Superior Court in order to allow retired judges who are not currently practicing 
law, to serve as Commissioners for the courts. These additional resources will increase 
the speed at which cases can be heard and makes particular expertise available when 
necessary.  Commissioners handle specifically assigned cases and uncontested 
matters.  A county’s superior court presiding judge may appoint court commissioners to 
perform limited judicial duties if the county has at least three judges.   
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB 2355 – Court Surcharges 
(Chapter 260) Farnsworth 
The legislation clarifies that surcharges apply to the base fine, not other surcharges that 
may be added to the fine. Under law A.R.S. § 12-116-01 and § 12-116-02, courts are 
required to collect a 61% and 13% surcharge, or penalty assessment, for violations of 
motor vehicle statutes. In addition, a 10% surcharge is also permitted for violations 
related to the Clean Elections Act (A.R.S. § 16-954).  While the provisions related to the 
Clean Elections Act reference the assessments as surcharges, the provisions relating to 
motor vehicle violations refer to them as penalty assessments. The bill clarifies that 
surcharges apply to the base fine and do not apply to another surcharge.  
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HB 2369 – DUI; Work Release 
(Chapter 91) Smith 
The legislation requires courts to allow certain DUI offenders to continue their 
employment or schooling while serving out their jail sentence, unless the court finds 
good cause to waive the requirement. Many courts in Arizona offer work release on a 
discretionary basis for offenders convicted of misdemeanors.  The bill allows individuals 
that are employed or are students to leave jail for the hours that they are employed or 
attending class, returning at night and on the weekends to serve out their sentences.  
Currently, A.R.S. § 28-1387 (C) allows the courts to use their discretion in granting a 
work release from jail for a first- or second-time DUI or extreme DUI offender for up to 
twelve hours a day and no more than five days a week with some limitations.  All 
offenders on work release are still required to serve out their full sentence.    
 
HB 2372 – Conservatorships; Guardianships; County Reimbursement 
(Chapter 112) Ash 
The legislation stipulates that if a county pays for services by court appointed 
representatives, the county may charge the estate for reasonable compensation. Title 
14, Chapter 1, A.R.S., states that if the court determines that an interest is not 
represented, or that representation is inadequate, the court may appoint a personal 
representative, conservator or guardian to receive notice, give consent and otherwise 
represent, bind and act on behalf of a minor, incapacitated person or an unborn child. If 
the court pays for these services, statute permits the courts to charge the estate for 
reasonable compensation and orders that those monies be deposited in the Probate 
Fund. Monies in the Probate Fund are administered by the presiding judge of the 
Superior Court in that county. Current statue did not allow the county to charge an 
estate for reimbursement if the county pays for services by appointed representatives, 
conservators or guardians from general fund appropriations.   
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB 2376 – Department of Juvenile Corrections; Continuation 
(Chapter 261) Ash 
The legislation continues the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections until July 1, 
2012. 
 
HB 2402 – Guardians of Incapacitated Persons 
(Chapter 262) Vogt 
The legislation makes several changes to the statutes governing incapacitated persons, 
including the establishment of court procedures for determining whether an 
incapacitated individual’s privilege to drive should be suspended or retained.  It 
broadens the scope of powers for guardians and expands the options that the court may 
exercise in an involuntary commitment proceeding. 
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HB 2424 – Probate; Wards; Rights 
(Chapter 285) Smith  
The legislation establishes a probate advocacy panel and delineates the composition of 
its membership.  The panel is required to hold a public hearing at least once a year on 
how to improve the probate system through statutory changes. 
 
HB 2635 – Court-Ordered Evaluation 
(Chapter 219E) Court 
The legislation adds additional requirements to the affidavit that must accompany a 
petition for a court-ordered treatment. A.R.S. § 36-533 states that a petition for a court-
ordered treatment shall allege that a patient is in need of treatment because the patient 
has a mental disorder, is a danger to self or to others, and is persistently or acutely or 
gravely disabled, treatment alternatives are appropriate or available, and the patient is 
unwilling or incapable of accepting treatment voluntarily. The petition must be 
accompanied by the affidavits of the two physicians who conducted the examination, 
which must include a detailed explanation of the patient’s behavior, and a summary of 
the facts that support the allegations. The bill stipulates that the affidavit accompanying 
a petition for court-ordered treatment must also include the results of a physical 
examination if it is relevant to the evaluation. The physical exam may be performed by 
an evaluating physician or under supervision of a licensed physician or a registered 
nurse practitioner. 
 
The bill became effective on April 14, 2011. 
 
HB 2645 – Firearms; Rights Restoration; Peace Officers 
(Chapter 304) Ugenti  
The legislation modifies statute related to a mentally ill person’s restoration of the right 
to possess a firearm specifies that retired peace officers may not be prohibited from 
carrying a firearm in most circumstances.  Laws 2009, Chapter 145 established the 
procedure for a person found by a court to be a danger to self or to others, or 
persistently or acutely disabled or gravely disabled, to apply for the restoration of his or 
her right to possess a firearm. The bill permits a person ordered, found, or adjudicated 
to be a prohibited possessor of a firearm to petition the court to restore the person’s 
right to own a firearm. It requires the court, on receipt of the petition, to set a hearing 
and consider the following prior to granting or denying the petition: 
 
 The circumstances that resulted in the person being deemed a prohibited 

possessor; 
 The person’s records, including the person’s mental health and criminal records; 
 The person’s reputation, based on character evidence; 
 Whether the person is a danger to self or others, persistently, acutely, or gravely 

disabled, or whether the circumstances that led in the initial order are still in 
effect; 

 Any change in the person’s condition or circumstances deemed relevant; and 
 Any other evidence deemed admissible by the court. 
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SB 1023 – Enforcement of Pretrial Release Conditions 
(Chapter 140) Gray 
The legislation authorizes adult probation officers, in counties with more than two million 
people, to serve warrants and make arrests on anyone who has violated a condition of 
pretrial release while under the supervision of the Pretrial Services Division. The Pretrial 
Services Division has five primary responsibilities relating to adult probation:  they 
conduct background checks on arrested defendants, which involves interviewing and 
information verification for persons booked into the Maricopa County Jail System; they 
provide standard, intensive, and electronic monitoring services for defendants released 
to Pretrial Services and secure that defendant’s appearance in court; they track 
defendants who fail to appear; they refer defendants to needed social services, 
including drug treatment; and they complete bond modification investigations and 
reports for the court.  
 
In FY2010, the Maricopa County Pretrial Services Jail Unit conducted 49,892 interviews 
of arrested defendants. There was an average of 1,388 referrals a month from the 
Maricopa County Initial Appearance Court to Pretrial release supervision.  The Pretrial 
Supervision Unit supervised an average of 1,648 defendants per month, which equates 
to an average of 554 under general supervision, 865 under intensive supervision, and 
229 under electronic monitoring supervision. The unit completed an average of 495 
initial intakes and 1,836 office visits per month during this fiscal year.   
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
SB 1054 – Waiver; Intensive Probation Standards 
(Chapter 204) Gray 
The legislation allows all counties to waive the probation ratio and team composition 
requirements for adult and juvenile intensive probation programs. This flexibility will 
allow Maricopa County’s Adult and Juvenile Probation department’s to better use their 
resources to protect the public. For both juvenile and adult probationers, offenders are 
monitored by a two or three person intensive probation team, consisting of a 
combination of probation and surveillance officers. The team monitors the offenders by 
conducting field visits at least four times per week. The juvenile and adult intensive 
probation teams are limited to the number of persons they may supervise. According to 
A.R.S. § 8-853 and § 13-916, a two person intensive probation team is limited to 
supervising no more than 25 persons at one time.  Likewise, a three person team may 
not supervise more than 40 persons at one time. Each team is required to exercise 
close supervision over the offenders, which includes visual contact with each 
probationer at least four times a week and weekly contact with the adults' employers. 
For juveniles, the team is required to have weekly contact with the school, employer, 
community restitution agency or treatment program of the probationer. The bill requires 
the case load of every officer supervising the probationers to not exceed 15 
probationers and requires visual contact with each probationer at least once a week.   
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
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SB 1130 – Unlawful Sexual Conduct; Probation Employees 
(Chapter 226) Gray 
The legislation establishes a felony offense for unlawful sexual conduct by an adult 
probation department employee or juvenile court employee, assigns penalties for the 
offense and false reporting of the offense, and adds juvenile detention facilities to the 
list of correctional facilities subject to the unlawful sexual conduct statute. The bill 
defines unlawful sexual conduct as knowingly coercing the victim to engage in sexual 
contact, oral sexual contact, or sexual intercourse by threatening to negatively influence 
or offering to positively influence the victim’s supervision or release status.  
 
SB 1191 – Juveniles; Discretionary Transfer; Adult Court 
(Chapter 206) Gray 
The legislation expands the offenses for which a jurisdictional determination is made as 
to whether a juvenile at least 14 years of age charged as an adult in a criminal 
prosecution, at the discretion of a county attorney, should be transferred to a juvenile 
court include the following: 
 
 A Class 1 felony; 
 A Class 2 felony; 
 A Class 3 felony involving predatory offenses, homicide, assault, kidnapping, 

sexual offenses, criminal trespass and burglary, criminal damage, arson, 
robbery, or organized crime, fraud, or terrorism; 

 A Class 3, 4, 5, or 6 felony involving a dangerous offense; 
 Any felony offense committed by a chronic felony offender. 

 
SB 1200 – Driving Under the Influence; Interlock  
(Chapter 341) Gray 
The legislation requires various changes to Arizona’s driving under the influence (DUI) 
laws to allow specific DUI offenders to use an ignition interlock device (IID) and an IID 
special driver’s license.  It also allows a county to establish a home detention program 
for eligible prisoners, with limitations and specific instructions. 
 
SB 1243 – Bad Checks; County Attorney Fees 
(Chapter 188) Gould 
The legislation increases the fees that the county attorney may collect from a person 
who has issued or passed a check in violation of specified statutes. Current law 
authorizes the county attorney to collect a fee if he or she collects and processes a 
check that is issued or passed in a way that violates A.R.S. § 13-1802, § 13-1807, § 13-
2310, or has been forged under A.R.S. § 13-2002. The bill increases the fees that the 
county attorney may collect from a person who has issued or passed a check in 
violation of specified statutes in the following manner: 
 
 From $50 to $75 if the face amount of the check is less than $100; 
 From $75 to $100 if the face amount of the check is greater than $100, but less 

than $300; 



 
 

  12   
 

 From $100 to $125 if the face amount of the check is greater than $300, but less 
than $1000; and 

 From 15% to 20% if the face amount of the check is greater than $1000. 
 
SB 1245 – Capital Post-Conviction Public Defender; Continuation 
(Chapter 42) Gould 
The legislation continues the State Capital Post-conviction Public Defender Office 
(Office) until July 1, 2016. As established by Laws 2006, Chapter 326 and outlined in 
A.R.S. § 41-4301, the Office is responsible for providing representation for any person 
financially unable to employ legal counsel in post-conviction relief proceedings in state 
court after a judgment of death has been delivered.  The State Capital Post-conviction 
Public Defender (Defender) is appointed by the governor and serves a single four-year 
term.  As provided in A.R.S. § 41-4301, the Defender’s duties include supervising the 
operations, activities, policies and procedures of the Office, submitting an annual 
operation budget to the legislature, and allocating personnel and resources to post-
conviction relief proceedings.   
 
