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Bill Number
Short Title
Committee
Date
Action

Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

Chairman:   Brenda Barton, LD6


Vice Chairman:   Darin Mitchell, LD13

Analyst:       Tom Savage



Intern:

     Christopher Palmer

HB 2142
water infrastructure finance authority; prepayment

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






AWL
2/5
DP
(6-3-0-0-0)

(No: BENALLY,GABALDÓN,OTONDO)

HB 2150
false claims; agriculture; technical correction


  (AWL S/E: agriculture director; duties; enforcement)

SPONSOR:
BARTON, LD6
HOUSE






AWL
2/5
DPA/SE
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2417
annual pesticide report; submission date

SPONSOR:
STEVENS, LD14
HOUSE






AWL
2/5
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2445
desalinization; study committee

SPONSOR:
MONTENEGRO, LD13
HOUSE






AWL
2/5
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2508
navigable stream adjudication commission; extension

SPONSOR:
BARTON, LD6
HOUSE






AWL
2/5
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Banking and Financial Services
Chairman:
   Kate Brophy McGee, LD28
Vice Chairman:   Jeff Weninger, LD17

Analyst:        Paul Benny



Intern:
                 Christopher Rasmussen
HB 2169
loan originator licensing

SPONSOR:
BROPHY MCGEE, LD28
HOUSE






BFS
1/27
DPA
(8-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Children and Family Affairs

Chairman:
   John Allen, LD15
Vice Chairman:
   Chris Ackerley, LD2

Analyst:
   Ingrid Garvey
Intern:
   Brennan Rohs

HB 2021
adult protective services; information online

SPONSOR:
BROPHY MCGEE, LD28
HOUSE






CFA
1/26
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

Committee on County and Municipal Affairs

Chairman:
   Doug Coleman, LD16
Vice Chairman:
   Tony Rivero, LD21

Analyst:
   Ginna Garico
Intern:
   Robert Lewis

HB 2105
inmate medical services; rate structure

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






CMA
1/26
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2324
intergovernmental agreements; public agency indemnification

SPONSOR:
WENINGER, LD17
HOUSE






CMA
2/2
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2410
municipalities; traffic citation quota; prohibition

SPONSOR:
STEVENS, LD14
HOUSE






CMA
1/26
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2525
board of adjustment; appeals

SPONSOR:
COLEMAN, LD16
HOUSE






CMA
2/2
DPA
(8-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Commerce

Chairman:
   Warren Petersen, LD12
Vice Chairman:   Jill Norgaard, LD18

Analyst:        Diana Clay



Intern:
                 Justin Larson
HB 2003
technical correction; unclaimed property; transition


  (COM S/E: fire sprinklers; permits; regulation)

SPONSOR:
PETERSEN, LD12
HOUSE






COM
2/4
DPA/SE
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2120
cosmetology board; director; licensing renewal

SPONSOR:
GOWAN, LD14
HOUSE






COM
1/21
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2182
raffles; lawful conduct

SPONSOR:
BOYER, LD20
HOUSE






COM
1/28
DP
(6-2-0-0-0)

(No: FERNANDEZ,MACH)

HB 2317
labeling; Arizona wine

SPONSOR:
BARTON, LD6
HOUSE






COM
2/4
DP
(7-1-0-0-0)

(No: FERNANDEZ)

HB 2359
liquor licenses; aggrieved parties; hearing

SPONSOR:
SHOPE, LD8
HOUSE






COM
2/4
DP
(7-1-0-0-0)

(No: FERNANDEZ)

HB 2504
board of technical registration; alarms

SPONSOR:
PETERSEN, LD12
HOUSE






COM
1/28
DP
(6-2-0-0-0)

(No: FERNANDEZ,MACH)

Committee on Education

Chairman:
   Paul Boyer, LD20
Vice Chairman:
   Jay Lawrence, LD23

Analyst:
   Aaron Wonders
Intern:
   Joey Pickels



HB 2174

empowerment scholarship accounts; grandchildren

SPONSOR:
FINCHEM, LD11
HOUSE






ED
1/21
DPA
(4-3-0-0-0)

(No: BOLDING,COLEMAN,OTONDO)

HB 2181
schools; omnibus statutory repeals

SPONSOR:
BOYER, LD20
HOUSE






ED
2/4
DPA
(6-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: THORPE)

HB 2185
alternative teacher development program; appropriation

SPONSOR:
BOYER, LD20
HOUSE






ED
1/21
DPA
(6-0-1-0-0)

(Present: BOLDING)



APPROP
2/4
DPA
(11-0-0-3-0)


(Abs: CARDENAS,PETERSEN,UGENTI)

HB 2424
schools; regional service centers

SPONSOR:
COLEMAN, LD16
HOUSE






ED
2/4
DP
(7-0-0-0-0)

HB 2483
school tax credit; classroom expenses

SPONSOR:
LIVINGSTON, LD22
HOUSE






ED
2/4
DP
(5-2-0-0-0)

(No: BOLDING,OTONDO)

Committee on Energy, Environment and Natural Resources

Chairman:
   Frank Pratt, LD8
Vice Chairman:
   Rusty Bowers, LD25

Analyst:
   Tom Savage
Intern:
   Christopher Palmer

HB 2394
air quality; agricultural management practices

SPONSOR:
PRATT, LD8
HOUSE






EENR
2/2
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Federalism and States' Rights

Chairman:
   Kelly Townsend, LD16
Vice Chairman:
    Noel Campbell, LD1

Analyst:
   Justin Riches
Intern:
    Samantha Oswitch

HB 2173
escrow agents; legal tender

SPONSOR:
FINCHEM, LD11
HOUSE






FSR
2/4
DPA
(5-3-0-0-0)

(No: WHEELER,VELASQUEZ,RIOS)

HCR 2003
application; Article V convention

SPONSOR:
TOWNSEND, LD16
HOUSE






FSR
2/4
DP
(5-3-0-0-0)

(No: WHEELER,VELASQUEZ,RIOS)

Committee on Government and Higher Education

Chairman:
   Bob Thorpe, LD6
Vice Chairman:
   Chris Ackerley, LD2

Analyst:
   Katy Proctor
Intern:
   Danny DeHoog

HB 2084
condominiums; planned communities; associations; disclosures

SPONSOR:
PETERSEN, LD12
HOUSE






GHE
1/22
DPA
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2218
accountancy board; certified public accountants

SPONSOR:
THORPE, LD6
HOUSE






GHE
2/5
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2219
state board of accountancy; continuation

SPONSOR:
THORPE, LD6
HOUSE






GHE
2/5
DPA
(8-1-0-0-0)

(No: PETERSEN)

HB 2288
scrap metal dealers; registration information

SPONSOR:
LIVINGSTON, LD22
HOUSE






GHE
2/5
DP
(7-0-0-2-0)

(Abs: TOWNSEND,LOVAS)

HB 2419
commission fees; payment method

SPONSOR:
STEVENS, LD14
HOUSE






GHE
2/5
DP
(8-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: PETERSEN)

HB 2482
student loan bonds

SPONSOR:
LIVINGSTON, LD22
HOUSE






GHE
2/5
DP
(7-0-0-2-0)

(Abs: TOWNSEND,LOVAS)

Committee on Health

Chairman:
   Heather Carter, LD15
Vice Chairman:
   Regina Cobb, LD5

Analyst:
   Ingrid Garvey
Intern:
   Brennan Rohs

HB 2139
controlled substances; schedules

SPONSOR:
CARTER, LD15
HOUSE






HEALTH
1/20
DP
(4-0-0-2-0)

(Abs: MEYER,BOYER)

HB 2521
Arizona medical board; fingerprinting; disclosure.

SPONSOR:
CARTER, LD15
HOUSE






HEALTH
1/27
DP
(6-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Insurance

Chairman:   Karen Fann, LD1
Vice Chairman:   David Livingston, LD22

Analyst:
   Paul Benny
Intern:
   Christopher Rasmussen

HB 2331
workers' compensation; fraudulent claims; forfeiture

SPONSOR:
FANN, LD1
HOUSE






INS
2/4
DPA
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2335
insurance compliance audit privilege

SPONSOR:
FANN, LD1
HOUSE






INS
2/4
DPA
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2350
limited line insurance; examination exemption

SPONSOR:
FANN, LD1
HOUSE






INS
2/4
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Judiciary

Chairman:
   Eddie Farnsworth, LD12
Vice Chairman:
   Sonny Borrelli, LD5

Analyst:
   Gina Kash
Intern:
   Morganne Barrett

HB 2164
release; bailable offenses; evidence

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






JUD
2/4
DP
(5-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: HALE)

HB 2212
licensing; accountability; enforcement; exceeding regulation

SPONSOR:
PETERSEN, LD12
HOUSE






JUD
1/28
DP
(5-1-0-0-0)

(No: FRIESE)

HB 2214
notice; attorney general; trial court

SPONSOR:
PETERSEN, LD12
HOUSE






JUD
2/4
DP
(4-0-0-2-0)

(Abs: HALE,MESNARD)

HB 2291
probation standards; annual report; counties

SPONSOR:
FARNSWORTH E, LD12
HOUSE






JUD
2/4
DP
(5-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: HALE)

HB 2296
adoption petition; county attorney

SPONSOR:
FARNSWORTH E, LD12
HOUSE






JUD
1/28
DP
(6-0-0-0-0)

HB 2310
mental health courts; establishment

SPONSOR:
FARNSWORTH E, LD12
HOUSE






JUD
2/4
DPA
(5-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: HALE)

Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

Chairman:
   Sonny Borrelli, LD5
Vice Chairman:
   Mark Finchem, LD11 
Analyst:        Casey Baird
Intern:
   Delaney Krauss

HB 2085
private investigators; security guards; regulation

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE




MAPS
1/22
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2091
veterans; in-state tuition

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






MAPS
1/22
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)



GHE
2/5
DP
(8-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: THORPE)

HB 2107
law enforcement merit system; continuation

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






MAPS
1/29
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2272
law enforcement officers; firearm purchase

SPONSOR:
BORRELLI, LD5
HOUSE






MAPS
1/29
DPA
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2300
firearms; prosecutors; law enforcement officers

SPONSOR:
FARNSWORTH E, LD12
HOUSE






MAPS
1/29
DPA
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2396
wildlife; guides; firearms

SPONSOR:
PRATT, LD8
HOUSE






MAPS
1/29
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2399
G&F; hunter harassment