SB 1247 – Sexually Violent Persons; Hearings 
(Chapter 189) Barto 
The legislation requires the court to order an evaluation to determine whether an 
individual is a sexually violent person if the individual does not request a probable cause 
hearing. As specified in A.R.S. § 36-3701, a sexually violent person is defined as an 
individual that has been convicted of or found guilty but insane of a sexually violent 
offense or that has been charged with a sexually violent offense and was determined to 
be incompetent to stand trial, and has a mental disorder that makes the person likely to 
engage in acts of sexual violence. A.R.S. § 36-3704 allows the county attorney or 
attorney general to file a petition with superior court, accompanied with sufficient facts, 
alleging an individual as a sexual violent person prior to the release of that person from 
confinement.  As outlined in A.R.S. § 36-3705, upon the filing of such a petition, the 
judge must determine if probable cause exists to believe the individual named is a 
sexually violent person.  If the judge deems probable cause exists, the judge must order 
the person to be detained in a licensed facility overseen by the Arizona State Hospital.   
 
Currently, under A.R.S. § 36-3705, the individual named in the petition may motion for a 
probable cause hearing to contest the judge’s finding within 10 days of receiving the 
petition.  If at the hearing the judge determines that probable cause does not exist, the 
court must dismiss the petition. However, if the judge reaffirms the previous 
determination that probable cause exists, the judge must order an evaluation of the 
individual in question to determine whether he or she is a sexually violent person. If the 
individual chooses not to motion for a probable cause hearing, no evaluation is ordered 
and the previous determination stands. The bill mandates the court to order an 
evaluation to determine whether a respondent is a sexually violent person if the 
respondent has not requested a probable cause hearing within 10 days after receiving 
the petition and requires the counties to pay the costs of the evaluation if ordered by the 
court.  
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SB 1291 – Prisoners; Credits for Fines 
(Chapter 102) Griffin 
The legislation increases the amount of credit a prisoner may receive per day in 
exchange for hard labor or imprisonment. A.R.S. § 31-145 provides that a prisoner in jail 
sentenced to pay a fine is required an allowance for hard labor not to exceed $10 per 
day.  A person committed for nonpayment of a fine is required to be given credit toward 
payment for each day of imprisonment at the rate specified in the commitment not to 
exceed $10 per day.  The allowance goes towards reduction of the fine.   
 
The bill specifies that a prisoner sentenced to pay a fine shall not be allowed to exceed 
$50 per day credit to the fine for each day he is employed at hard labor, and that a 
person committed for nonpayment of a fine shall be given credit toward payment for 
each day of imprisonment at the rate specified in the commitment not to exceed $50 per 
day.   
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
SB 1334 – Hunting within City Limits 
(Chapter 349) Antenori 
The legislation prohibits political subdivisions from limiting the lawful taking of wildlife 
during an open season, as established by the Arizona Game and Fish Commission. 
Currently, A.R.S. § 13-3107 classifies the discharge of a firearm within or into a 
municipality’s limits with criminal negligence as a Class 6 felony (1 year/$150,000). The 
penalty does not apply if the firearm is discharged in an area recommended as a 
hunting area by the department, approved and posted as required by the chief of 
police.  However, any such area may be closed when determined to be unsafe by the 
chief of police or the director of the department. The bill prohibits a political subdivision 
from enacting an ordinance, rule or regulation that limits the lawful take of wildlife during 
an open season unless the ordinance, rule or regulation is consistent with the state’s 
hunting laws and Game and Fish Commission rules and orders. 
 
SB 1367 – Juveniles; DNA Testing 
(Chapter 351) Antenori 
The legislation broadens the scenarios in which a judicial officer is required to order that 
a juvenile submit a sample for DNA testing to include juveniles who are charged with a 
violation of any of the prerequisite offenses listed in A.R.S. § 8-238, and specifies the 
procedures for collecting, analyzing, maintenance and expungement of the samples.  
The court must order the juvenile to report to the law enforcement agency that 
investigated the juvenile within five days. 
 
SB 1396 – Domestic Relations; Notification Requirements 
(Chapter 236) Allen  
The legislation specifies that the court must provide a written notice to all parties in 
domestic relations proceedings that they may request conclusions of fact and law on 
specified issues. Rule 82 of the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure requires the 
court in all family law proceedings, if requested before trial, to find the facts and state 
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separately its conclusions of law.  Findings of fact and conclusions of law may be stated 
orally and recorded in open court following the close of the evidence or appear in an 
opinion or minute entry filed by the court. The bill requires the court to provide written 
notification to all parties that they may request conclusions of fact and law on the 
following issues, if contested: 
 
 Child custody; 
 Relocation requests; 
 Spousal maintenance; 
 Community property; 
 Community debt; 
 Child support. 

 
SB 1398 – Moving Violations; Assessment; Equipment; Enforcement 
(Chapter 308) Biggs 
The legislation adds an additional $13 assessment for various offenses and specifies 
how the money is to be distributed, repeals various state photo enforcement statutes, 
amends requirements for persons who have received a notice of violation from photo 
enforcement and extends the transfer of remaining monies in the Photo Enforcement 
Fund to the Public Safety Equipment Fund to FY 2011-12.  Additionally, the bill makes 
an appropriation to the Arizona Department of Public Safety to enter into a 
memorandum of understanding with the Pinal County Sheriff to purchase equipment 
and supplies for deputies in the county for border security. The bill will siphon away 
funds for county indigent defense offices in order to pay for Pinal County’s border 
security equipment.  
 
SB 1499 – Probate; Proceedings; Omnibus 
(Chapter 354) Driggs 
The legislation makes numerous changes to the statutes governing the protection of 
persons under disability and their property. The bill requires that, except as otherwise 
directed by a governing instrument or court order, the fiduciary must prudently manage 
costs, preserve the assets of the ward or protected person for the benefit of the ward or 
protected person and protect against incurring any costs that exceed probable benefits 
to the ward, protected person, decedent’s estate or trust. The bill also allows the court 
to order a person who has engaged in unreasonable conduct or the person’s attorney to 
pay for some or all of the fees and expenses, if the court finds that the fees or expenses 
were incurred as a result of unreasonable conduct. It also requires that when a 
guardian, a conservator, an attorney or a guardian ad litem intends to seek 
compensation from the estate of a ward or protected person, the person must give 
written notice of the basis of the compensation. 
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 Elections  

 
HB 2303 – Voting Centers; Polling Places 
(Chapter 331) Mesnard 
The legislation permits the county board of supervisors to authorize the use of voting 
centers in addition to or in place of designated polling places on Election Day. Voting 
centers are non-precinct based locations for voting on Election Day. The sites are fewer 
in number than precinct-voting stations, centrally located to major population centers 
(rather than distributed among many residential locations), and rely on county-wide 
voter registration databases accessed by electronic voting machines. Voters in the 
voting jurisdiction (usually a county) are provided ballots appropriate to their voter 
registration address. Voting centers are equipped for electronic voting machines and 
staffed with personnel to assist voters. The bill allows the county board of supervisors to 
authorize the use of voting centers in place of or in addition to designated polling places 
and requires that voting centers provide an appropriate ballot for any voter in that 
county on Election Day. 
 
HB 2304 – State Elections; Omnibus 
(Chapter 332) Mesnard 
The legislation makes numerous changes to state election laws.  The bill removes the 
requirement that the County Recorder send a list of all candidates who have qualified 
for the presidential preference ballot to absent uniformed services voters or overseas 
voters who request a special write-in early ballot. It also prohibits a vacancy that occurs 
because of death or incapacity from being filled and requires the Secretary of State to 
notify the County Board of Supervisors to post a notice of the death or incapacity in 
each polling place with notice that the votes cast will be tabulated. 
 
HB 2335 – Presidential Ballot; President; Vice-President 
(Chapter 299) Harper 
The legislation requires the heading of the column on a general election ballot 
containing the names of the candidates for the office of president to read “President and 
Vice-President,” and stipulates that when Presidential electors are to be voted for the 
candidates of each party shall be represented by the surname of the Presidential and 
Vice-Presidential candidates of that party. 
 
HB 2701 – Secretary of State; Database 
(Chapter 339) Dial  
The legislation requires the Secretary of State to establish a single format for County 
Recorders to use when providing voter registration data and makes numerous changes 
to laws regarding elections, voter registration, training and early ballots. 
 
 SB 1290 – County Election Workers; Political Campaigns 
(Chapter 71) Griffin 
The legislation prohibits an employee of the county elections department from operating 
as a chairman, treasurer or other officer of any political campaign or candidate 
campaign committee. 
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SB 1412 – Early Voting; Revisions 
(Chapter 105) Shooter 
The legislation broadens the classification of ballot abuse to include the following 
offenses and classifications;  
 

 Offering or providing any consideration to any other person to acquire the 
voted or unvoted ballot is a Class 5 felony; 

 Receiving or agreeing to receive any consideration in exchange for a voted or 
unvoted ballot is a Class 5 felony to do so; 

 Possessing another person’s ballot with the intent to sell it is a Class 5 felony; 
 Engaging in or participating in a pattern of ballot fraud is a Class 4 felony.  

 
The bill requires the officer charged by law with the duty of preparing ballots at any 
election to ensure that the ballot return envelopes are of a type that are tamper evident 
when properly sealed.  
 
SB 1471 – County Election Law Amendments 
(Chapter 166) Gould 
The legislation makes changes regarding how new parties are officially recognized by 
the state and permitted to be placed on a ballot.  
 
SB 1473 – Early Voting Sites; Electioneering 
(Chapter 273) Gould 
The legislation requires facilities used as an early voting site during the period of early 
voting to allow persons to electioneer and engage in other political activity outside the 
75 foot limit in public areas and parking lots used by voters, except in the case of an 
emergency. 
 
 

 Environmental Services/Air Quality 

 
HB 2103 – Homemade Food Products; Regulation; Exception 
(Chapter 84) Kavanagh 
The legislation permits baked and confectionary foods that are not potentially hazardous 
(as defined by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration and the Arizona Department of 
Health Services) to be prepared in private home kitchens for commercial purposes if the 
label has the baker’s address, contact information, and product ingredients.  The 
product label must also disclose if the food preparation was conducted in a facility for 
the developmentally disabled.  The bill also requires the person preparing the food or 
supervising its preparation to obtain any required food handler’s permit or certificate 
issued by the local health department and to register with an online registry the Arizona 
Department of Health Services must establish. 
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HB 2208 – Agriculture Best Management Practices; Rules 
(Chapter 214) Reeve 
The legislation allows the Agricultural Best Management Practices Committee to 
immediately revise its rules in order to revise dust control measures in the PM-10 
nonattainment area of Maricopa County.  Laws 2009, Chapter 180 added an employee 
of a county air quality department to the committee, which is statutorily charged with 
adopting and evaluating best management practices for reducing PM-10 emissions in 
agricultural activities. 
 
HB 2665 – Environment; Regulatory Changes 
(Chapter 291) Reeve  
The legislation makes changes to the administrative procedures for environmental 
regulations, outlining new requirements, standards and punishments for agency 
inspectors or regulators that conduct inspections.  It outlines new requirements for 
written reports when an agency with authority under A.R.S. Title 49 (environmental 
issues) interacts with a regulated person, granting additional rights to the regulated 
person in application and inspection proceedings and allowing a person to be eligible for 
reimbursement of fees if that person substantially prevails by adjudication on the merits 
against the county in a court proceeding or an administrative appeal. 
 
The bill establishes new information to be included in a notice of allegation, but does not 
require the information to be included in air quality control restrictions that result in a 
uniform civil ticket.  It directs the Director of the Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality or a county control officer to consider certain factors and levels of emissions 
when determining the frequency and duration of monitoring emissions. 
 
HB 2705 – Waste Programs; General Permit Fees 
(Chapter 220) Reeve  
The legislation authorizes the Arizona Department Environmental Quality (ADEQ), 
through September 30, 2013, to establish new and existing fees by rule for the 
regulation of solid and hazardous waste. Retroactive to July 1, 2011, the bill continues 
ADEQ’s authority to charge existing waste fee amounts through FY 2012. 
 
SB 1194 – Structural Pest Management; Regulation 
(Chapter 20) Pierce 
The legislation relocates the Office of Pest Management into the Arizona Department of 
Agriculture (AZDA) and transfers the administrative supervision of the Office of Pest 
Management to the director of the AZDA through December 31, 2013.  It also requires 
the director of AZDA to appoint a task force to study the regulation and administration of 
structural pest management. 
 
SB 1306 – Landlords; Tenants; Bedbug Control 
(Chapter 191) Reagan  
The legislation prohibits a city, town or county board of supervisors from establishing 
ordinances or any other landlord or tenant requirements relating to bedbug control, but 
allows those local governments to adopt requirements relating to proper disposal of 
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bedbug-infested items. The bill replaces local jurisdiction with statutory new 
requirements for landlord and tenant bedbug infestation controls and actions.  
 
SB 1324 – Vehicle Emissions Testing; Older Vehicles 
(Chapter 163) Antenori 
The legislation exempts motor vehicles manufactured in 1974 or earlier from state-
mandated emissions testing, conditional on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA) approval.  The Arizona Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program was established in 
1976 as the result of nonattainment air quality areas in the state.  Minimum emissions 
standards are outlined in A.R.S. § 49-542.  A change to the program requires approval 
from the EPA to become effective. 
 
 

 General Government  

 
HB 2003 – Emergency Response Services Fees; Prohibition 
(Chapter 82) Kavanagh 
The legislation stipulates that the regulation of emergency response service fees for 
motor vehicle accidents is a matter of statewide concern and not subjected to regulation 
by a county, city, or town of this state. The bill prohibits a county, city, or town from 
directly or indirectly charging a fee or seeking reimbursement from a driver, an insurer, 
or any other person for any costs or expenses for police, fire, or other emergency 
response personnel. 
 
HB 2154 – Privatization; Correctional Health Services 
(Chapter 278E) Kavanagh 
The legislation requires the Arizona Department of Corrections to issue a request for 
information (RFI) for the privatization of all correctional health services, including all 
medical and dental services.  The bill became effective on April 27, 2011 and the 
Department is required to issue the RFI within 30 days of that effective date. 
 
HB 2163 – Investing Public Monies; Notes 
(Chapter 108) Seel 
The legislation allows the treasurer of a local government to invest public monies in 
notes of the state, counties, incorporated cities or towns or school districts.  County 
treasurers have a statutory obligation to invest and reinvest public monies in securities 
and deposits in eligible investments with a maximum maturity of five years.  Statute also 
outlines which types of ventures are eligible for investment (A.R.S. § 35-323). 
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HB 2197 – Charter Schools; Age Restricted Communities 
(Chapter 15E) Lesko 
The legislation prevents a charter school from operating within an age restricted 
community that is not within a school district. The bill was run in response to the attempt 
of a charter school moving into the Sun City area. In 2009, statutes were changed 
allowing charter schools much more freedom on where they could be located. This bill 
adds a minor restriction on where they can locate.  

The bill became effective on April 6, 2011. 

This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB 2236 – Sharing Revenue Information; Political Subdivisions 
(Chapter 329) Goodale 
The legislation allows counties and incorporated cities and towns to utilize the liability 
setoff program within the Arizona Department of Revenue (DOR).  Current law allows 
state agencies and courts to notify DOR by November 1 of each year of persons owing 
money to that agency or court.  They must also provide the individual’s name, social 
security number and any other available identification deemed appropriate, and the 
amount of debt owed.  DOR then matches the information with taxpayers who quality for 
tax refunds and notifies the agency or court of a potential match.  After additional 
confirmations, the agency or court must notify the taxpayer of the intention to set off the 
debt against the refund due and of the right to appeal. 
 
HB 2239 – State Parks Board; Membership 
(Chapter 216) Goodale 
The legislation alters the makeup of the State Parks Board by reducing the number of 
members representing the livestock industry from two to one and requiring one member 
to represent the tourism industry. 
 
HB 2274 – Intergovernmental Agreements; Separate Legal Entity 
(Chapter 330) Pratt 
The legislation allows any Indian tribe to join other local governments and special taxing 
districts and form a separate legal entity for the purposes of issuing revenue bonds and 
engaging in electric generation and transmission activities.  Laws 2010, Chapter 328 
enacted statute that allows separate legal entities to issue revenue bonds and engage 
in electric generation and transmission activities.  Statute outlines requirements 
regarding these revenue bonds and specifies that a separate legal entity may not be 
deemed a public power entity (A.R.S. § 11-952.02). 
 
HB 2302 – Protected Address; Secretary of State 
(Chapter 173) Mesnard 
The legislation requires the Secretary of State to establish the Address Confidentiality 
Program before December 31, 2012, to protect the residential addresses of victims of 
domestic violence, sexual offenses and stalking.  Any individual can apply for inclusion 
in the Program; criteria for participant eligibility are outlined in the bill. 
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If a person is enrolled in the Program, no one can knowingly and intentionally obtain the 
participant’s actual address or telephone number from the Secretary of State or a state 
or local government entity, knowing that they are not authorized to obtain the address 
information.  Employees of the Secretary of State or a state or local government entity 
are prohibited from knowingly and intentionally disclosing a Program participant’s actual 
address or telephone number they obtain during the course of their official duties unless 
the disclosure is permissible by law.  Anyone who knowingly and intentionally obtains or 
discloses a Program participant’s information pursuant to the new statute is guilty of a 
class 1 misdemeanor. 
 
The legislation further outlines local government entities’ relationship with the Program, 
clarifying that it is the Program participant’s responsibility to request that a state or local 
government entity use their substitute address, requiring a state or local government 
entity to accept the substitute address as the participant’s address when creating a new 
public record and specifying that the substitute address is considered the last known 
address for a participant until the Secretary of State provides notice that another 
address has been established.  The legislation provides specific instructions for use of 
the Program participant’s substitute address for property taxes, elections and judicial 
proceedings. 
 
HB 2314 – Boating Safety; Fees; Funds 
(Chapter 333) Jones  
The legislation transfers the administration of the Law Enforcement Boating Safety Fund 
from State Parks to the Game and Fish Commission and directs the State Treasurer to 
distribute the monies to eligible counties on a monthly basis. It increases the amounts 
the Department of Racing may generate on fee increases. The bill also establishes a 
statutory State Agency Fee Commission, made up of thirteen members, to review all 
state agencies’ fees, establish a fee review process and issue an annual report before 
October 1, 2012.  The Commission is repealed on October 1, 2016.  A similar 
commission was established by Laws 2010, Chapter 290, but never met or released 
recommendations. 
 
HB 2384 – Abortion; Public Funding Prohibition; Taxes 
(Chapter 55) Lesko  
The legislation prohibits any public funds, tax monies, funds of any political subdivision 
of this state, federal funds passing through this state or monies paid by students as part 
of tuition or fees to a state university or community college from being be expended or 
allocated for training to perform abortions.  It also requires charitable organizations that 
receive a cash contribution from an individual to provide a written certification to the 
Arizona Department of Revenue stating that the organization does not provide, pay for, 
promote, provide coverage of or provide referrals for abortions and does not financially 
support any other entity that provides, pays for, promotes provides coverage of or 
provides referrals for abortions.  
 
The bill becomes effective after December 31, 2011. 
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HB 2422 – Local Government Budgeting; Posting; Publication 
(Chapter 155) Yee  
The legislation requires local governments to post a complete copy of their estimated 
revenues and expenses in a prominent location on their official website no later than 
seven business days after both the initial presentation before a governing body and final 
adoption.  The information must include both the estimates of revenues and expenses 
initially presented before the governing body and the final adopted budget, and must be 
retained and accessible in the prominent location on the local government’s official 
internet website for at least 60 months.  The bill allows cities and towns that do not have 
official websites to make their required postings on the website of an association of 
cities and towns.   
 
The bill becomes effective on the July 20, 2011, and information for fiscal year 2011-
2012 must be posted according to the new standards. 
 
HB 2478 – Counties; Health Care Services; Payments 
(Chapter 266) Gowan  
The legislation establishes a maximum payment rate for the treatment of children under 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, county jail inmates, and people with tuberculosis 
when a county with a population over one million people is required to reimburse a 
health care provider or facility.  The bill does not apply if the county has existing 
reimbursement rate through an intergovernmental agreement. 
 
The legislation mirrors the payment requirements established for the Arizona 
Department of Corrections, requiring the county to reimburse at a level that does not 
exceed the capped fee-for-service schedule that is adopted by the Arizona Health Care 
Cost Containment System for health and medical services. 
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
HB2490 – Consumer Initiatives; Food 
(Chapter 92) Gowan  
The legislation establishes state jurisdiction over the use and regulation of consumer 
incentive items, which are defined in the bill, and prohibits a county, city, town or other 
political subdivision of this state from further regulating the use of consumer incentive 
items. 
 
HB 2572 – Government Expenditure Database; Transparency; CAFR 
(Chapter 119) Barton  
The legislation amends mandates previously established in A.R.S. § 42-17102, 
requiring the Arizona Department of Administration and each local government to 
include information from a comprehensive annual financial report of a budget unit made 
by a certified public accountant or public accountant who is not an employee of the 
Department or the local government in their database.  The report must be made in 
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and must contain financial 
statements that are in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles.  If the 
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governmental entity already has a comprehensive annual financial report of a budget 
unit that has been presented with a certificate of achievement for excellence in financial 
reporting by the Governmental Finance Officers Association, the Department or local 
government may post such a financial report to satisfy the requirements of the new law. 
 
The bill directs a local government to display a link to this data in a prominent place on 
its website; if a city or town does not have an official website, their information may be 
posted on a website of an association of cities and towns. 
 
HB 2620 – Medical Records; Disclosure; Release 
(Chapter 268) Ash  
The legislation permits the disclosure of certain medical records or information, 
including clinical laboratory test results, to designated individuals or entities, and allows 
persons or entities that provide services to a health care provider or laboratory to 
receive medical records if the person or entity maintains a business associate 
agreement to protect the confidentiality of the information. It codifies procedures, 
requirements and standards for the exchange of individually identifiable health 
information through a Health Information Organization (HIO), and establishes individual 
rights with respect to an HIO.  
 
HB 2644 – Federal Monies; Union Preference; Prohibition 
(Chapter 319) Ugenti  
The legislation prohibits state entities, counties, cities and towns from accepting federal 
money for a construction project if accepting it requires them to give a preference to 
union labor.  
 