SPONSOR:
PRATT, LD8
HOUSE






MAPS
1/29
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2438
post-traumatic stress disorders: public safety

SPONSOR:
LIVINGSTON, LD22
HOUSE






MAPS
2/5
DP
(8-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: BORRELLI)

HB 2527
prohibited laws, rules, ordinances; firearms

SPONSOR:
KERN, LD20
HOUSE






MAPS
2/5
DP
(5-3-0-1-0)

(No: CARDENAS,ANDRADE,MACH; Abs: BORRELLI)

Committee on Rural and Economic Development

Chairman:
   T. J. Shope, LD8
Vice Chairman:
   Rusty Bowers, LD25

Analyst:
   Ryan Sullivan
Intern:
   Matthew VanBenschoten

HB 2349
flood control districts; administrative enforcement

SPONSOR:
FANN, LD1
HOUSE






RED
2/3
DP
(8-0-0-0-0)

HB 2358
TPT; exemption; crop dusters

SPONSOR:
SHOPE, LD8
HOUSE






RED
2/3
DPA
(7-1-0-0-0)

(No: MENDEZ)

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

Chairman:
   Rick Gray, LD21
Vice Chairman:
   David Stevens, LD14

Analyst:
   Justin Riches
Intern:
   Samantha Oswitch

HB 2259
pipeline safety; civil penalties

SPONSOR:
GRAY, LD21
HOUSE






TI
2/3
DP
(9-0-0-0-0)

Committee on Ways and Means

Chairman:
   Darin Mitchell, LD13
Vice Chairman:
   Mark Cardenas, LD19

Analyst:
   Ryan Sullivan
Intern:
   Matthew VanBenschoton

HB 2147
TPT; municipal tax; pole attachment

SPONSOR:
OLSON, LD25
HOUSE






WM
2/2
DPA
(9-0-0-0-0)

HB 2152
STOs; luxury tax credits

SPONSOR:
OLSON, LD25
HOUSE






WM
2/2
DP
(6-3-0-0-0)

(No: SHERWOOD,CARDENAS,WHEELER)

HB 2153
tax credits; STOs; preapproval; entities

SPONSOR:
OLSON, LD25
HOUSE






WM
2/2
DP
(6-3-0-0-0)

(No: SHERWOOD,CARDENAS,WHEELER)

HB 2253
property tax assessments; one-year cycle

SPONSOR:
MITCHELL, LD13
HOUSE






WM
2/2
DPA
(8-0-0-1-0)

(Abs: SHERWOOD)

[image: image1.png]


House of Representatives
HB 2142

water infrastructure finance authority; prepayment

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Barton, Cardenas, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2142 is an emergency measure that prohibits the Water Infrastructure Finance Authority (WIFA) from unilaterally amending financial assistance agreements, loans or bonds after its execution or imposing a redemption premium as a condition of refinancing or receiving prepayment if the financial assistance agreement, loan or bond did not contain one.  

History

Arizona Revised Statutes § 49-1202 established WIFA, which finances drinking water and wastewater infrastructure projects for communities throughout Arizona. WIFA administers the Clean Water Revolving Fund and the Drinking Water Revolving Fund porgrams. The Clean Water Revolving Fund program provides below market interest rate loans for the planning, engineering, constructing, upgrading and/or equipping of publicly owned wastewater and water reclamation projects.  The program also provides hardship grants rather than loans for disadvantaged communities designated by WIFA.

The Drinking Water Revolving Fund program provides below market interest rate loans for the planning, engineering, constructing, upgrading and/or equipping of public and private drinking water system facilities.

Provisions

1. Contains an emergency clause. 

2. Prohibits WIFA from unilaterally amending financial assistance agreements, loans or bonds after its execution.

3. Prohibits WIFA imposing a redemption premium as a condition of refinancing or receiving prepayment on a financial assistance agreement, loan or bond did not contain one. 

4. Applies to all financial assistance agreements, loans or bonds issued or executed by WIFA before and after the effective date of this Act. 

House of Representatives
HB 2150

false claims; agriculture; technical correction

NOW: agriculture director; duties; enforcement

Sponsor: Representative Barton

	DPA
	Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2150 makes technical changes. 

Summary of the Proposed Strike-Everything Amendment to HB 2150

HB 2150 requires the director of the Arizona Department of Agriculture (ADA) to comply with statutory administrative procedures and allows an individual who receives a pesticide complaint to permit a continued investigation, not to exceed six months. 

History

Title 41, Chapter 6, Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.), the Administrative Procedure Act, provides guidance so all state agencies function consistently, fairly and openly. Among other requirements in the Act, an agency inspector, auditor or regulator who enters any premises of a regulated person for the purpose of conducting an inspection or audit is required to: 1) present photo identification; 2) state the purpose of the inspection or audit and the legal authority for conducting the inspection or audit; and 3) disclose any inspection or audit fees. The agency that conducts the inspection or audit must provide a copy of the inspection report to the regulated person at the time of inspection, within 30 working days after the inspection, or as otherwise required by federal law (A.R.S § 41-1009). 
A.R.S § 3-363 allows the director of ADA (Director) to adopt rules necessary to regulate the use of pesticides, including rules prescribing measures to control, monitor, inspect and govern pesticide use. Additionally, A.R.S § 3-368 requires the Director to process all complaints regarding pesticide use and provide the attorney general a copy of the complaint, all investigative reports, citations, hearing notices or other relevant documents. 

Following an investigation of a pesticide related complaint, if the Director determines that a violation did not result in any adverse health effects or property damage, the Director may issue a letter of warning to the regulated person that received the complaint. However, if the Director determines that a de minimis violation occurred, the Director must issue a notice of de minimis violation to the regulated person. If it is determined that a non-serious or serious violation occurred, the Director must issue a citation to the regulated person within 20 days for a non-serious violation and within 10 days for a serious violation. Current statute prohibits the Director from issuing a citation or notice of de minimis violation after a six-month period following the date of the initial inspection. 

Statute defines a de minimis violation as a violation that has no direct or immediate relationship to safety, health or property damages. 

Provisions

1. Requires the Director to comply with the administrative procedures in A.R.S. Title 41, Chapter 6, Article 1. 

2. Stipulates that no citation or notice of de minimis violation may be issued after six months from date of the initial inspection unless expressly waived in writing by the regulated person. 

a. The investigation may be continued for a fixed period of time, not to exceed six months, and must be agreed to in writing by the regulated person. 

3. Specifies that if a citation or notice of de minimis violation is not issued within six months after the initial inspection, and the regulated individual has not agreed continue the investigation, the complaint is dismissed. 

Amendments

Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

The proposed strike-everything amendment was adopted.

House of Representatives
HB 2417

annual pesticide report; submission date

Sponsor: Representative Stevens

	DP
	Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2417 changes the due date for submitting an annual pesticide report. 

History

Arizona Revised Statutes § 3-373 requires the associate director of the Arizona Department of Agriculture (ADA) Environmental Services Division (Division) to submit an annual report to the director of ADA, the governor and the Legislature prior to October 1 of each year containing information for the preceding fiscal year relating to: 

a. The number of full-time employee positions in the Division that are authorized and filled for regulating pesticides as of June 30; 
b. A brief summary of rules proposed or adopted during the reporting period; 
c. The number of persons having each type of permit, certificate, license and registration issued as of June 30; 
d. The number of persons whose permits, certificates, licenses or registrations were revoked, suspended or otherwise altered in status with brief statements of the reasons for the revocation, suspension or alteration; 
e. A summary, by specific category, of the substance of the complaints; 
f. A compilation, based on reports filed in compliance with rules adopted, of the amount, frequency and type of pesticides used in this state by specific categories of acute toxicity; and
g. Any other information the associate director believes is useful in reviewing the division’s activities. 

Provisions

1. Changes, from October 1 to Novermber 1, the due date for submitting an annual pesticide report. 

2. Makes technical changes. 

House of Representatives
HB 2445

desalinization; study committee

Sponsor: Representative Montenegro

	DP
	Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2445 establishes a desalinization study committee (Committee), outlines membership and the duties of the Committee.

History

Desalination is the process of removing dissolved salts and other chemicals from water.   According to the United States Geological Survey, an estimated 30% of the world's irrigated areas suffer from salinity problems and the cost of remediation and desalination has kept desalination from being used more often. 

In Arizona, the construction of the Yuma Desalting Plant was granted under the authority of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 for the purpose of treating saline agricultural return flows from the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District. The treated water is used for water delivery obligations to Mexico, which helps to preserve water in Lake Mead. Construction of the plant was completed in 1992 and it has operated on two occasions since then. 

Provisions

1. Establishes a desalinization study committee consisting of the following members:

a. Two members of different political parties from the House of Representatives, who are appointed by the speaker;

b. Two members of different political parties from the Senate, who are appointed by the president;

c. One member appointed by the speaker who has experience with the Yuma desalting plant; 

d. One member appointed by the president who has experience with other desalinization projects; and

e. Three members, one faculty member each from Northern Arizona University, University of Arizona and Arizona State University with experience in hydrology, desalinization or another relevant field.

2. Stipulates that the speaker and the president are to appoint two chairpersons of different political parties. The Committee will meet at the call of the chairpersons.  

3. Requires the Committee to: 

a. Collect information on the history and development of desalination in this state; 

b. Review data collected during the Yuma desalting plant demonstration run; and 

c. Study opportunities for other desalinization projects. 

4. Allows the Committee to:

a. Request information from any county or state agency or political subdivision of this state; and

b. Hold hearings, conduct fact-finding tours and take testimony from witnesses who may assist the Committee in fulfilling its responsibilities. 

5. Requires state agencies to provide to the Committee it’s services, equipment, documents, personnel and facilities to the extent possible without cost to the Committee.

6. Requires the Legislature to provide staff support services to the Committee.

7. Stipulates that the Committee will meet at the state Capitol or at other locations as the cochairpersons deem necessary and all meetings are open to the public. 

8. Prohibits the members of the Committee from receiving compensation, with the exception of reimbursement of expenses. 

9. Requires the Committee to submit a report on its findings to the governor, the Legislature and the secretary of state prior to January 1, 2016.

10. Repeals the Committee on October 1, 2016.

House of Representatives
HB 2508

navigable stream adjudication ANSAC; extension

Sponsor: Representative Barton

	DP
	Committee on Agriculture, Water and Lands

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2508 extends the Arizona Navigable Stream Adjudication Commission (ANSAC) until June 30, 2020.