SB 1118 – County Medical Examiner; Identification Protocol  
(Chapter 181) Barto  
The legislation requires a medical examiner to conduct an identification meeting within 
48 hours when requested to do so by an immediate family member of a decedent.  The 
medical examiner may delay or limit the meeting if it is determined that there is risk of 
loss of forensic evidence that may compromise the investigation or the decedent may 
not be recognizable, and the medical examiner may use his or her judgment and 
discretion to determine the nature and extent of any death investigation or positive 
identification of a dead body. 
 
The bill clarifies immunity from civil liability associated with an identification meeting, 
and requires a medical examiner to provide instructions for requesting an identification 
meeting on the county’s website. 
 
The bill is to be cited as “Abby’s Law.” 
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SB 1123 – State Library and Archives Amendments 
(Chapter 18) McComish  
The legislation makes substantive and conforming changes to the statutes governing 
the Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records (ASLAPR), including a 
requirement that all county librarians attend a twice-annual convention the Director of 
ASLAPR is required to call. It also requires the head of each state agency and local 
agency to submit a list of all essential public records in their custody to the Director of 
ASLAPR once every five years, stipulates that ASLAPR must be told every other year 
who each agency designates to manage public records, and clarifies a statutory 
definition of “records” to include records that are made confidential by statute. 
 
SB 1171 – Cities; Acquisition of Wastewater Utility 
(Chapter 146) Antenori  
The legislation allows a city or town to acquire all or any part of a sewage system from a 
county and establishes specific requirements for the transfer process.  Current law 
allows any county with a population between one million and two million people to 
purchase, construct or operate a sewage system if the county receives approval from 
governing bodies of cities and towns that represent at least half of the population of the 
county (A.R.S § 11-264).  Pima County is currently and operates a sewage system. 
 
SB 1230 – Business Services; Secretary of State 
(Chapter 343) Reagan  
The legislation makes numerous changes to notary oversight and other programs within 
the Business Services Division of the office of the Secretary of State.  These changes 
include, but are not limited to, the prohibition of notaries advertising a fee except as 
authorized by rule, allowance for the Secretary of State to require proof of training prior 
issuing commissions for notaries, and a requirement that each notary and electronic 
notary to read and write English and prohibits a notary from advertising a fee except as 
authorized by rule.  
 
SB 1239 – County Treasurers; Investments 
(Chapter 187) Crandall  
The legislation expands a county treasurer’s eligible investments to include securities or 
any other interests in any open-end or closed-end management type investment 
company or investment trust and exchange-traded funds whose underlying investments 
are invested in securities permissible by state law, registered under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940.  It removes language requiring a duplicate warrant issued by a 
county treasurer to be stamped or marked so that its character may be readily 
ascertained. 
 
SB 1269 – Veterinarian Board 
(Chapter 209) Nelson  
The legislation makes changes to the membership and responsibilities of the Arizona 
State Veterinary Medical Examining Board and its investigative committees.  It defines 
activities that are unprofessional or dishonorable veterinary conduct, and adds to the 
statutory disciplinary measures the Board may take.          
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SB 1298 – Pharmacists; Drug Therapy Protocols 
(Chapter 103) Barto 
The legislation allows a licensed pharmacist to administer immunizations and vaccines 
for influenza or in response to a public health emergency for children between six and 
eighteen years of age both with and without a prescription, if the pharmacist obtains 
parental consent.  
 
A.R.S. § 32-1974 currently allows a licensed pharmacist to administer specified 
immunizations or vaccinations to adults without a prescription.  The pharmacist must be 
certified to do so by the Arizona State Board of Pharmacy, and must report the 
immunization or vaccination to the person’s primary care physician within 48 hours. 
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
SB 1357 – AHCCCS; Missed Appointments; Provider Remedy 
(Chapter 234) Antenori  
The legislation allows Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) 
providers to charge a $25 missed appointment fee to AHCCCS patients before allowing 
them to reschedule an appointment, and permits a political subdivision of this state to 
provide AHCCCS with the monies necessary to receive federal matching funds. 
 
SB 1403 – Mandatory Project Labor Agreements; Prohibition 
(Chapter 23) Shooter  
The legislation prohibits state agencies, political subdivisions and the Arizona 
Corporation Commission (ACC) from requiring a contractor to negotiate, execute or 
become a party to any project labor agreement as a condition of or a factor in bidding, 
negotiating, being awarded or performing work on a public works contract or an ACC 
project.  It specifies that private parties are not prohibited from entering into individual 
collective bargaining relationships through this bill, and that the bill does not interfere 
with any activity protected by law, including the National Labor Relations Act.  
 
SB 1465 – Valid Identification; Consular Cards; Prohibition 
(Chapter 325) Gould  
The legislation prohibits Arizona or any of its political subdivisions from accepting a 
consular identification card issued by a foreign government as a valid form of 
identification. 
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SB 1598 – Cities; Counties; Regulatory Review 
(Chapter 312) Klein  
The legislation establishes a “regulatory bill of rights” for those regulated by local 
governments, outlining numerous requirements for regulators and inspectors when they 
interact with a permit applicant.  The list of rights specifies that a person regulated by 
local governments: 

 Is eligible for reimbursement of fees and other expenses if the person prevails by 
adjudication on the merits against a local government in a court proceeding 
regarding a local government decision as provided in statute; 

 Is entitled to receive information and notice regarding inspections as provided in 
statute; 

 Is entitled to have a local government not base a licensing decision in whole or in 
part on licensing conditions or requirements that are not specifically authorized 
as provided in statute; 

 May have a local government approve or deny the person’s license application 
within a predetermined period of time as provided in statute; 

 Is entitled to receive written notice from a local government on denial of a license 
application that justifies the denial with references to the ordinance, code or 
authorized substantive policy statements on which the denial is based and that 
explains the applicant’s right to appeal the denial as provided in statute; 

 Is entitled to receive information regarding the license application process at the 
time the person obtains an application for a license pursuant to statute; 

 May inspect all ordinances, codes and substantive policy statements of a local 
government, including a directory of documents, at the office of the local 
government as provided in statute; 

 Unless specifically authorized, may expect local governments to avoid 
duplication of other laws that do not enhance regulatory clarity and to avoid dual 
permitting to the maximum extent practicable as provided in statute; 

 May file a complaint with the city council or county board of supervisors 
concerning an ordinance, code or substantive policy statement that fails to 
comply with the new requirements; 

 May inspect all ordinances, codes and substantive policy statements of a local 
government on the local government’s website. 

General Plan 
 

The bill amends statutory requirements for the general plan of each planning agency in 
a local government to include a land use element that includes sources of currently 
identified aggregates, policies to preserve currently identified aggregates sufficient for 
future development and policies to avoid incompatible land uses.  It specifies that the 
law does not affect any permitted underground storage facility or limit any person’s right 
to obtain a permit for an underground storage facility pursuant to statute.  A person who 
has participated in the public hearing process for the adoption of this new general plan 
component may file a petition for special action in superior court within 30 days if the 
adopted component does not comply with this new mandatory land use requirement. 
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During the design phase of a public works project, the bill requires a local government 
to provide notice and opportunity for comment to all utilities that may be impacted by the 
project. 

Inspections 

The bill outlines requirements for local government inspectors or regulators who enter 
any premises of a regulated person for an inspection: 

 Present photo identification upon entering the premises; 
 State the purpose of the inspection and the legal authority for conducting the 

inspection, upon initiation of the inspection; 
 Disclose any applicable inspection fees; 
 Afford an opportunity to have an authorized on-site representative of the 

regulated person accompany the local government inspector or regulator on the 
premises, except during confidential interviews; 

 Provide notice of the right to have: 
 

 Copies of any original documents taken by the local government during 
the inspection if the local government is permitted by law to take original 
documents; 

 A split or duplicate of any samples taken during the inspection if the split 
of any samples, where appropriate, would not prohibit an analysis from 
being conducted or render an analysis inconclusive; 

 Copies of any analysis performed on samples taken during the inspection; 

 Inform each person whose conversation with the local government 
inspector or regulator during the inspection is tape recorded, that the 
conversation is being tape recorded; 

 Inform each person interviewed during the inspection that statements 
made by the person may be included in the inspection report. 

The bill outlines the documents and information that must be provided to a regulated 
person on initiation of, or two days before, an inspection.  These requirements do not 
apply to a food or swimming pool inspection.  It requires an inspector to obtain the 
signature of the regulated person or the on-site representative of the regulated person, 
indicating they have read and are notified of their rights outlined in the new law and the 
due process rights relating to an appeal of a final local government decision afforded to 
them.  The local government is required to maintain a copy of the signature with the 
inspection report and to leave a copy with the regulated person or the on-site 
representative.  It also requires a local government to provide electronic access to 
inspection reports and all subsequent documents.  A copy of the inspection report must 
be given to the regulated person or their on-site representative either at the time of the 
inspection, within 30 days after the inspection or as otherwise required by federal law, 
and the inspection report must contain deficiencies identified during the inspection. 

The legislation allows the local government to provide the regulated person an 
opportunity to correct the deficiencies unless the local government determines that the 
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deficiencies are committed intentionally, not correctable within a reasonable period of 
time as determined by the local government, evidence of a pattern of noncompliance, or 
a risk to any person, the public health, safety or welfare or the environment.  If the local 
government allows the regulated person to correct deficiencies, the regulated person 
must notify the local government when the deficiencies have been corrected.  The local 
government is required to determine if the deficiencies have been corrected and notify 
the regulated person of whether or not they are in compliance within 30 days of 
receiving notification that the deficiencies have been corrected.   

The local government must determine if the regulated person is in substantial 
compliance with the corrected deficiencies, unless the determination is not possible due 
to conditions of normal operations at the premises.  The local government is permitted 
to take any enforcement action authorized by law for the deficiencies if the local 
government determines the deficiencies have not been corrected within a reasonable 
amount of time or the regulated person fails to correct the deficiencies and specifies that 
a local government’s decision is not an appealable action; the local government must 
provide a regulated person with an update on the status of any local government action 
resulting from an inspection of the regulated person at least once every month after the 
commencement of the inspection, but is not required to provide an update after the 
regulated person is notified that no local government action will result from the 
inspection or after the completion of action resulting from the inspection. 
 
The bill does not authorize an inspection or any other act that is not otherwise permitted 
by law, but only applies to inspections necessary for the issuance of a license or to 
determine compliance with licensure requirements. 

The bill does not apply to criminal investigations and undercover investigations that are 
generally or specifically authorized by law, does not apply if the inspector or regulator 
has reasonable suspicion to believe that the regulated person may be engaged in 
criminal activity, and does not apply to inspections by a county board of health or a local 
health department pursuant to statute. 
 
The gathering of evidence in violation of the bill is not permitted to be a basis to exclude 
the evidence in a civil or administrative proceeding if the penalty sought is the denial, 
suspension or revocation of the regulated person’s license or a civil penalty of more 
than $1,000.  The failure of a local government, board or commission employee to 
comply with this section constitutes case for disciplinary action or dismissal and shall be 
considered by the judge and administrative law judge as grounds for reduction of any 
fine or civil penalty. 
 
The bill allows a local government to adopt rules or ordinances to implement the new 
provisions and specifies that the new statutes must not be used to exclude evidence in 
a criminal proceeding and do not apply to a local government inspection that is 
requested by the regulated person.  
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Prohibited Acts 

The legislation specifies that it does not prohibit local government flexibility to issue 
licenses or adopt ordinances or codes, but does prohibit a local government from doing 
the following: 

 Basing a licensing decision in whole or in part on a licensing requirement or 
condition that is not specifically authorized by statute, rule, ordinance or code; 

 Adopting an ordinance or code under a specific grant of authority that exceeds 
the subject matter areas listed in the specific grant of authority; 

 Adopting an ordinance or code under a general grant of authority to supplement 
a more specific grant of authority; 

 Imposing a licensing requirement or condition unless the authority specifically 
authorizes the requirement or condition; 

 Duplicating other laws that do not enhance regulatory clarity – local governments 
are instructed to avoid dual permitting to the maximum extent practicable, unless 
specifically authorized. 

Time Frames 

The legislation requires a local government to have in place an overall time frame 
during which the local government will either grant or deny each type of license that it 
issues for any new ordinance or code requiring a license.  The time frame for each type 
of license must separately state the administrative completeness review time frame and 
the substantive review time frame.  On or before December 31, 2012, a local 
government that issues required licenses under existing ordinances or codes must have 
an overall time frame – including the administrative completeness review and 
substantive review time frames – in which the local government will either grant or deny 
each type of license that it issues.  A local government must prioritize the establishment 
of time frames for such licenses that have the greatest impact on the public. 

It requires a local government to consider all of the following when establishing time 
frames: 

 The complexity of the licensing subject matter; 
 The resources of the local government; 
 The economic impact of delay on the regulated community; 
 The impact of the licensing decision on public health and safety; 
 The possible use of volunteers with expertise in the subject matter area; 
 The possible increased use of general licenses for similar types of licensed 

businesses or facilities; 
 The possible increased cooperation between the local government and the 

regulated community; 
 Increased local government flexibility in structuring the licensing process and 

personnel. 
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When establishing time frames, a local government must consider increased flexibility in 
structuring the licensing process and personnel, including: 

 Adult businesses and other licenses that are related to the First Amendment; 
 Master planned communities; 
 Suspension of the substantive and overall time frames for purposes including 

public hearings or state or federal licenses. 

The bill requires a local government to issue a written notice of administrative 
completeness or deficiencies to an applicant for a license within the administrative 
completeness review time frame, and specifies that the local government must include a 
comprehensive list of the specific deficiencies in the written notice provided pursuant to 
this law if it is determined that an application for a license is not administratively 
complete.  The administrative completeness review time frame and the overall time 
frame are suspended from the date the notice of deficiencies is issued until the date the 
local government receives the missing information from the applicant. 

An application is deemed administratively complete if a local government does not issue 
a written notice of administrative completeness or deficiencies within the administrative 
completeness review time frame and specifically states that an application is not 
complete until all requested information has been received by the local government.  A 
local government may make one comprehensive written request for additional 
information during the substantive review time frame. 
 
Each department may issue a written or electronic notice of administrative 
completeness or deficiencies based on the applicant’s submission of missing 
information or a request for additional information if the permit sought requires approval 
of more than one department of the local government.  A local government may issue 
an additional written or electronic notice of administrative completeness or deficiencies 
based on the applicant’s submission of missing information.  The bill allows a local 
government and applicant to mutually agree in writing to allow the local government to 
submit supplemental requests for additional information.  The substantive review and 
the overall time frames are suspended from the date the request for additional 
information is issued until the date the local government receives the additional 
information from the applicant.  An extension of the substantive review and overall time 
frames is permitted by mutual written agreement by a local government and an 
applicant for a license; this extension must not exceed 25% of the overall time frame. 
 

A local government must issue a written notice granting or denying a license to an 
applicant, unless the local government and applicant have mutually agreed for an 
extension of the substantive review and overall time frames. 

If a local government denies an application for a license, a written notice must be written 
including the justification for the denial with references to the statutes, ordinances, 
codes or substantive policy statements on which the denial is based, and an 
explanation of the applicant’s right to appeal the denial, including the number of days in 
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which the applicant must file a protest challenging the denial and the name and 
telephone number of a local government contact person who can answer questions 
regarding the appeals process. 

The bill does not apply to licenses issued within seven working days after receipt of the 
initial application or permit that expire within 21 working days after issuance. 
 
When a person obtains an application for a license, a local government must provide 
the website address and any other information, if applicable, to allow the regulated 
person to use electronic communication with the local government. 

Refunds 

The bill establishes the following requirements relating to the refund of fees to an 
applicant if a local government does not issue to the applicant the written notice 
granting or denying a license within the overall time frame or the mutually agreed upon 
time frame extension: 

 The local government must refund to the applicant all fees charged for reviewing 
and acting on the application for the license and shall excuse payment of any 
fees that have not yet been paid; 

 The local government must not require an applicant to submit an application for a 
refund pursuant to this bill; 

 The refund must be made within 30 days after the expiration of the overall time 
frame or the time frame extension; 

 The local government must continue to process the application; 
 The local government must issue the refund from the fund in which the 

application fees were originally deposited. 

The bill specifies that the provisions of the legislation do not apply to a license issued 
within seven days after receipt of an initial application. 

A local government must include the following information at the time the applicant 
obtains an application for a license: 

 A list of all the steps the applicant is required to take in order to obtain the 
license; 

 The applicable licensing time frames; 
 The name and telephone number of a local government contact person who can 

answer questions or provide assistance throughout the application process; 
 The website address and any other information, if applicable, to allow the 

regulated person to use electronic communication with the local government; 
 Notice that an applicant may receive a clarification from the local government of 

its interpretation or application of a statute, ordinance, code or authorized 
substantive policy statement as provided in statute. 
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Directory of Documents 
 
The bill requires a local government to publish, or prominently place on their website, a 
directory summarizing the subject matter of all currently applicable ordinances, codes 
and substantive policy statements at least annually and further requires the local 
government to keep copies of this directory and all substantive policy statements at one 
location.  The directory, ordinances, codes, substantive policy statements and any 
materials incorporated by reference in the documents must be open to public inspection 
at the office of the local government. 

Complaints 
 
The legislation allows the governing body to receive complaints concerning ordinances, 
codes, substantive policy statements or local government practices and review such 
that are alleged to violate this legislation and hold public hearings regarding the 
allegations.  The governing body is permitted to recommend actions to alleviate the 
aspects of the ordinances, codes, substantive policy statements or local government 
practices that are alleged to violate this bill. 

Clarification of Interpretation 

The bill permits a person to request a local government to clarify its interpretation or 
application of a statute, ordinance, code or authorized substantive policy statement 
affecting the procurement of a license by providing the local government with a written 
request that states: 

 The name and address of the person requesting the clarification; 
 The statute, ordinance, code or authorized substantive policy statement or part of 

the statute, ordinance, code or authorized substantive policy statement that 
requires clarification; 

 Any facts relevant to the requested ruling; 
 The person’s proposed interpretation of the applicable statute, ordinance, code 

or authorized substantive policy statement or part of the statute, ordinance, code 
or authorized substantive policy statement that requires clarification; 

 Whether, to the best knowledge of the person, the issues or related issues are 
being considered by the local government in connection with an existing license 
or license application. 

The local government, on receipt of a request that complies with these provisions, may 
meet with the person to discuss the written request, but must within 30 days of the 
receipt of the written request with a written explanation of its interpretation or application 
as raised in the written request.  That written explanation must provide the requestor 
with an opportunity to meet and discuss the local government’s written explanation.  
The local government may modify a written explanation on written notice to the person if 
required by a change in the law that was applicable at the time the clarification or 
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interpretation was issued, including changes caused by legislation, administrative rules 
formally adopted by the governing body or a court decision. 

The bill exempts the following: 

 An ordinance, code, regulation or substantive policy statement that relates only 
to the internal management of a local government and that does not directly and 
substantially affect the procedural or substantive rights of duties of any segment 
of the public; 

 An ordinance, code, regulation or substantive policy statement that relates only 
to the physical servicing, maintenance or care of a local government owned or 
operated facilities or property; 

 An ordinance, regulation or substantive policy statement that relates to inmates 
or committed youth, a correctional or detention facility under the jurisdiction of the 
municipality or a patient admitted to an institution or treatment center pursuant to 
court order; 

 An ordinance, code, regulation or substantive policy statement that relates to a 
local government contract. 

A county flood control district is not exempt from the provisions of the bill. 

 

 Planning and Development  

 
HB 2005 – Subdivisions Acting in Concert 
(Chapter 328) Burges  
The legislation amends statutes governing subdivisions, acting in concert and the 
Arizona Department of Real Estate (ADRE). It allows counties and municipalities to 
either expedite the processing of or waive the requirement to prepare, submit and 
receive approval of a preliminary plat as a condition precedent for submitting a final plat 
and for any subdivision that consists of 10 or fewer lots.  It also permits counties and 
municipalities to waive or reduce infrastructure standards or requirements proportional 
to the impact of the subdivision, for any subdivision that consists of 10 or fewer lots.   
 
It clarifies that requirements for improved dust-controlled access and minimum drainage 
improvements, for any subdivision that consists of 10 or fewer lots, shall not be waived.   
 
The bill prohibits a subdivider from selling, leasing or offering for sale or lease any lots, 
parcels or fractional interests in a subdivision without first obtaining a certificate of 
administrative completeness, in addition to the statutorily required public report.  It 
specifies that a familial relationship alone is not sufficient to constitute unlawful acting in 
concert, and clarifies that either the ADRE or the county where the division occurred, 
but not both, may enforce the statutory prohibitions against acting in concert. 

It states that the definition of subdivision or subdivided lands does not include the sale 
or lease of a lot, parcel or fractional interest that occurs ten or more years after the sale 
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or lease of another lot, parcel or fractional interest if the other lot, parcel or fractional 
interest is not subject to the new law and is treated as an independent parcel unless, 
upon investigation by the ADRE Commissioner, there is evidence of intent to subdivide.   
 

The Commissioner is also allowed to issue a summary order regarding subdivisions, but 
is not permitted to take whatever action he deems necessary to ensure compliance with 
the subdivision statutes.  The bill states that the Commissioner has five years after the 
date of an initial complaint or initiation of an investigation to determine if the sale or 
lease of land has violated the subdivision statutes, and adds the current owner of the 
property to the list of people required to receive written notice related to issues affecting 
a property.  It further allows the current owner of the property to request a hearing 
regarding a summary suspension. 
 
The bill becomes law September 30, 2011.  
 
HB 2153 – Municipalities; Counties; Fire Sprinklers; Codes 
(Chapter 7) Montenegro  
The legislation forbids cities, towns or county boards of supervisors from adopting an 
ordinance that prevents a person or entity from choosing whether to install or not install 
fire sprinklers in a single family detached residence or any residential building 
containing no more than two dwelling units.  It also prohibits the imposition of any fine, 
penalty or other requirement on any person or entity choosing to install or equip or not 
install fire sprinklers in a single family residence. 
 
The bill does not apply to any ordinance requiring residential sprinklers that was 
adopted prior to December 31, 2009. 
 
HB 2534 – City or Town Annexation 
(Chapter 2) JP Weiers  
The bill allows a city or town in a county with a population of more than 350,000 persons 
to annex territory if the landowner has submitted a request to the federal government to 
take ownership of the territory or hold the territory in trust.  The territory eligible for this 
type of annexation must be surrounded by the city or town, or bordered by the city or 
town on at least three sides.   
 