History

ANSAC is a five-member commission appointed by the governor charged with determining the ownership of watercourses in the state by establishing whether the watercourses were navigable at the time of statehood (Arizona Revised Statutes [A.R.S.] § 37-1121). If the watercourse was navigable at statehood, the watercourse is considered State Trust Land; if the watercourse was non-navigable at statehood, the watercourse is subject to private ownership. ANSAC does not address issues with water rights, use, ownership or diversion, and only deals with matters relating to land title to the beds of Arizona’s 30,039 rivers and streams, excluding the Colorado River. ANSAC is currently scheduled to sunset on June 30, 2016.

The commission members must be well informed on issues relating to rivers and streams in Arizona. However, a member of ANSAC cannot: 

a) Have any bias regarding navigability of any watercourse; 

b) Obtain a significant amount of income (10% or more of gross personal income for a calendar year) from or claim any ownership or possessory interest in lands; 

c) Receive a significant portion of income from a person who claims an ownership or possessory interest in lands; 

d) Receive a significant portion of income from a person who receives a significant income from such lands; or

e) Have been employed by a person who owns or receives income for lands two years before or after the ANSAC member’s term of office.

ANSAC’s operating budget for FY 2015 is $129,200. 

Provisions

1. Extends ANSAC until June 30, 2020.

2. Requires unexpended and unencumbered monies that were appropriated to ANSAC to be reverted to the state General Fund on July 1, 2020.

3. Makes technical changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2169

loan originator licensing

Sponsor: Representative Brophy McGee

	DPA
	Committee on Banking and Financial Services

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2169 adopts the Uniform State Test as the exam required for mortgage loan originator licensure.

History

The Secure and Fair Enforcement for Mortgage Licensing Act of 2008 (Act) mandated a nationwide licensing and registration system for mortgage loan originators (MLO).  The Act outlines minimum standards for licensing. Specifically, it requires an applicant to pass a qualified written test developed by the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry (NMLS). A qualified written test adequately measures the applicant’s knowledge and comprehension in appropriate subject areas, including ethics, federal and state law pertaining to mortgage origination, fraud, and consumer protection.

Statute defines a loan originator as a natural person who for compensation or gain or in the expectation of compensation or gain does any of the following: a) takes a residential mortgage loan application; b) offers or negotiates terms of a residential mortgage loan; and c) on behalf of a borrower, negotiates with a lender to obtain a temporary or permanent modification in an existing residential mortgage loan agreement.

Statute prohibits a person from acting as a loan originator unless licensed by the Department of Financial Institutions (DFI). In order to obtain a license, an applicant must have completed all of the statutory requirements which include:

· Complete a course of study, including at least 20 hours of education, during the three-year period immediately preceding the time of application. The education hours must include: 

· Three hours of federal law,

· Three hours of ethics, which include instruction on fraud, consumer protection and fair lending issues,

· Two hours of training related to lending standards

· Pass a loan originators examination demonstrating knowledge and understanding of:

· Federal laws

· Laws of this state

· Other subjects as defined in statute

· Obtain a unique identifier through the NMLS

In 2013, the NMLS developed the Uniform State Test which contains a national test component with uniform state content.  The material tests applicants on their knowledge of high level state-related content that is based on the Act and the CSBS/AARMR Model State Law. As of January 1, 2015, 46 states have adopted the Uniform State Test (NMLS website).
Provisions

1. Requires an applicant for an MLO license to pass an examination that is developed by the NMLS (Uniform State Test).

2. Directs the superintendent of DFI to set the fee for the examination that is consistent with the requirements established by the NMLS.

3. Requires the applicant to complete four hours of study on the laws of this state as part of the 20 hour educational requirement for licensure.

4. Requires an MLO to have completed one hour of study on the laws of this state as part of the continuing education requirement for renewal.

5. Makes a conforming change.

Amendments

Committee on Banking and Financial Services

1. Conforms statute to the adoption of the Uniform State Test.

House of Representatives
HB 2021

adult protective services; information online

Sponsors: Representatives Brophy McGee, Carter

	DP
	Committee on Children and Family Affairs

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2021 requires the Adult Protective Services Registry (Registry) be available online.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 46-459 specifies that the Arizona Department of Economic Security (DES) must maintain a Registry of substantiated reports of abuse, neglect and exploitation of vulnerable adults.  The Registry must contain the name and date of birth of the person determined to have abused, neglected or exploited a vulnerable adult, the nature of the allegation made and the date and description of the disposition of the allegation.  The names of the vulnerable adult and the reporting source must not be reported to the Registry.  DES must maintain a report in the Registry for 10 years and must annually purge reports and investigative outcomes after 10 years. A person who was the subject of an investigation may request confirmation that the information was purged after 10 years.

Provisions

1. Specifies that information contained in the Registry must be available online.

House of Representatives
HB 2105

inmate medical services; rate structure

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Campbell, Cobb, et al.

	DP
	Committee on County and Municipal Affairs

	W/D
	Committee on Appropriations  COMMENTS  \* MERGEFORMAT 

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2105 applies the inmate medical services reimbursement structure to all counties instead of only Maricopa County.  

History

Arizona Revised Statutes § 41-1608 stipulates if a prisoner in a secure care facility requires health care services that the Arizona Department of Corrections (DOC), the facility, or a private prison provider contracted by DOC cannot provide, DOC is required to pay approved claims from a facility or provider that provides these services. The inpatient and outpatient hospital services must not exceed the rates at which the Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) reimburses. For health and medical services, DOC must reimburse at a level that does not exceed the capped fee-for-service schedule that is adopted by AHCCCS.


Laws 2011, Chapter 266 required counties with a population of more than one million persons to pay approved claims from a facility or provider that offers inmate medical care services if the county jail cannot provide these services, unless otherwise stipulated in the intergovernmental agreement, as follows:

· For inpatient and outpatient hospital services, the county shall reimburse at a level that does not exceed the AHCCCS methodology for determining reimbursement; and

· For health and medical services, the county shall reimburse at a level that does not exceed the capped fee-for-service schedule that is adopted by AHCCCS. 

According to the 2010 US Census, Maricopa County is the only county in Arizona that exceeds the population threshold of one million persons. 

Provisions

1. Requires all counties, instead of only Maricopa County, to reimburse for county jail inmate medical services at an amount not to exceed AHCCCS rates. 

House of Representatives
HB 2324

intergovernmental agreements; public agency indemnification

Sponsors: Representatives Weninger, Fann: Barton, et al.

	DP
	Committee on County and Municipal Affairs

	X
	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2324 allows an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) to require one public agency to hold the other public agency harmless from liabilities and damages caused by negligence, recklessness or intentional wrongful conduct of the indemnifying public agency.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 11-952 allows two or more public agencies or procurement units to contract for services and enter into an IGA with one another for joint or cooperative action.  The IGA must specify its duration, purpose, the manner of financing and establishing a budget for the undertaking, the permissible methods to be employed in accomplishing the termination of the IGA and any other necessary and proper matters.  If a separate legal entity was created by the IGA, the precise organization, composition, title and nature of the entity must be addressed.

Indemnity is defined as a collateral contract or assurance, by which one person engages to secure another against an anticipated loss or to prevent him from the legal consequences of an act or forbearance on the part of one of the parties or of some third person (Black’s Law Dictionary).
Provisions

1. Allows an IGA to require one public agency to defend, indemnify, or hold the other public agency harmless from liabilities, damages, losses and costs, including attorney and court fees.

a. Limits liability indemnification to the extent caused by the negligence, recklessness or intentional wrongful conduct of the indemnifying public agency.

2. Voids any IGA provision that requires a public agency to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the other public agency from liability, damage, loss, claim, action or proceeding caused by anything other than the negligence, recklessness or intentional wrongful conduct of the indemnifying public agency.

3. Makes technical changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2410

municipalities; traffic citation quota; prohibition

Sponsors: Representatives Stevens, Cardenas, Petersen, et al.

	DP
	Committee on County and Municipal Affairs

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2410 prohibits municipalities and their police departments from establishing traffic citation quotas and ranking peace officers based on this quota. 

History

A violation of a statute relating to traffic movement and control, including statutory parking and standing requirements, is treated as a civil matter, unless the statute provides for a different classification as a criminal offense. Statute requires all fees, fines, forfeitures and civil penalties imposed and collected by municipal courts in the exercise of their concurrent jurisdiction to be retained by and inure to the benefit of the city or town in which the municipal court is located.  Civil penalties imposed for civil traffic violations are statutorily capped at $250 plus surcharges levied pursuant to statute (Arizona Revised Statutes [A.R.S.] §§ 28-1554; 28-1591; 28-1598).   

A.R.S. § 9-101 governs the process of municipal incorporation that enables people within a community having common interests in such services as public health, police and fire protection to incorporate as a city or town. Of the 91 incorporated cities and towns, 81 offer police services. 

Peace officer is statutorily defined as regularly salaried deputy sheriffs, policemen or police officers of a duly organized police department (A.R.S. § 9-901). 

Provisions

1. Restricts municipalities and their police departments from: 

a. Establishing traffic citation quotas for peace officers employed by the police department;

b. Determining a peace officer’s rank or classification based on the number of traffic citations they have issued; and

c. Considering the number of traffic citations issued a factor when determining a peace officer’s rank or classification. 

House of Representatives
HB 2525

board of adjustment; appeals

Sponsor: Representative Coleman

	DPA
	Committee on County and Municipal Affairs 
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	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2525 clarifies that taxpayers who own or lease adjacent property affected by a decision of a board of adjustment (Board) may appeal the decision. 

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 9-462.06 requires local governing bodies to establish by ordinance a Board with at least five but no more than seven appointed members. The Board hears and decides appeals from the decisions of the zoning administrator, exercises other powers as granted by ordinance and adopts all rules and procedures necessary to conduct business. 

Current statute permits, by ordinance, municipalities with a population of more than 100,000 to allow an aggrieved person, taxpayer, officer, or municipal department affected by a decision of the Board to file an appeal with the clerk of the governing body within 15 days after the Board’s decision. The governing body must hear the appeal and has the authority to affirm, reverse, in whole or in part, or modify the Board’s decision. 