If the annexation is approved by a majority vote of the municipal governing body, the 
annexation of territory is valid; if the annexation is approved by at least two-thirds of the 
municipal governing body, it becomes immediately operative. 
 
SB 1333 – Cities; Towns; Deannexation; Incorporation 
(Chapter 348) Antenori  
The legislation modifies the statutes governing municipal incorporation and establishes 
time frames within which a prescribed distance of an incorporated city or town is 
declared an urbanized area.  If a municipality that causes an urbanized area to exist is 
in a county in which more than 60% but less than 65% of the population lives in an 
incorporated city or town and does not approve a petition requesting annexation of the 
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area proposed for incorporation within 120 days of its presentation, new timeframes are 
outlined in the bill. 
 
Through December 31, 2020, if the area proposed for incorporation has a population of 
15,000 or more persons, is in a county in which more than 60% but less than 65% of the 
population lives in an incorporated city or town and has a governing board – including a 
planned community board of directors or a special district board, the county board of 
supervisors is required to proceed with the incorporation or annexation without a 
resolution by the city or town or a filed affidavit.  The provisions of the bill do not apply to 
an area covered by a planned community association during the period of declarant 
control, unless the declarant grants permission to the party seeking to submit a petition 
to incorporate pursuant to statute. 
 
The bill provides for a phase-in of state shared revenues for an area that chooses to 
incorporate under the legislation. 
 
SB 1341 – County Planning; Zoning; Conforming Legislation 
(Chapter 124) Antenori 
The legislation conforms statutes to correct changes as required by Laws 2010, Chapter 
244. It clarifies that if a protest has not been filed, counties with five or more supervisors 
may adopt a rezoning change by a majority vote of the board. 
 
The bill becomes effective September 30, 2011. 
 
SB 1525 – City; Town; Development Fees 
(Chapter 243) Pearce 
The legislation makes numerous changes to the statutes governing municipal 
development fees and infrastructure improvement plans. 
 
Current statute allows a municipality to assess development fees to offset costs 
associated with providing necessary public services to a development if the fees result 
in a beneficial use to the development received is used only for an authorized purpose.  
These development fees must be proportionate with the burden imposed on the 
municipality, and any monies received are required to be used to provide the same 
category of services for which the fees were assessed. 
 
Municipalities are required to provide 60 days’ advance notice of intention to assess a 
new or modified development fee and must release to the public a written report 
identifying the methodology for calculating the amount of the development fee, the 
relationship between the development fee and the Infrastructure Improvement Plan 
(IIP), documentation that supports the new or modified development fee and any indices 
used for the automatic adjustment of a development fee. 
 
Statute requires the governing body of a municipality to adopt or amend an IIP before 
the assessment of a new or modified development fee.  The adoption of an IIP goes 
through a public hearing process, which may be held concurrent to the adoption of a 
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new or modified development fee.  An IIP must estimate the necessary public service 
required as a result of new development, forecast the costs of infrastructure 
improvements, real property, financing, other capital costs and associated costs of 
meeting those future needs and forecast the revenue sources that will be available to 
fund the necessary public service.   
 
The bill states that a municipality may assess development fees to offset the costs 
associated with providing necessary public services to a development, including specific 
costs required for the preparation or revision of a development fee, including the 
relevant portion of the IIP. It also specifies that a municipality must calculate a 
development fee based on the IIP adopted pursuant to statute and states that the 
development fee cannot exceed a proportionate share of the cost of necessary public 
services – based on service units – needed to provide those services to a new 
development.  
 
The bill prohibits the use of development fees for any of the following: 
 
 Construction, acquisition or expansion of public facilities or assets other than 

necessary public services or facility expansions identified in the IIP; 
 Repair, operation or maintenance of existing or new necessary public services or 

facility expansions; 
 Upgrading, updating, expanding, correcting or replacing existing infrastructure 

improvements to serve existing development in order to meet stricter safety, 
efficiency, environmental or regulatory standards; 

 Upgrading, updating, expanding, correcting or replacing existing necessary 
public services to provide a higher level of service to existing development; 

 Administrative, maintenance or operating costs of the municipality.  
 
 

 Public Works  

 
HB 2246 – ADOT; Emergency Vehicle Access Plan 
(Chapter 280) Carter 
The legislation establishes an emergency vehicle access plan as part of an overall 
management plan to be put in place by the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT). Currently, A.R.S. § 28-332 does not contain or implement an emergency 
automobile access arrangement as part of the general traffic administration 
arrangement for a state highway work zone. Additionally, A.R.S. § 28-652, which 
explains the way in which a state highway work zone should operate, does not specify 
emergency situations and how they should be handled. The bill requires an emergency 
vehicle access plan to be part of the overall ADOT traffic management plan for a state 
highway work zone. It also allows the plan to clearly identify an emergency vehicle 
access point with at least one critical path for emergency responders in the state 
highway work zone throughout each phase of construction. 
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HB 2318 – Regional and Public Transportation Authorities 
(Chapter 259) Jones  
The legislation expands the list of possible members of a public transportation authority, 
and updates and clarifies existing statute. It allows any community college district in a 
municipality or any Indian Nation that has a boundary within a county to become a 
member of the public transportation authority through an intergovernmental agreement 
and allows the board of supervisors in a county with a population under 200,000 people 
to establish a regional transportation authority.  Previously, this authority was granted 
only to counties with populations between 200,000 and 400,000 people. 
 
HB 2319 – Primitive Roads; County Maintenance 
(Chapter 127) Jones 
The legislation permits a county board of supervisors to spend public funds for 
maintenance of roads and streets that have been designated as primitive roads.  A.R.S. 
§ 28-6706 defines a primitive road as a road that was not constructed according to 
county standards, was opened after June 13, 1975, and was accepted for maintenance 
by the county governing body’s standards before June 13, 1985. Primitive roads are 
required to have signs that adequately warn the public of their danger with statements 
such as “Primitive road,” “Caution,” “Use at your own risk” or “This surface is not 
regularly maintained.” Currently, the board of supervisors spends public monies for the 
maintenance of public roads and streets, except for state and highways located within 
their jurisdiction. Maintenance does not include buying or laying cement, but instead 
involves purchasing and adding rock products, gravel, terrain and processed resources 
to the base of the roads.  
 
HB 2450 – Escort Vehicle Operation; Exemption 
(Chapter 265) Williams 
The legislation allows the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) to establish 
rules regarding escort vehicle certifications from other states. 
 
HB 2500 – Political Signs; Public Right-of-Way 
(Chapter 318) Gowan 
The legislation prohibits the removal, alternation, defacing or covering of political signs 
that support or oppose candidates for public office or ballot measures from public rights-
of-way, during the period 60 days before a primary election until 15 days after the 
general election, if the following conditions are met; 
 
 The sign is in a public right-of-way that is controlled or owned by that jurisdiction; 
 The sign supports or opposes a candidate for public office; 
 The sign supports or opposes a ballot measure; 
 The sign is not placed in a hazardous location that obstructs clear vision in the 

area; 
 The sign is not in violation of the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

as defined by federal law; 
 The sign has a maximum area of 16 square feet, if the sign is located in an area 

zoned for residential use; 
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 The sign has a maximum area of 32 square feet, if the sign is located in any area 
other than land zoned for residential use; 

 The sign contains the name and telephone number of the candidate or campaign 
committee contact person. 

 
Currently, A.R.S. § 16-1019 states that it is a class 2 misdemeanor for any person to 
knowingly remove, alter, deface or cover any political sign of a candidate for public 
office 45 days prior to a primary election through 7 days after a general election.  
 
SB 1110 – Navigable Stream Adjudication Commission; Extension 
(Chapter 39) Reagan 
The legislation continues the Arizona Navigable Stream Adjudication Commission 
through June 30, 2016. In the early 1990s, the Legislature created the Arizona 
Navigable Stream Adjudication Commission (ANSAC) to collect evidence and make a 
determination regarding the navigability of every watercourse in the state.  Under 
Arizona Statute and federal case law, the test for navigability for public trust purposes is 
whether the watercourse was used, or “susceptible to being used,” in its “ordinary and 
natural condition,” as a “highway for commerce” on the date of statehood. If a body of 
water or watercourse was navigable at the time of statehood, title to the bed of the 
stream or lake passed to the state upon admission into the Union.    

 
SB 1242 – Tax Deed Land Sales 
(Chapter 148) Nelson  
The legislation allows a County Board of Supervisors to sell real property held by the 
state by tax deed to a county, city, town, or special taxing district in the county for a 
public purpose related to transportation or flood control. This bill was run at the request 
of the Public Works Department in order to allow the purchase of property necessary for 
infrastructure improvement.  A.R.S. § 42-18303 allows the Board to sell the real 
property held in the county by tax deed to the highest bidder for cash. The sale may 
include a live auction or an online bidding process in which the Board receives bids 
electronically over the internet in a real-time, competitive bidding event. Current law 
allows the Board to sell and accept real property held by state tax deed to an owner of 
contiguous real property that is used for residential purposes if the property for sale and 
the contiguous property were at one time under common ownership, or if the property 
offered for sale is part of a common area maintained by a homeowners’ association, 
and if the property offered for sale cannot be separately used for residential purposes 
due to its size, configuration or recorded common area restrictions. 
 
This bill was included in the Maricopa County 2011 Legislative Package. 
 
SB 1362 – Structures; Flood Control Districts 
(Chapter 133) Antenori 
The legislation allows county flood control districts to construct bridges or other access 
over watercourses that are impassable to emergency vehicle traffic for 14 or more days 
a year.  
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SB 1364 – County Ordinance; Utility Vehicle Parking 
(Chapter 22) Antenori 
The legislation prohibits a county from preventing a resident from parking a motor 
vehicle on a street or driveway if the vehicle is required to be available at designated 
periods at that person’s residence as a condition of the person’s employment.  Either of 
the following must apply:     
             
 The resident is employed by a public service corporation that is regulated by the 

Arizona Corporation Commission, an entity regulated by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission or a municipal utility if the public service corporation, 
federally regulated utility or municipal utility is required to prepare for emergency 
deployments of personnel and equipment for repair or maintenance of natural 
gas, electrical, telecommunications or water infrastructure, the vehicle has a 
gross vehicle weight rating of 20,000 pounds or less and is owned or operated by 
the public service corporation, federally regulated utility or municipal utility and 
the vehicle bears an official emblem or other visible designation of the public 
service corporation, federally regulated utility or municipal utility; 
 

 The resident is employed by a public safety agency, including police or fire 
service for a federal, state, local or tribal agency or a private fire service provider 
or an ambulance service provider that is regulated pursuant to statute, and the 
vehicle has a gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds or less and bears an 
official emblem or other visible designation of that agency. 

 
 

 Special Districts  

 
HB 2458 – County Infill; Renewable Energy Districts 
(Chapter 335) Williams 
The legislation eliminates steps the county board of supervisors (Board) must follow in 
order to establish an Infill Incentive District or an Energy Incentive District. The bill 
eliminates the requirement that the Board must publish a weekly notice of the proposed 
district in a local newspaper for two weeks, and the mandated public hearing to provide 
information and gather public comment. The bill still requires the Board to mail notice to 
affected property owners and state/federal land property managers a minimum 15 days 
before the hearing to adopt the infill incentive plan. 
 
This bill becomes effective October 1, 2011. 
 