If the Board’s decision was appealed and the governing body’s decision was rendered, an aggrieved person, taxpayer, officer, or municipal department affected by the decision may file a complaint for special action in the superior court within 30 days of the decision. Filing a complaint does not stay proceedings on the decision sought to be reviewed. The court can, however, grant a stay and on final hearing may affirm, reverse or modify the decision reviewed. 

Statute defines board of adjustment as the official body designated by local ordinance to hear and decide applications for variances from the terms of the zoning ordinance and appeals from the decision of the zoning administrator (A.R.S. § 9-462).  

Of the 91 incorporated cities and towns, 10 have populations of more than 100,000 according to the 2010 US census. 

Provisions

1. Clarifies that, in municipalities with more than 100,000 people, taxpayers who own or lease adjacent property affected by a decision of a Board or local governing body may appeal the decision. 

2. Makes technical and conforming changes. 

Amendments

Committee on County and Municipal Affairs 

1. Includes taxpayers who own or lease property within 300 feet from the boundary of the immediately adjacent property. 

House of Representatives
HB 2003

technical correction; unclaimed property; transition

Sponsor:  Representative Petersen

	DPA

S/E
	Committee on Commerce

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2003 makes a technical correction.

Summary of the Strike-Everything Amendment to HB 2003

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 9-807 (Cities and Towns) and A.R.S. § 11-861 (Counties), prohibit municipalities and counties from adopting any form of code or ordinance that prohibits a citizen or entity from either choosing or not choosing to install or have fire sprinklers in a single family detached residence or any residential building that contains no more than two units.  Statute prohibits imposing a fine, penalty or other requirement on any person or entity for their choice regarding fire sprinklers in a residence.  

The provisions of law do not affect any code or ordinance that requires fire sprinklers in a residence if it was adopted before December 31, 2009.  

Provisions

1. Permits all fire sprinkler permit applications to be either in electronic or printed form.  

2. Requires the language pertaining to the fire sprinkler specifications to be printed on the fire sprinkler application forms utilized by the municipalities and counties.

3. Makes a technical change.

Amendments
Committee on Commerce

The strike-everything amendment was adopted.

House of Representatives
HB 2120

cosmetology board; director; licensing renewal

Sponsor: Representative Gowan

	DP
	Committee on Commerce

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2120 modifies the employment requirements for the Executive Director of the Arizona State Board of Cosmetology.  Establishes a two year, rather than an annual license renewal.

History

The Arizona State Board of Cosmetology (Board) is mandated in Title 32, Chapter 5, Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) to protect the public through the licensure and regulation of the cosmetology industry, including salons and schools.  The Board currently issues 12 categories of licenses to qualified applicants.  

A.R.S. § 32-502 outlines the appointment, qualifications and terms of office for members of the Board, which consists of seven members appointed by the Governor to three-year terms.  A.R.S. § 32-503 requires the Board to hold at least one monthly meeting and annually elect from its membership a chairman, vice-chairman, and secretary-treasurer.  The Board is also authorized to employ: an executive director; an examination supervisor; examiners; staff to provide investigative, professional and clerical assistance; other necessary personnel.  Current law requires the executive director to be a licensed cosmetologist for at least one of the five years immediately preceding employment.

A.R.S. § 32-517 requires cosmetologists, aestheticians and nail technicians to annually submit license renewals, along with the appropriate fee, and A.R.S. § 32-535 sets these same requirements for instructors.  

Provisions

1. Eliminates the requirement for the Executive Director to be a licensed cosmetologist for any specified amount of time prior to employment.

2. Changes the license renewal timeframe for cosmetologists, aestheticians, nail technicians and instructors from annual to biennial renewal and conforms the fee structure to the new 2-year cycle.

3. Makes technical, grammatical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2182

raffles; lawful conduct

Sponsor:  Representative Boyer

	DP
	Committee on Commerce

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2182 adds certain tax exempt entities that provide services to prevent and also advocate for victims of child abuse to the list of organizations authorized to lawfully conduct a raffle, if the proceeds are used for those same purposes.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes § 13-3302 outlines all activities that do not qualify as unlawful acts of gambling, including an authorization for certain tax exempt organizations to conduct a raffle.  To qualify, the nonprofit organization must: maintain its status as such and no individual affiliated with the organization may receive any pecuniary benefit, except being able to participate like the general public; continuously exist in Arizona for five years immediately preceding the raffle; and, no person except a bona fide local member of the nonprofit organization may participate in managing, selling, or operating the raffle. 

Statute permits licensed general hospitals, licensed special hospitals or certain tax-exempt foundations that serve to support cardiovascular medical research to contract with outside agents to participate in managing, selling or operating the raffle as long as the raffle is conducted no more than three times per calendar year and the proceeds are used to fund medical research, graduate medical education or indigent care. The maximum fee for this outside agent cannot exceed 15% of the raffle’s net proceeds.

Current statute also allows state, county or local historical societies as well as nonprofit organizations that are booster clubs, civic clubs or political clubs/organizations to conduct raffles under certain stipulations.

Provisions

1. Authorizes specific tax-exempt entities with at least 20 years of providing services to prevent child abuse and providing services and advocacy for victims of child abuse to contract with an outside agent to assist in managing, selling, or operating a raffle.

2. Requires the proceeds of such a raffle to be used to prevent child abuse and to provide services and advocacy for victims of child abuse.

3. Prohibits a raffle from being conducted more than three times in a calendar year and limits the maximum fee for an outside agent to 15% of the raffle’s net proceeds.

4. Makes technical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2317

labeling; Arizona wine

Sponsor: Representative Barton

	DP
	Committee on Commerce

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2317 specifies the requirements for licensees who wish to sell wine bearing a label stating that the wine originates in this state.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.), Title 4, outlines regulations and prohibitions for alcoholic beverages, including licensure requirements for its production and sale. The power to regulate alcoholic beverages is delegated to the Department of Liquor Licenses and Control (DLLC).  

A.R.S § 4-205.04 stipulates requirements for farm winery licenses. Those who wish to obtain a farm winery license are to submit an application along with the appropriate fee to the director of the DLLC, and are mandated to annually report the amount of wine produced in that calendar year. A licensed farm winery is authorized to make sales and deliveries of wine under specific statutory restrictions. 
A.R.S. § 4-244 designates unlawful acts in relation to alcoholic beverages, and asserts that it is unlawful for a licensee to sell wine carrying a label that references the state of Arizona or Arizona cities, towns or locations unless at least 75% by volume of the grapes used to produce the wine were grown in Arizona. 

Provisions

1. Modifies the requirements for licensees to sell wine carrying a label stating that the wine originates in this state if the following requirements are met:

a. At least 75% of the wine is derived from fruit or agricultural products, rather than only grapes, grown in this state.

b. The wine has been fully finished in this state.

2. Restricts licensees that are in compliance with the provisions of this legislation from being subject to criminal, civil or administrative action. 

House of Representatives
HB 2359

liquor licenses; aggrieved parties; hearing

Sponsors:  Representatives Shope, Cardenas: Espinoza, et al.

	dp
	Committee on Commerce

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2359 modifies the total number of people necessary to require a formal hearing before the Arizona State Liquor Board (Liquor Board) in cases of contested liquor licenses.

History

The current Liquor Board operates independently from the Department of Liquor Licenses and Control (Department) and consists of seven members appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate to serve three-year terms.  An executive director administers the Department’s daily functions.  As of August 2014, there were 11,914 active licenses under the Department.  The Department’s operating budget for FY 2015 is $3,589,200 and 45.2 FTEs.

A.R.S. § 4-201 stipulates that any person seeking a license to manufacture, sell or deal in spirituous liquor must apply to the Department on the prescribed form. Any person residing, owning or leasing property within a one mile radius of the proposed location may file a written protest with the Department no later than 15 days following action by the local governing body, or 60 days after the application is filed with the Department. The Board is responsible for hearing all liquor license applications that are protested by the public, governing body of a city, town or county, or the Department’s director. The Board may also protest an application and review appeals made against a decision made by the director. The Board scheduled 51 cases for hearing in FY2013, and 42 cases for hearing in FY2014.

Provisions

1. Increases, from 1 person to 5%, the number of people necessary to protest a liquor license and set a formal hearing before the Liquor Board.  The 5% must reside, own or lease property within a one mile radius of the proposed new liquor license location

House of Representatives
HB 2504

board of technical registration; alarms

Sponsor:  Representative Petersen

	DP
	Committee on Commerce

	X
	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2504 removes the regulatory authority and oversight of alarm businesses and alarm agents from the Arizona Board of Technical Registration (Board) and instead places the definitions and preemption language in the statutes pertaining to cities, towns and counties.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Laws 2012, Chapter 341, requires the Board to provide statutory oversight of alarm businesses and alarm agents in addition to the professions and occupations it already regulates: architects, assayers, engineers, geologists, home inspectors, land surveyors, and landscape architects.  The Board issues two year certificates to alarm businesses and alarm agents.  Each controlling person of the business and each alarm agent must submit a completed fingerprint card and appropriate background check fee to the Board, as well as an application and the related fee, in order to be certified.  

A.R.S. § 32-113 was part of the 2012 law that preempts the power of local authorities to license, register or certify an alarm business or alarm agent.  The statute prohibits the Board, a county, city, charter city or town to require an alarm business to provide information regarding its subscribers without first producing a court order.  The law further requires a local authority that violates the provision of law to reimburse a prevailing party for fees/expenses and the court may assess civil penalties against the county or city.  

Laws 2014, Chapter 174, grants discretionary authority to the Board to deny a license to anyone who lacks good moral character or has been convicted of an act involving moral turpitude, which may be established by past criminal activity.  The 2014 law specifically prohibits a city, town or special taxing district from levying a transaction privilege, sales, use or other similar tax on monitoring services related to an alarm system.

Provisions

1. Removes the regulation and certification of alarm businesses and alarm agents from the Board’s statutes and repeals the sections of law pertaining to their certification, fingerprinting and related statutory requirements.

2. Strikes the exemption for alarm agents from the statutes that regulate contractors.

3. Reinserts definitions and stipulates in the preemption language added to Titles 9 (Cities and Towns) and 11 (Counties) of the Arizona Revised Statutes, that the licensure, certification or registration of alarm businesses and alarm agents is a matter of statewide concern and is not subject to further regulation by local authorities.

4. Includes conforming language for the alarm system monitoring services within the exemption from municipal tax (Title 42) statutes.

5. Contains technical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2174

empowerment scholarship accounts; grandchildren

Sponsors: Representatives Finchem, Borrelli, Cobb, et al.

	DPA
	Committee on Education

	X
	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2174 expands the definition of qualifying student under the Empowerment Scholarship Accounts Program. 

History

Laws 2011, Chapter 75, established the Empowerment Scholarship Accounts Program (ESA) A.R.S. § 15-2401 defines an ESA qualified student as an Arizona resident who is any of the following: 

· Identified as having a disability, 

· Attends or is eligible to attend kindergarten at a D or F school or school district,

· A previous scholarship recipient of the ESA program or the Arizona Scholarships for Pupils with Disabilities Program, 

· A child whose parent or guardian is a member of the armed forces and on active duty or was killed in the line of duty (these students are exempt from any further requirements for qualification), 

· A child who is a ward of the juvenile court, or

· A child who is a sibling of a current or previous ESA recipient;

and who also meets at least one of the following requirements: 

· Attended a governmental primary or secondary school as a full-time student for at least 100 days of the prior fiscal year and who transferred under a contract to participate in an ESA, 

· Previously participated in the ESA program, 

· Received a scholarship from a School Tuition Organization and continues to attend a qualified school, 

· Was eligible for an Arizona Scholarship for Pupils with Disabilities, or 

· Has not previously attended a governmental primary or secondary school but is currently eligible to enroll in a kindergarten or preschool children with disabilities program. 

Laws 2013, Chapter 250, enacted session law that caps new ESAs through 2019 at 0.5% of the total number of students enrolled in school districts and charters schools during the previous school year.

The U.S. National School Lunch Program was established in 1946 to provide students from low-income households free or reduced-price lunch.  Students from families with a household income at or below 130% of the poverty level ($31,005 for a family of four) are eligible for free lunches.  Those from families with an income between 130% and 185% of the poverty level ($31,005 to $44,123 for a family of four) are eligible for reduced-price lunches (U.S. Dept. of Agriculture).

Provisions

1. Expands the definition of an ESA qualified student, to also include a student who:

a. Meets eligibility requirements for free or reduced lunch prices under the National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts; and 

b. Has a grandparent or grandparents as his/her primary caregiver.

2. Makes a technical change.

Amendments

Committee on Education

1. Removes requirement that a student who has a grandparent as his/her caregiver also meet eligibility requirements for free or reduced lunch prices under the National School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts.

House of Representatives
HB 2181

schools; omnibus statutory repeals

Sponsors: Representative Boyer, Senator Ward: Representative Allen J

	DPA
	Committee on Education

	X
	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2181 repeals various statutes relating to education.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.), Title 15, contains laws relating to education.  HB 2181 addresses the various responsibilities of specified entities involved in education and makes technical and conforming changes to update A.R.S., Title 15.  Each of the following statutes are repealed under this act. 

· A.R.S. § 15-102 requires a school district governing board to adopt a policy to promote the involvement of parents and guardians in the schools within the district and describes what must be included in this policy.

· A.R.S. § 15-152 requires a school district governing board to adopt a policy to provide notice to students and employees at least 48 hours before pesticides are applied on school property and describes what must be included in the policy. Governing boards are required to provide written notification to parents and oral notification to students and faculty before applying any pesticides on school property.

· A.R.S. § 15-342.01 requires a school district governing board to develop a roof inspection protocol to be used prior to any repair or replacement of roof mounted equipment.

· A.R.S. § 15-347 requires a school district governing board to consider the cultural traditions of its students when establishing or enforcing rules related to student participation in extracurricular activities.  The section also outlines the protocol for what to do if a student’s cultural tradition prevents participation in an extracurricular activity.

· A.R.S. § 15-349 requires large school districts to develop a vehicle fleet plan for converting its vehicles to alternative fuels and outlines the required vehicle and fuel specifications.

· A.R.S. §§ 15-351 and 15-352 require schools to create school councils and describes their makeup and responsibilities.  

· A.R.S. § 15-353 describes the responsibilities of school principals.

· A.R.S. § 15-354 allows principals to purchase supplies and materials for a school on behalf of the school district and outlines this procedure. 

· A.R.S. § 15-505 requires only school employees displaying symptoms of pulmonary disease to submit to tuberculosis tests. 

· A.R.S. § 15-705 requires school district governing boards and the State Board of Education to adopt policies regarding participation in extracurricular activities for middle school and high school students.

· A.R.S. § 15-706 requires the Department of Education to establish and maintain an environmental education information resource system to assist school districts in developing and implementing environmental education programs.

· A.R.S. § 15-728 allows students and parents to purchase books from a school district governing board at the price paid by the board.

· A.R.S. § 15-891.01 requires a school district to notify the parents of students with disabilities of all schooling options available under the Arizona Scholarships for Pupils with Disabilities Program.  The Arizona Scholarships for Pupils with Disabilities Program offers students with disabilities the option to attend any public school of their choice or to receive a scholarship to any private school of their choice (A.R.S. § 15-891).

· A.R.S. § 15-1158 allows school district governing boards to enter into agreements with individuals, corporations, associations or public agencies to provide meals for individuals, age 60 or higher. 

Current law prevents a student from attending school without first submitting proof of immunizations, unless the child is exempted by statute. Each school is required to maintain immunization records in each students mandatory permanent student record (A.R.S. § 15-874).

Provisions

1. Repeals each of the following sections of statute:

a. A.R.S. § 15-102 

b. A.R.S. § 15-152 

c. A.R.S. § 15-342.01 

d. A.R.S. § 15-347 

e. A.R.S. § 15-349 

f. A.R.S. § 15-351

g. A.R.S. § 15-352 

h. A.R.S. § 15-353 

i. A.R.S. § 15-354 

j. A.R.S. § 15-505 

k. A.R.S. § 15-705 

l. A.R.S. § 15-706 

m. A.R.S. § 15-728

n. A.R.S. § 15-891.01

2. Makes technical and conforming changes.

Amendments

Committee on Education

1. Removes the repeal of A.R.S. §§ 15-102, 15-152 and 15-342.01.

2. Repeals A.R.S. § 15-1158

3. Strikes the requirement that school districts, permanently, keep student immunization records.

4. Removes the requirement that a school district governing board provide written notification to parents prior to applying any pesticides on school property.

House of Representatives
HB 2185

alternative teacher development program; appropriation

Sponsor: Representative Boyer

	DPA
	Committee on Education

	DPA
	Committee on Appropriations COMMENTS  \* MERGEFORMAT 
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	Caucus and COW
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Overview

HB 2185 appropriates $5 million from the General Fund to the Arizona Department of Education for the Alternative Teacher Development Program and continues the Program through 2020.

History

A.R.S. § 15-552 requires the Arizona State Board of Education (SBE) to establish an Alternative Teacher Development Program (Program) to identify, train and place highly qualified individuals into low income schools by using a teaching intern certification and a qualified service provider.  The service provider is required to meet specific criteria including being a non-profit organization that provides alternative teacher placement and recruitment, servicing only public schools that provide instruction to a majority of low income students, requiring participants to have a bachelor’s degree from an accredited institution and requiring all participates to commit to a two-year term of service.  The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) is required to submit an annual report on the Program by December 15 and provide copies of the report to the Arizona Secretary of State and the director of the Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records (ASLAPR). 

SBE awards monies appropriated for the Program to a service provider that meets all of the Program requirements on a matching grant basis.  The amount of money awarded to the service provider is equal to the amount raised by the service provider, up to the appropriated amount for the Program.  ADE last received an appropriation from the General Fund (GF) for the Program in FY 2008 in the amount of $1 million which was awarded to Teach for America.  The FY 2014 budget contained a $500,000 appropriation from the GF to ADE for the Program, which was line-item vetoed by the Governor.

Provisions

1. Removes the requirement for ADE to provide a copy of the Program’s annual report to ASLAPR.

2. Continues the Program until July 1, 2020.

3. Appropriates $5 million from the GF to ADE in FY 2016 for the Program.

Amendments

Committee on Education

1. Requires 50% of the appropriated monies to be used by the service provider in counties with a population under 1 million persons.

Committee on Appropriations

2. Removes the appropriation.

House of Representatives
HB 2424

schools; regional service centers

Sponsor: Representative Coleman

	DP
	Committee on Education

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2424 directs county school superintendents to jointly operate regional service centers.

History

Established in 2009, Race to the Top is a federal competitive grant program that awards monies to states implementing educational reforms.  Monies from Race to the Top were awarded in three phases, with Arizona receiving approximately $25 million of the $200 million awarded in Phase 3.  Arizona’s county school superintendents, in collaboration with the Arizona Department of Education and the Governor’s Office of Education Innovation, have opened five regional education service and support centers using approximately $2.5 million of the monies awarded through Race to the Top.  The regional service centers are composed of county school superintendents and/or education service agencies and provide regional professional development, support and technical services to implement Arizona’s education reform plans.

Provisions

1. Directs county school superintendents to jointly operate regional service centers.

2. Defines terms.

House of Representatives
HB 2483

school tax credit; classroom expenses

Sponsors: Representatives Livingston; Boyer, Fann, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Education

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2483 permits up to 20% of a school site’s undesignated Public School Tax Credit contributions to be used for classroom expenses.

History
Established by Laws 1997, Chapter 48, the Public School Tax Credit permits individuals to receive a dollar-for-dollar reduction in income tax liability for contributions to public schools. An individual may receive up to a $200 credit, or a married couple may receive up to a $400 credit, for contributions to a public school in support of extracurricular activities and character education programs (Arizona Revised Statutes § 43-1089.01). Public School Tax Credit contributions that are not designated for a specific purpose are distributed at the discretion of the school site council or administrator. In Tax Year 2013, the Arizona Department of Revenue reported 253,842 claimants totaling approximately $50.9 million.

Classroom expenses as defined by the Arizona Auditor General in the Arizona School District Spending Fiscal Year 2013 report include dollars spent on classroom personnel (teachers in classroom and classroom aids), general instructional supplies, instructional aides and activities.

Provisions

1. Allows a school site council or a charter school officer to approve up to 20% of undesignated Public School Tax Credit contributions to be used for classroom expenses. 

House of Representatives
HB 2394

air quality; agricultural management practices

Sponsors: Representatives Pratt, Bowers, Cardenas, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Energy, Environment and Natural Resources

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2394 requires anyone who commences a regulated agricultural activity to immediately comply with the agricultural general permit beginning January 1, 2016. 