SB 1203 – Revitalization Districts; Revisions 
(Chapter 294) Reagan  
The legislation modifies the statutes governing a Revitalization District (District). Laws 
2010, Chapter 310 allowed for the creation of a District in a county with a population of 
more than two million people for the purposes of infrastructure development in one or 
more municipal or tribal entities. The bill modifies the definition of “infrastructure” to 
include water systems, certain water systems classifications, communications facilities, 
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and public and private buildings, and defines “multipurpose event center” to mean a 
group of buildings or a structure that is designed or configured to be adaptable in 
providing venues that can accommodate various events such as musical concerts, 
theater performances, trade shows, sporting events, conventions, conferences and 
other social, cultural, business or entertainment events. 
 
SB 1218 – Fire Districts; Accounts; Finances 
(Chapter 322) Allen 
The legislation modifies reporting requirements for special taxing districts and 
prescribes revised accounting procedures for county fire districts, including altering the 
amount of county Fire District Assistance Tax monies payable to a fire district or 
consolidated fire district. The bill extends the timeframe in which certain special districts 
are required to submit an annual report to the county board of supervisors (Board) from 
within 180 days to within 240 days of the close of the special district’s fiscal year. It also 
changes the date on which the Board is required to submit an annual report to the 
Legislature and the Governor on the reporting compliance of special districts, from 
January 1 to March 31 of each year. 
 
SB 1259 – Noncontiguous County Islands; Fire Services 
(Chapter 269) Reagan  
The legislation makes several changes to the formation and administration of 
noncontiguous County Island Fire District (District). The bill expands the definition of a 
District to include a District that consists of only one or more noncontiguous county 
islands that are not contained in a municipal planning area in which the geographic 
boundary area is surrounded by any combination of federal, state, municipal or fire 
district jurisdictional boundaries.  It further clarifies District authorities and operations. 
 
SB 1313 – Public Health Districts; Voter Approval 
(Chapter 295) Murphy 
The legislation eliminates for a county board of supervisors’ ability to establish a Public 
Health Services District (District) by unanimous vote, but keeps current statute that 
allows a District to be established through a public election.  Six Arizona counties 
currently have a District; Maricopa County does not.  The bill applies retroactively to 
January 1, 2011. 
 
SB 1314 – County Island Fire Districts; Meetings 
(Chapter 162) Murphy 
The legislation adds to the duties of a fire district (District) relating to the posting of a 
budget and maintenance of permanent public records. The bill requires a fire district 
board to hold public meetings as necessary to carry out its powers and duties, at least 
once every 90 days, rather than at least once each calendar month. It also requires the 
District to maintain and store all permanent public records in an electronic media or 
digital imaging format approved as an acceptable format for the District by the Director 
of the Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records, and instructs the county in 
which the District is located to maintain an official copy of the permanent public records 
of the District. 
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SB 1361 – Fire Districts; Joint Powers Authority 
(Chapter 350) Antenori 
The legislation allows cities, towns, counties and fire districts to form a separate legal 
entity for the purposes of jointly exercising powers held in common by the contracting 
parties, if the separate legal entity formed includes a fire district. The bill specifies that 
the common powers of the contracting parties may include fire protection, the 
preservation of life, providing emergency medical services, and carrying out its other 
powers and duties, including providing ambulance transportation services pursuant to 
statute. It also directs the governing body of a separate legal entity formed pursuant to 
this bill to be composed of officials elected to one or more of the governing bodies of the 
political subdivisions that are parties to the agreement, or their designees. 
 
SB 1502 – Fire Districts; Merger; Consolidation 
(Chapter 274) Driggs 
The legislation allows a Fire District (District) to merge or consolidate by a unanimous 
consent of the governing bodies of the Districts or by holding an election.  The bill 
stipulates that only a majority vote is required, rather than a three-fourths vote, to adopt 
a resolution that a proposed District merger will promote the public health, comfort, 
convenience, necessity or welfare. It also directs the clerk of each governing body of a 
District affected by a consolidation to mail a notice and copy of the resolution in support 
of the consolidation to the chairman of the board of supervisors in each county where 
the affected Districts are located and requires the chairman of the board of supervisors 
to order a review of the proposed consolidation and submit written comments to the 
governing body of each affected District within 10 days of receiving the notice.   
 
 

 Taxes  

 
HB 2341 – Taxes; Aircraft; Personal Property 
(Chapter 300) Olson 
The legislation exempts aircraft, navigational and communication instruments, and other 
accessories and related equipment from transaction privilege tax and use tax if it is sold 
to foreign government and used within Arizona. 
 
HB 2397 – Taxes; Sale of Trust Lands 
(Chapter 284) Jones 
The legislation exempts the sale of state lands from taxation until the State Land 
Department (Department) issues a patent for the sold land, or until seven years after the 
date of auction, whichever occurs first.  If a patent has not been issued within seven 
years after the Department issued a certificate of purchase, the bill requires sold state 
lands to be taxed and enforced as against other lands; the Department is prohibited 
from issuing a patent to the purchaser until all taxes due on the land have been paid.  
The Department is required to issue a patent before transmitting a report of the sale and 
patent to the county assessor in which the land is located.   
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The bill applies to lands sold after January 1, 2008 and to certificates of purchase 
issued after January 1, 2006, but does not permit a taxpayer to claim a refund of any 
taxes already paid in spite of the retroactive dates. 
 
HB 2552 – Agricultural Property Tax Classification; Equine 
(Chapter 8) Carter 
The legislation expands the statutory definition of agricultural real property by adding 
land and improvements devoted to the commercial breeding, raising, boarding or 
training of equine as well as equine rescue facilities registered with the Department of 
Agriculture. 
 
SB 1178 – County Judgment Bonds 
(Chapter 321) Allen 
The legislation allows a county board of supervisors (Board), by resolution, to levy an 
excise tax, and issue and administer county judgment bonds. This bill was created to 
allow La Paz County to issue bonds to pay off a judgment against the county that was 
more than their annual general fund revenue. It authorizes a Board to issue negotiable 
bonds at a principal rate that the Board determines is necessary to: 
 
  Provide sufficient monies for any county judgment purpose; 
  Pay necessary bond related expenses; 
  Establish and fully or partially fund any reserves or sinking accounts established 

by the bond resolution; 
 Issue refunding bonds if the Board considers refunding to be expedient; 
 Refund any bonds issued if the bonds are secured from the same source of 

revenues as the bonds authorized in this article by issuing new bonds, whether 
the bonds to be refunded have or have not matured; 

 Issue bonds partly to refund outstanding bonds and partly for any county 
judgment purpose consistent with Article 5. 

 
SB 1228 – Trust Land; Long-Term Leases; Default 
(Chapter 68) Nelson 
The legislation establishes a new cancellation procedure for defaults on long-term 
leases of state trust lands. It allows the State Land Commissioner (Commissioner) to 
extend the time for delinquent payments up to five years before cancellation of the lease 
occurs. Current Arizona law prescribes the same procedure for the default and 
cancellation of both short and long-term leases on trust lands. A lessee that violates any 
condition of the lease is considered to be in default and forfeits the lease and any rights 
under the lease after cancellation. If the lessee fails to pay rent on time, the Arizona 
State Land Department (Department) may grant a payment extension for an additional 
90 days according to A.R.S. § 37-288.  The bill states that upon violation of a long-term 
lease contract, whether by default on the lease payment or by other contractual 
infraction, the lease is subject to forfeiture and the Department must notify the lessee of 
the default within 60 days of the infraction or default. It allows the Commissioner to 
authorize an extension for payments of the delinquent amount for up to five years, upon 
the written request of the lessee. 
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SB 1293 – Property Tax Classification; Lodging 
(Chapter 232) Griffin 
The legislation modifies class 4 property tax, adding lodging properties that furnish no 
more than a breakfast meal to transient lodgers and hove no more than eight rooms.  
Current law applied class 4 to lodging with six rooms and a 50 percent average annual 
occupancy rate.  The assessed valuation of class 4 properties is 10 percent of its full 
cash value.  
 
 

 Workforce Development/Retirement  

 
HB 2024 – ASRS Amendments 
(Chapter 277) Robson 
The legislation makes numerous changes to the Arizona State Retirement System 
(ASRS) relating to administration, distribution of benefits, long term disability (LTD), 
employer collections, return to work, service purchase and benefit transfers. It requires 
benefit transfers from charter cities to conform to Public Safety Personnel Retirement 
System (PSPRS) and Correction Officers Retirement Plan (CORP) transfer guidelines. 
The bill specifies that if the market value of the system of plan is greater than one 
hundred percent, then the system of plan shall use a one hundred percent market 
value. It also adds LTD benefits and supplemental defined contributions to the list of 
delinquent employer contributions which ASRS can intercept and assess interest to and 
requires an employer to report monies intercepted by ASRS that were due to an 
employer from another department or agency of this state. The bill makes federal 
conforming changes, clarifies the period for which a member may receive service for 
military call-up and extends the period for service-related hospitalizations from one to 
two years. It specifies that LTD benefits are not payable to a member who files their 
initial claim more than 24 months after their date of disability, and allows ASRS to 
suspend or terminate benefits if a member fails to provide information as requested by 
ASRS or the claims administrator. It also ends an alternate payee’s benefit under a 
qualified domestic relations order (Order) of the alternate payee predeceases the 
member, if the Order is added or amended on or after January 1, 2012.  
 
The bill makes numerous changes to ASRS return to work provisions. Employers must 
pay an Alternate Contribution Rate (ACR,) beginning on July 1, 2014 for retired 
members who perform services that would otherwise be performed by an employee of 
the employer. It prohibits the retired member from accruing credited service, member 
service, account balances, retirement benefits, LTD benefits, and the time is not eligible 
for later service purchase. It allows ASRS to determine how frequently the ACR is paid 
and how the monies are submitted to the ASRS. The bill also specifies that late 
contributions will be subject to eight percent interest and may be recovered in court or 
by state revenue offset and requires employers to submit any reports, data, paperwork 
or materials required by the ASRS to determine the function, utilization, efficacy or 
operation of the return to work program. 
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The legislation grants ASRS additional authority to adopt rules to implement the 
provisions of the bill and to establish an amount for the lump sum retirement threshold, 
which was previously set at $20.  The state appropriated $150,000 to ASRS and 
prohibits the use of any state general funds for implementing the legislation.  
 
HB 2151 - State Employees; Wage Payments 
(Chapter 193) Burges  
The legislation expands the lists by which a state employer is authorized to pay 
employee wages to include an employer-provided payroll card account. The bill requires 
that an employee be furnished with a written or electronic statement of earnings and 
withholdings, and specifies that the employee be provided one free withdrawal for each 
deposit of wages per pay period but not more frequently than once per week. It also 
requires the employer to provide a list of all fees associated with the use of the payroll 
card account to the employee.  
 
HB 2444 – Law Enforcement Officer; Discipline 
(Chapter 198) Montenegro 
The legislation regulates the manner in which a law enforcement or probation officer 
can be investigated for alleged misconduct, specifically that a polygraph examination of 
the officer cannot be the basis of the disciplinary actions unless other information or 
evidence exists. An employer can require a polygraph examination if an officer makes a 
statement in an investigatory meeting that differs from statements previously made and 
if the difference is essential to conclude the investigation; the bill outlines requirements 
and timelines for an employer, as well as the ways in which results from the polygraph 
examination can be used in an investigation and employee termination. 
 