History

The agricultural general permit and best management practices were both a result of the Governor’s Agricultural Best Management Practices Committee (Committee) established by Laws 1998, Chapter 217, Section 16. The Committee consists of governor-appointed stakeholders from various agriculture industries who were required to adopt, by rule, an agriculture general permit and best management practices to reduce PM10 from agriculture activities. 

PM10 emissions refer to dust in the air and particulate matter measuring less than ten micrometers, and are regulated for public health reasons. The regulated areas of PM10 nonattainment are: 1) the Maricopa PM10 nonattainment area, 2) any portion of area A that is located in Maricopa County, and 3) any other PM10 particulate nonattainment area established in the state after June 1, 2009.
Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 49-457 defines an agricultural general permit as best management practices that reduce PM10 emissions from:

a) tillage and harvesting on a commercial farm; 

b) areas of a commercial farm that are not normally in crop production; 

c) areas of a commercial farm that are normally in crop production including prior to plant emergence and when the land is not in crop production; 

d) areas of a commercial farm undergoing significant agricultural earthmoving activities; and

e) activities of a dairy or a beef cattle lot, a poultry facility or a swine facility.

Statute defines best management practices as techniques that are verified by scientific research and that on a case by case basis are practical, economically feasible and effective in reducing PM10 particulate emissions from a regulated agricultural activity (A.R.S. § 49-457).

Provisions

1. Removes the 18-month delay for compliance with the agricultural general permit and requires immediate compliance with the permit beginning January 1, 2016. 

2. Makes technical changes. 

House of Representatives
HB 2173

escrow agents; legal tender

Sponsors: Representatives Finchem, Barton, Livingston, et al.

	DPA
	Committee on Federalism & States' Rights

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2173 recognizes coin or bullion which contains silver and gold as legal tender and authorizes licensed escrow agents to handle legal tender for deposits, exchanges, and debt payment. 

History

The United States Constitution Article 1, Section 8 provides delegated powers to the Congress of the U.S. Of the enumerated powers, Congress is given the power to coin and regulate money. United States Code (Code) § 31-5103 establishes United States coins, currency, Federal Reserve notes, and circulating notes of Federal Reserve banks and national banks as legal tender for all debts, public charges, taxes and dues. The Code excludes foreign gold or silver coins as legal tender for debts.

Arizona Revised Statutes § 6-801 defines escrow as any transaction in which any escrow property is delivered with or without transfer of legal or equitable title, or both, to a person not otherwise having any right, title, or interest therein in the connection with the sale, transfer, encumbrance or lease of real or personal property, which is delivered upon the contingent happening of a specified event. The delivery of escrow property disregards whether or not a debtor-creditor relationship is established.

Provisions

1. Recognizes legal tender as:

a. Legal tender authorized by Congress.

b. Specie coin issued by the United States government.

c. Any other specie that a court of appropriate jurisdiction rules the specie to be within the scope of state authority to make a legal tender.

2. States that a person cannot compel another person to accept or pay in specie legal tender unless provided by contract. 

3. Prohibits the taxation of the exchange of one legal tender form to another.

4. Asserts that legal tender is considered money and is not subject to taxation or regulation as property other than money.

5. Designates the attorney general to enforce the provisions relating to legal tender without prejudice to an individual’s right to judicial action. 

6. Allows an escrow agent who is licensed to do any of the following:

a. Accept and hold in a fiduciary capacity legal tender deposits, including individual retirement account deposits; and 

b. Pursuant to escrow instructions, may do either of the following:

i. Exchange money in one legal tender class for money in another legal tender class; or

ii. Pay the debts, taxes, public charges, or dues of a depositor using money in a legal tender class other than the one tendered into escrow by the depositor.

7. Requires a legal tender escrow agent to:

a. Keep books and records for the various classes of legal tender in the legal tender escrow agent’s custody and control as prescribed by the Department of Revenue; and

b. Maintain separate accounts for each class of legal tender.

8. Sets the value of accounts with certain deposits according to the fine precious metal content of the specie legal tender that is held in the account.

9. Requires legal tender escrow agents to provide:

a. The maintenance of paper dollar and paper cent monies in federally insured deposit accounts,

b. Secure vaulting of all specie legal tender, platinum dollars, and platinum cents on deposit,

c. Quarterly audits of all specie legal tender, platinum dollars, and platinum cents on deposit,

d. Insurance against damage or loss of all specie legal tender, platinum dollars, and platinum cents vaulted or in transit, and

e. Means to verify the weight and fineness of the metal content of any specie legal tender, platinum dollars, and platinum cents that are received outside a documented chain of custody.

10. Specifies that if amounts are excluded from gross income, gross receipts, or gross proceeds of sales that are paid in specie legal tender to a taxpayer for the payment of specified taxes, and the Department of Revenue does not accept specie legal tender payment, the taxpayer is required to state on certain documents all of the following:

a. The purchase price in specie legal tender and in the legal tender the taxpayer is required to use to pay the tax,

b. The amount of tax imposed on the transaction with the purchaser in specie legal tender and in the legal tender the taxpayer is required to use to pay the tax,

c. The applicable tax rate and date of the transaction.

11. Requires taxpayers to use the most recent paper dollar London fixing price for the specie legal tender used by the purchaser when determining the amount of the tax.

12. Requires the Department of Revenue to prescribe, by rule, a method for determining the amount of tax that is due, if the paper dollar London fixing price is not available.

13. Defines legal tender, specie, gold cent, gold dollar, legal tender class, legal tender escrow agent, legal tender exchange rate, paper dollar, platinum cent, platinum dollar, silver cent, and silver dollar.
14. Becomes effective on the general effective date.

15. Makes technical and conforming changes.

Amendments

Committee on Federalism and States’ Rights

1. Provides that any tax or public charge due as a result of a transaction involving specie legal tender is required to be paid in the same specie legal tender or in an equivalent amount of non-specie legal tender valued pursuant to the most recent daily exchange rate for the date of the transaction.

2. Requires, if necessary, the Attorney General to intervene in any legal action to preserve and protect the state’s monetary authority expressly reserved in Article I, Section 10 of the United States Constitution.

3. Removes provision relating to lender tender services, authorized services by escrow agents, accounting, vaulting and insurance, and payment in specie legal tender.

4. Makes conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HCR 2003

application; Article V convention

Sponsors: Representatives Townsend, Borrelli, Coleman, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Federalism & States' Rights

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HCR 2003 calls for an Article V Convention to propose amendments to the United States Constitution.

History

Article V of the United States Constitution provides that amendments to the U.S. Constitution can be proposed in one of two ways: the approval of two-thirds of both Houses of Congress, or on the application for a convention by two-thirds of the states’ legislatures. Proposed amendments then have to be ratified by three-fourths of the states’ legislatures or by three-fourths of the states’ conventions. Congress may propose the mode of ratification.

Provisions

1. Applies for an Article V Convention to propose amendments to the United States Constitution that will:

a. Impose fiscal restraints on the federal government,

b. Limit the power and jurisdiction of the federal government, and

c. Limit the terms of office for officials and members of Congress.

2. Continues this application until at least two-thirds of the legislatures of the states have made an application on the same subject.

3. Instructs the Secretary of State to transmit copies of this application to specified individuals.
House of Representatives
HB 2084

condominiums; planned communities; associations; disclosures

Sponsor: Representative Petersen

	DPA
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2084 requires condominium and planned community associations to file contact information with the Arizona Corporation Commission, instead of the county recorder.

History

A.R.S. Title 33, Chapter 9 governs condominiums and A.R.S. Title 33, Chapter 16 governs planned community associations. These chapters provide for the organization, powers and general governance of condominium and planned community associations.  A.R.S. §33-1256 and §33-1807 require these associations to record a notice with the county recorder containing the name, designated agent or management company and the general contact information for the association. This notice is recorded in the county where the association is located and must be updated within 90 days of any changes.

A.R.S. Title 10, Chapter 39, Article 2 governs the reports that must be filed by nonprofit corporations with the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC). Under A.R.S. §10-11622, domestic and foreign nonprofit corporations must file annual reports with the ACC containing the following information:

· Name and state or country of incorporation

· Address of known place of business 

· Name and address of Arizona agent

· Address of principal office

· Names and business addresses of directors and principal officers

· Brief description of the nature of the corporation’s activities

· Whether or not the corporation has members

· Certificate of disclosure 

· Statement that all corporate income tax returns have been filed with the Department of Revenue

Per statute, annual report due dates are staggered by corporation and the filing fee is set at $10 (A.R.S. §10-3122).   There are no penalties in statute for failure to file a nonprofit annual report.  

Provisions

1. Requires condominium and planned community associations to submit, in conjunction with their annual report, a separate statement to the ACC with the following information:

· Name of the association’s designated agent or management company

· Address and phone number of the association

· Email address and fax number, if any

2. Requires the statement to be current to the date that it is executed on behalf of the corporation.

3. Makes technical and conforming changes.

amendments
Committee on Government & Higher Education

1. Adds the association’s website, if any, to the separate statement that must be filed with the ACC.

2. Specifies that written responses to notices of violations be sent to the address listed on the notice, instead of the address filed with the county recorder (current law) or the address filed with the ACC (HB 2084 as introduced).

House of Representatives
HB 2218

accountancy board; certified public accountants

Sponsor: Representative Thorpe

	dp
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2218 makes changes to statutes relating to Certified Public Accountants (CPA) and Public Accounting Firms (Firm).  

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 32, Chapter 6 establishes the Arizona State Board of Accountancy (Board). The Board regulates education requirements and experience credentials of state CPAs and Public Accountants (PA), investigates consumer complaints, and processes and regulates certifications and registrations. The Board also regulates Firm registrations and requires a similar process of biennial renewal for CPAs, PAs and Firms.  (A.R.S. § 32-730)

Statute allows the Board to revoke an individual’s certificate as well as a Firm’s registration. A certificate or registration may also be relinquished by an individual or Firm if the Board consents.  Reinstatement of a registration or certificate is subject to a series of actions on the part of the individual or Firm as well as the Board. (A.R.S. §§ 32-741, 32-742) 

The Uniform Certified Public Accountant Exam (Uniform Exam) is required for a majority of applicants applying for a license. Recently, the Board adopted the Mutual Recognition Agreement as a form of reciprocity for foreign applicants. This agreement uses the International Qualification Examination (IQEX) to test knowledge of United States tax and accounting business law. 

Provisions

CPA Qualifications

1. Allows CPA applicants to substitute the IQEX for the Uniform Exam in cases where the applicant has obtained a certificate in another jurisdiction and certain requirements are met. 

Suspension, Revocation, Relinquishment and Reinstatement of Individual Certificates

2. Expands revocation or suspension criteria to include actions in any jurisdiction. 

3. Requires an individual with a revoked certificate to demonstrate that any complaints, investigations or Board-ordered requirements in place at the time of revocation have been remedied in order to receive a new certificate.

a. Mirrors the language used for reinstatement of a relinquished license  

4. Requires an individual who has relinquished a certificate to demonstrate that any court or Board-ordered restitution has been made as a requirement to have a certificate reinstated.

a. Mirrors the language used in reinstatement of a revoked license 

Suspension, Revocation, Relinquishment and Reinstatement of Firm Registrations

5. Clarifies that suspension of a Firm’s registration for failing to pay fees is not a disciplinary order. 

a. Mirrors the language used in non-registration of a certificate

6. Establishes a process for reinstatement of a relinquished registration.

a. Mirrors language used in the process for individual reinstatement of a relinquished CPA certificate

7. Allows a Firm to relinquish its registration:

a. Pending or in lieu of an investigation

b. Pending or in lieu of a disciplinary proceeding

c. While under a disciplinary order, with the Board’s consent 

8. Prohibits a Firm whose registration is relinquished from using titles or designations. 

9. Allows a Firm with a relinquished registration to apply for reinstatement if the Firm completes all of the following requirements:

a. Files an application for reinstatement and pays registration fee

b. Demonstrates rehabilitation from conducts pending at time of relinquishment by showing evidence of the following:

i. The Firm or partner has not taken part in any action that could be a basis for revocation or suspension of registration 

ii. The Firm has remedied any complaints, investigations or Board-ordered requirements in place at the time of relinquishment

iii. Other evidence of rehabilitations as the Board finds necessary

c. Meets all requirements for registration

1. Requires a Firm whose relinquishment has been accepted by the Board to submit a form before the relinquishment may go into effect. 

2. Provides a template of information required in the Firm registration relinquishment form.  

Miscellaneous

3. Clarifies that disciplinary action may include reimbursement of attorney fees to the Board.

4. Expands the definition of jurisdiction to include the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

5. Makes technical, conforming and clarifying changes. 

House of Representatives
HB 2219

state board of accountancy; continuation

Sponsor: Representative Thorpe

	dpa
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2219 continues the Arizona State Board of Accountancy (Board) for ten years. 

History

The Board was established by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 32, Chapter 6 to protect the public from unlawful, incompetent, unqualified or unprofessional Certified Public Accountants (CPA) and Public Accountants (PA) through certification and regulation. 

Per A.R.S. § 32-702, the Governor appoints a Board consisting of seven members to serve five year terms. Five of these members are required to be CPAs, two are public members. Statute allows for the Board to appoint committees to advise and assist in statutory duties. (A.R.S. § 32-703) There are currently six advisory committees in place. 

The Board responsibilities include:

· Executing examination and certification 

· Performing certification renewals and suspensions

· Investigating and resolving complaints

· Registering CPA firms

The Senate Commerce, Energy and Military and House Commerce Committees of Reference met on November 19, 2014 to perform a sunset review and recommended that the Board receive a ten year continuation. 

Provisions

1. Continues the Board for ten years. 

2. Contains a retroactivity clause.

3. Makes conforming changes.

Amendments

Committee on Government & Higher Education

1. Continues the Board for eight years instead of ten years. 

House of Representatives
HB 2288

scrap metal dealers; registration information

Sponsor: Representative Livingston

	dp
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2288 requires the Department of Public Safety (DPS) to post information online pertaining to registered scrap metal dealers (Dealer). 

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S) § 44-1641 defines scrap metal dealer as a person or business entity, except automotive recyclers engaged in the business of purchasing, trading, bartering or otherwise receiving secondhand or castoff material of any kind which is commonly referred to as scrap metal. 

Laws 2013, Chapter 137 established requirements for Dealers to register with DPS every two years. DPS may charge fees to Dealers to cover the costs of registration. Statute requires all state law enforcement and Dealers register on a theft notification website where descriptions of stolen items may be seen by recycling operations and law enforcement within a 100 mile radius. The theft notification website must have a location for Dealers to alert law enforcement when they are offered suspicious metals. Dealers must keep proof of registration with both DPS and the theft notification website at their place of business. 

Provisions

1. Requires DPS to post on their website:

a. The name and address of registered Dealers 

b. The location of each principal office and branch in Arizona where business is conducted by the Dealer

2. Makes a technical change. 

House of Representatives
HB 2419

commission fees; payment method

Sponsor: Representative Stevens

	dp
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2419 allows the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) to accept payment by credit card, charge card, debit card and electronic funds. 

History

The ACC is established by Article 15 of the Arizona Constitution to exercise state regulatory authority over public service corporations. The duties of the ACC include granting or denying rate adjustments, enforcing safety and public service requirements and approving securities matters.  (Article 15, Chapter 3) 

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 40-112 outlines fees to the ACC as follows:

· Issuing certification of documents, $5.50 per page 

· Making a copy of documents on file, up to $0.50 per page 

These funds are remitted to the State Treasurer pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 35-146 and 35-147. 

Provisions

1. Allows the ACC to accept payment by alternative methods, including:

a. Credit card

b. Charge card

c. Debit card

d. Electronic funds

2. Makes technical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2482

student loan bonds

Sponsors: Representatives Livingston, Gray, Mitchell, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2482 provides an alternative process for the issuance of specific types of student loan bonds and makes changes to the approval criteria.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 35, Chapter 5, Article 6, Student Loan Bond Programs, was added by Laws 2013, Chapter 228 and authorizes the issuance of bonds for the purpose of financing student loans made through a student loan program. A.R.S. § 35-772 grants specifically enumerated powers to a corporation in furtherance of a student loan program, including the power to:

· Determine the nature of student loan programs that the corporation will issue bonds for.

· Enter into contracts for student loan program purposes and for the origination, administration or servicing of student loans.

· Designate a particular qualified educational institution(s) or eligible lender(s) as an agent

· Make loans with the proceeds of the sale of its bonds in accordance with an agreement between the parties. 

· Acquire, purchase and make commitments to purchase student loans with proceeds from bond sales.

· Receive and accept from any public agency or other source loans, grants, guarantees or insurance related to student loan programs.

· Establish guidelines governing the actions of participating qualified educational institutions and lenders.

· Perform acts incidental to and deemed necessary to execute powers listed.

Prior to issuing bonds, a corporation must approve a plan for the student loan program to be financed by the bonds, and the plan must be reviewed and approved by the state program representative (Representative).  Per A.R.S. § 35-771, the state program representative is the Governor or the Governor’s designee. The Representative has 30 days after receiving the plan to approve or disapprove it; if notification isn’t made within 45 days, the plan is deemed approved.  The plan submitted must establish at least:

· The criteria for participation in the program by educational institutions, lenders and students.

· The general terms of the student loans and program.

· Any other information reasonably requested by the Representative.

Approval constitutes a finding by the Representative that:

· The origination or acquisition of loans will assist the students in attending an educational institution and financing the education.

· Adequate provision has been made or will be made for payment of:

· The principal or interest on any bonds issued to finance the program.

· Reasonable administrative expenses.

· All procedures for administration of the program conform with state law.

Provisions

1. Allows a corporation to issue bonds without approving a plan or submitting a plan to the Representative if the issuance is for:

a. Refunding bonds used exclusively to pay bonds that were already issued under the statutory process.

b. Additional bonds issued under the same governing documents and on the same basis as bonds that were previously approved by the corporation and the Representative.

i. These bonds must be rated in the “A” category or higher by a nationally recognized bond rating agency.

2. Requires the corporation to notify the Representative at least 60 days prior to issuance of either refunding or additional bonds.  Written notification must include the basis for the issuance.

3. Deems bonds that are rated in the “A” category or higher as conclusive proof that adequate provision for payment has been made, for purposes of the statutory findings made by the Representative for plan approval.

4. Makes technical and conforming changes. 

House of Representatives
HB 2139

controlled substances; schedules

Sponsor: Representative Carter

	DP
	Committee on Health

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2139 updates the schedules of controlled substances, contained in the Arizona Uniform Controlled Substances Act (Act), to conform to federal changes.  

History

The Controlled Substances Act, passed by Congress and effective October 27, 1970 is the federal policy under which the manufacture, importation, possession, use and distribution of certain substances is regulated.  Two federal agencies, the Drug Enforcement Administration and the Food and Drug Administration, determine which substances are added to or removed from the five schedules.

Schedules I and II include drugs that have a high potential for abuse and Schedule I drugs have no accepted medical use.  Schedules II-V have accepted medical uses.  Schedule III includes drugs or substances that have less potential for abuse than Schedules I and II.  Schedule IV and Schedule V contain drugs or other substances with a low potential for abuse.  21 U.S.C. Ch. 13 §812 requires that the five schedules of controlled substances be updated and republished on an annual basis.  Hyperlink
The Act is contained in Title 36, Chapter 27 of the Arizona Revised Statutes and included therein are the schedules of controlled substances.

Provisions

1. Updates the schedules in the Act to conform to federal changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2521

Arizona medical board; fingerprinting; disclosure.

Sponsors: Representatives Carter, Cobb

	DP
	Committee on Health

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2521 makes adjustments to the Arizona Medical Board (AMB) statutes.

History

Laws 1913, Second Special Session, Chapter 17 established the AMB which regulates the practice of allopathic medicine through licensure and complaint investigation and resolution related to medical doctors. The primary duty of the AMB is to protect the public from the unlawful, incompetent, unqualified, impaired or unprofessional practitioners of allopathic medicine through licensure, regulation and rehabilitation of the profession in the state. The AMB consists of 12 members who serve five year terms. Members are eligible to receive compensation in the amount of $250 per day for each day of service and related expenses.

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §§ 32-1422 and 32-1430; basic requirements for granting a license and license renewal respectively, were amended in 2014 to include a provision that applicants and licensees for renewal must submit a full set of fingerprints to the AMB for the purpose of obtaining a state and federal criminal records check.  A.R.S. § 32-1403.01 requires the AMB to make available to the public a profile of each licensee and this information must be available through an internet website and if requested, in writing.