The bill requires an employer to finish an investigation within 120 business days, but 
allows it to go longer than 120 days if a “good faith effort” has been exercised, with 
some exceptions.  If the employer takes longer than the allotted 120 business days, the 
bill requires the employer to provide the employee with a written explanation containing 
the reasons the employer could not conclude the investigation within 120 business 
days. If it is determined that the employer did not make a good faith effort the 
disciplinary actions may be dismissed by a hearing officer, administrative law judge or 
appeals board.  
 
HB 2476 – Workers’ Compensation; Certain Diseases; Exposure 
(Chapter 317) Gowan, Antenori 
The legislation increases the criteria time periods an employee has to establish a 
workers’ compensation claim involving exposure to methicillin-resistant staphylococcus 
aureus (MRSA), which is a type of staff bacteria that is resistant to certain antibiotics. 
The bill increases the criteria time period from ten calendar days to thirty calendar days 
that an employee has to report in writing to the employer the details of the exposure, 
and from two to ten days to fifteen days of the possible significant exposure.  
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HB 2477 – Witness; Representation; Law Enforcement Officers 
(Chapter 301) Gowan 
The legislation provides law enforcement and corrections officers with the right to 
representation during interviews with an employer if the officer is a witness relating to an 
investigation that could lead to another officer's dismissal, demotion or suspension, and 
requires the law enforcement officer to answer all questions asked by the officer’s 
department investigator. The witness officer is permitted to discuss testimony with the 
representative, although unauthorized release of information is subject to disciplinary 
action. 
 
HB 2541 – Employee Drug Testing; Medical Marijuana 
(Chapter 336) Yee 
The legislation allows employers to take action against employees who are believed, in 
good faith, to be impaired at work due to prescribed, illegal or synthetic drug use. The 
bill generally protects employers from litigation for implementing or monitoring measures 
to assess supervise or control the job performance of an employee, including 
reassignment, suspension or termination of the employee. It adds employers, to include 
the state and its political subdivisions, to the list of entities that may use the Department 
of Health Services' registry to verify an employee's or applicant's valid marijuana 
registry ID card. 
 
This bill becomes effective retroactive to April 12, 2011. 
 
HB 2613 – Board; Complaints; Peace Officer Misconduct 
(Chapter 303) Stevens 
The legislation expands the list of powers of the Arizona Peace Officer Standards and 
Training Board (AZPOST) to include receiving complaints of peace officer misconduct, 
requesting law enforcement agencies to investigate, and conducting independent 
investigations. The bill further empowers AZPOST to deny, suspend, revoke or cancel 
the certification of a peace officer found to be out of compliance with the minimum 
qualifications regarding citizenship and fitness to be an officer. The bill also authorizes 
AZPOST to receive complaints from an association of law enforcement officers if the 
association believes a law enforcement agency refused to investigate a violation or 
issued findings contrary to original evidence of a violation of non-compliance with 
minimum qualifications related to citizenship or fitness. 
 
HB 2616 – Workers’ Compensation; Controlled Substances 
(Chapter 338) McLain 
The legislation expands the list of substances that, upon request, must be reported by 
the physician of a worker who is receiving workers compensation benefits to the 
Industrial Commission. The bill requires that the list include narcotic or opium-based 
substances and that the physician justify the controlled substance and the treatment 
plan. If the physician refuses to comply, the employer, carrier or Industrial Commission 
may request a change of physician and require physician compliance.  The bill also 
stipulates that an employer or carrier is not liable for bad faith or unfair claims 
processing for any action taken consistent with these requirements. 
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HB 2617 – Workers’ Compensation; Settlement of Claims 
(Chapter 139) McLain 
The legislation allows parties to a claim to enter in a final settlement agreement upon 
approval by the Industrial Commission. The bill stipulates that the carrier or employer 
must submit a summary of all reasonably anticipated future supportive medical 
maintenance benefits and projected costs of benefits to the employee. It also asserts 
that the employer or carrier must inform the attending physician of approval of a final 
agreement if the agreement terminates the employee’s entitlement to supportive 
medical maintenance benefits. The bill states that the employer or carrier shall remain 
responsible for payment for the treatment not covered by the final settlement unless 
benefits rendered prior to the settlement are disputed or payment for the treatment was 
included in the final settlement agreement.  
 
SB 1057 – Disciplinary Action; Law Enforcement Officers 
(Chapter 244) Gray 
The legislation allows a law enforcement officer to bring an employer’s action in 
Superior Court (Court) if the officer was terminated under certain circumstances, and 
outlines the penalties if the Court finds that there was no just cause for the action. The 
officer can bring action in Court if the officer believes the termination occurred without 
just cause and if the termination occurred as a result of the chief of the law enforcement 
agency or the chief executive officer of a city or town reversing the choice or proposal of 
a civil service board or merit commission. If the Court finds from the review of the file 
that just cause for the action did not exist, then the officer is entitled to a hearing. The 
bill dictates if the Court determines just cause did not exist attorney fees of the 
prevailing party are required to be paid in full, employer must reinstate officer to 
previous position and reward officer monetary dames that cannot exceed the officer’s 
combined wages and benefits lost as a result of the wrongful termination.  
 
SB 1235 – Law Enforcement Officers; Disciplinary Procedures 
(Chapter 230) Gray 
The legislation requires the employer, at the request of an officer who is subject to a 
disciplinary interview, to provide a basic summary of any discipline ordered against any 
other officer of similar rank and knowledge working for the employer within the 
preceding two years for the same or comparable infraction on the matter, unless court 
rule prohibits it. The bill prohibits the employer from taking concluding action or 
arranging a hearing until the essential outline or file copies are provided to the officer.  It 
outlines additional requirements for cities and counties with small populations, and 
stipulates procedural requirements. 
 
SB 1264 – Workers’ Compensation; Reasonable Accommodations  
(Chapter 345) McComish 
The legislation requires that wages payable to modified job positions be included in the 
determination of partial earning capacities, and that a report be submitted to the Joint 
Legislative Audit Committee regarding legislation affecting presumptions of 
compensability. The report will be given to a legislative committee, which must hold at 
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least one public hearing, and then the report must be given to the Speaker of the 
House, the President of the Senate, the Governor and the Industrial Commission.  
 
SB 1317 – PSPRS; CORP; EORP; Administration  
(Chapter 347) Yarbrough  
The legislation makes various changes in statutes dealing with the Public Safety 
Personnel Retirement System (PSPRS). The bill prohibits the PSPRS Board from 
making retroactive payments of a pension more than 90 days after the date of the 
person’s application for benefits, and increases the number of days allotted for the 
transfer of employer and employee contributions from five to ten working days. The bill 
includes a penalty on the employer of 10 percent per year, compounded annually, for 
each day the contributions are transferred after the 10 working days and allows 
delinquent payments to be recovered through court action. The provision does not apply 
to retired members or survivors of the system who are reemployed and who participate 
in health care coverage provided by the member’s or survivor’s new employer.  
 
SB 1363 – Employer Protections; Labor Relations 
(Chapter 153) Antenori 
The legislation allows a court to issue a temporary registering order or injunction that 
prohibits unlawful picketing, trespassory assembly, unlawful mass assembly, concerted 
interference with lawful exercise of business activity and engaging in a secondary 
boycott, defamation, or any actual or threatened misrepresentation, fraud, duress, 
violence or breach of the peace, even if the events occur during an organized labor 
dispute. The bill holds liable any person calling for or conducting these activities to 
damages, prejudgment interest, litigation costs and reasonable attorney fees. The 
legislation also creates the crime of defamation of an employer and holds labor unions 
liable for the acts of its agents. Businesses are also allowed to register their premises 
as a no trespass zone, which the Secretary of State must maintain.  
 
SB 1365 – Paycheck Deductions; Political Purposes 
(Chapter 251) Antenori 
The legislation prohibits employers from deducting any payment from an employee's 
paycheck for political purposes unless the employee annually provides authorization for 
the deduction. The bill requires employers to obtain statements from each entity for 
which deductions are made as to what part, if any, of the deduction is for political 
purposes. Public safety employees who are employed by the state or any political 
subdivision are excluded. The penalty for knowingly making improper deductions is a 
civil penalty of at least $10,000 per violation.  
 
This bill is effective retroactive to October 1, 2011. 
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SB 1368 – Probation Officers; Disciplinary Actions 
(Chapter 352) Antenori 
The legislation states that a probation officer shall not be subject to disciplinary action 
except for just cause, as defined in the bill. Exceptions are provided for officers still 
serving an initial probationary period or for terminations due to administrative purposes, 
including a reduction in force. 
 
SB 1539 – CORP; Designated Position; Waiver 
(Chapter 298) Melvin 
The legislation permits corrections employees with at least five years of service under 
Corrections Officers Retirement Plan (CORP) and who are transferred or promoted to 
temporarily fill an Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) designated position to 
maintain active status in CORP without any time limitations. The bill applies retroactively 
to October 1, 2009.  
 
SB 1609 – Retirement Systems; Plans; Plan Design  
(Chapter 357) Yarbrough 
The legislation makes significant changes to the existing contribution and benefit 
structures for the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS), the Public Safety 
Personnel Retirement System (PSPRS), the Elected Officials Retirement Plan (EORP) 
and the Corrections Officers Retirement Plan (CORP). The bill states that a member of 
any of any of the state retirement systems who commits a felony that was committed in 
the course of the member’s employment will have membership terminated and shall 
forfeit all rights and benefits earned. Employee contributions plus interest will be 
returned to employee in a lump sum amount. The legislation limits for all three systems 
the amount of credit that can be purchased from other government retirement systems 
to five years. Also, each retirement system a member must have at least ten years of 
credited service in ASRS before electing to receive credit for service.  
 
The bill contains some amendments to retirement benefits for current employees, but 
focuses many of its changes on those hired after July 1, 2011. 
 
For information on how the legislation impacts your retirement benefits, cost of living 
adjustments and retirement contributions, please contact the Maricopa County Human 
Resources Department at (602) 506-3755.  
 
 

 Governor’s Veto Letters/Bill Messages 

 

 
HB 2067 - board of supervisors; powers 
HB 2166 - board of supervisors; powers 
HB 2177 - presidential candidates; qualifications; affidavit 
HB 2230 - 911 monument modification 
HB 2338 - special districts; secondary levy limits 
HB 2484 - legislative vacancies; precinct committeemen 
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HB 2502 - public programs; advertisements; funding source 
HB 2577 - legislative appropriations; federal monies 
HB 2581 - STOs; credits; administration 
HB 2650 - county employees; merit system exemption 
HB 2700 - Arizona centennial statehood day 
HB 2707 - general fund revenue limit 
SB 1041 - Arizona quality jobs incentives 
SB 1088 - health care system; violation 
SB 1186 - 2011 tax corrections act 
SB 1201 - firearms omnibus 
SB 1288 - religion; free exercise; professionals; appointments 
SB 1316 - PSPRS; trustees; employment agreements 
SB 1322 - managed competition; city services 
SB 1329 - public employees; lobbying; political activities 
SB 1331 - polling places; political parties; organization 
SB 1379 - consumer fireworks; regulation 
SB 1386 - WICHE student loans; repayment 
SB 1467 - educational institution; concealed weapons 
SB 1497 - joint powers exercise; separate entities 
SB 1552 - corporate tax allocation; sales factor 
SB 1561 - legislative appropriations; federal monies 
SB 1592 - health care compact; funding 
SB 1593 - health insurance; interstate purchase 
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