The provisions related to state criminal background checks are governed by A.R.S. § 41-1750.  Subsection G(2) requires, in part, that the director of the Department of Public Safety authorize the exchange of criminal justice information between the central state repository, or the criminal justice information system with any noncriminal justice agency to receive criminal history information for the purpose of evaluating the fitness of current or prospective licensees, employees, contract employees or volunteers.  The exchange of federal criminal background check information is governed by Public Law 92-544.  

Provisions
5. Specifies that the AMB make available a profile to the public for each licensee, but stipulates the profile may not contain any information received from the Federal Bureau of Investigation relating to a federal criminal records check.

6. Removes the requirement for a renewal licensee who did not submit fingerprints for a criminal records check when initially licensed to do so. 

7. Contains an applicability and retroactivity clause along with an emergency measure.

House of Representatives
HB 2331

workers' compensation; fraudulent claims; forfeiture

Sponsor: Representative Fann

	DPA
	Committee on Insurance

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2331 requires a claimant for workers’ compensation to sign a document acknowledging that the falsifying of statements is subject to penalties, fines, and forfeiture of benefits.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 23-1021 entitles an employee who suffers a job-related injury the right to compensation for loss sustained on account of the injury, unless the injury was purposely self-inflicted.   In order to receive compensation, the employee must file a claim with the Arizona Industrial Commission within one year from the date of injury or when the injured employee became aware of the condition.

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 23-1028, a claimant who knowingly makes a false statement in order to obtain any compensation, benefit or payment forfeits all rights to such compensation, benefit or payment and is guilty of a Class 6 felony.

Provisions

1. Requires a claimant for compensation to sign any document which reports employment status or earnings to the insurance carrier or self-insured employer.

2. Requires the document to contain a statement which must be substantially similar to:

“Any person who knowingly makes a false statement or representation to obtain any compensation, benefit or payment is guilty of a Class 6 felony and is subject to up to one and one-half years in prison, a fifty thousand dollar fine and forfeiture of benefits. By my signature below, I am applying for all benefits to which I may be entitled and I swear that the statements made on this application are true, correct and complete.”

3. Clarifies that a claimant who knowingly makes a false statement or representation in order to obtain any compensation, benefit or payment, forfeits all rights to any future temporary or permanent disability compensation, benefit or payment after conviction of the offense.

4. Specifies forfeiture does not terminate on any subsequent designation of the offense as a misdemeanor.

Amendments

Committee on Insurance

1. Adds that the forfeiture of compensation is respective to the claim on which the false statement was made.

2. Clarifies that the document a claimant must personally sign is any monthly or annual income status report.

3. Modifies the acknowledgement of forfeiture of benefits statement.

House of Representatives
HB 2335

insurance compliance audit privilege

Sponsors: Representative Fann: Senator Farnsworth D

	DPA
	Committee on Insurance

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2335 makes revisions to statute relating to Insurance Compliance Self-Evaluative Privilege and removes the requirement for an insurer to notify the Department of Insurance (DOI) regarding an insurance compliance audit.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 20 Chapter 4, governs the Insurance Compliance Self-Evaluative Privilege, which authorizes an insurance compliance self-evaluative audit to be a privileged document provided that the insurance company complies with certain statutory requirements. Additionally, statute outlines the conditions in which the privilege does not apply and provides for a judicial process for determining if the privilege applies to an audit.

Insurance compliance audit is a voluntary, internal evaluation, review, assessment, audit or investigation that follows adopted written standards and criteria for the purpose of identifying or preventing noncompliance with or promoting compliance with laws, regulations, orders or industry or professional standards that is conducted by or on behalf of a company licensed or regulated pursuant to statute.

Provisions

1. Makes various clarifications and revisions to statute governing Insurance Compliance Self-Evaluative Privilege.

2. Removes the requirement for an insurer to notify DOI prior to the initiation, and at the conclusion, of an insurance compliance audit.

3. Removes the term self-evaluative when referring to the insurance compliance audit document.
4. Maintains that a person who has participated and witnessed the audit may testify to those events, however the person cannot be compelled to testify on any privileged part of the audit.

5. Preserves that the audit does not prevent the discovery of other evidence that was not developed for the audit.

6. States an insurer must comply with the statutory requirements for an insurance compliance audit in order for it to be considered a privileged document.

7. Clarifies that provisions related to the privilege do not limit certain authority of the Director of DOI pursuant to statute.

Amendments

Committee on Insurance

1. Removes a duplicative reference.

2. Increases the time an insurer has to file a petition for a hearing to 60 days.

House of Representatives
HB 2350

limited line insurance; examination exemption

Sponsor: Representative Fann

	DP
	Committee on Insurance

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2350 exempts an applicant for an insurance producer license from examination, if the applicant has authority for limited line insurance.  

History

The Arizona Department of Insurance (DOI) is responsible for administering an examination that tests the knowledge of an applicant concerning the lines of authority for which the application is made, the duties and responsibilities of an insurance producer and the insurance laws of the state. The Director of DOI shall make the examination available to applicants for licenses that meet the reasonable convenience of both the director and applicants, but at least every sixty days (Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 20-284). 

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 20-288, the following applicants are not required to take an examination: (1) an applicant for a timely renewal of a license; (2) an applicant who held the same type of license with the same lines of authority; (3) an applicant for a limited lines travel insurance producer business entity license or travel retailer working under such license; (4) an applicant for a license as a nonresident insurance producer that meets statutory requirements; (5) an applicant for a rental car agent license; (6) an applicant for a self-service storage agent license; and (7) an applicant who does not license adjusters.

Provisions

1. States applicants for an insurance producer license, who have authority for limited line insurance, are exempt from examination. 

House of Representatives
HB 2164

release; bailable offenses; evidence

Sponsor: Representative Borrelli

	dp
	Committee on Judiciary

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2164 specifies that prior to setting bail, the court is required to take into account whether the accused has prior convictions for crimes of violence or other evidence that the accused poses a danger to others in the community.

History

When a person is placed under arrest, the person is usually taken into police custody and processed.  Processing involves recording information about a crime, collecting fingerprints, taking photographs and confiscating any personal property.

After being processed, the next step is to arrange the person’s release.  When considering a person’s release, the main concern is ensuring that the person will appear at future court dates.  Judges decide whether to release individuals on their own recognizance, which means the individual promises in writing to appear in court at a later date, or requires a person to make a financial guarantee to appear in court.

Bail is a process by which a person pays a set amount of money to obtain release from police custody.  The court will have a bail hearing and will decide whether to grant bail and what amount is appropriate.  The court may consider several factors, such as a person’s mental condition, financial resources, family ties, drug or alcohol abuse, criminal history, etc.  As part of the release, a promise to appear in court for all scheduled hearings is required.  If the person appears in court at the scheduled hearings, the bail is returned.  If the person does not appear, the person will be subject to arrest and the bail amount will be forfeited.  

Provisions

1. Specifies that prior to setting bail, the court is required to take into account whether the accused has prior convictions for crimes of violence or other evidence that the accused poses a danger to others in the community, including the results of a risk or lethality assessment in a misdemeanor or felony domestic violence charge.

House of Representatives
HB 2212

licensing; accountability; enforcement; exceeding regulation

Sponsor: Representative Petersen

	DP
	Committee on Judiciary

	W/D
	Committee on Government and Higher Education COMMENTS  \* MERGEFORMAT 

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2212 allows prohibited acts regarding licensing decisions made by an employee of a political subdivision to be enforced in a private civil action.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) outlines prohibited acts for employees of a political subdivision in four different sections:

· A.R.S. § 9-834 – municipal employees

· A.R.S. § 11-1604 – county employees

· A.R.S. § 41-1030 – state employees

· A.R.S. § 48-3644 – district employees

Each section of statute prohibits an employee of a political subdivision from basing a licensing decision, in whole or in part, on a licensing requirement not specifically authorized by statute, rule, ordinance or code.

Provisions

1. Allows a private civil action to be enforced if a municipal, county, state or district employee makes an unauthorized decision regarding licensure.

2. Grants relief to be awarded against a municipality, county, state or district.

3. Requires the court to award costs and fees associated with a license application to the prevailing party. 

4. Requires a municipality, county, state or district to prominently print the prohibited acts and enforcement language on all license applications.

House of Representatives
HB 2214

notice; attorney general; trial court

Sponsor: Representative Petersen

	DP
	Committee on Judiciary

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2214 provides the attorney general 20 days’ notice for further proceedings after the original trial and sentencing. 

History

A.R.S. § 13-121 was added by Laws 1958, Chapter 79, § 1.  Current statute requires that if further proceedings are instituted before the trial court after the original trial and sentencing has occurred, proof must be provided to the court that the attorney general has been notified of the hearing at least ten days before its occurrence.  This does not apply to motions for a new trial made within one year after the rendition of the verdict or the finding of the court.

Provisions

1. Provides the Attorney General 20 days’ notice for further proceedings after the original trial and sentencing, instead of ten days.

2. Makes technical changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2291

probation standards; annual report; counties

Sponsor: Representative Farnsworth

	DP
	Committee on Judiciary

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2291 requires Maricopa County to submit an annual report on probation standards by December 1st of each year, rather than October 1st. 

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 12-269 was added by Laws 2006, Chapter 261, § 4.  Current law states that direct state aid for probation services appropriated for juvenile intensive probation services pursuant to § 8-353, state aid for probation services pursuant to § 12-262, adult intensive probation services pursuant to Title 13, Chapter 9, and community punishment programs pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 2, Article 11 shall not be disbursed to a county with a population of two million or more persons.  It also mandates that counties with two million or more people must maintain probation standards and submit an annual report of probation standards by October 1st of each year.  

Provisions

1. Requires Maricopa County to submit its annual report of probation standards by December 1st of each year, rather than October 1st.

House of Representatives
HB 2296

adoption petition; county attorney

Sponsors: Representative Farnsworth E

	dp
	Committee on Judiciary

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2296 removes the mandate requiring county attorneys to prepare adoption petitions and  represent prospective adoptive parents, and permits adoption agencies to submit prepared adoption petitions to the county attorney.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 8-127 was added by Laws 1970, Chapter 205, § 2.  Current law requires a county attorney of the county in which the prospective adoptive parent resides, on application of the person or persons seeking adoption, to prepare the adoption petition and act as attorney without expense to the prospective adoptive parent.  

If an adoption is made through a licensed adoption agency, the agency is required to prepare the petition for adoption and submit it to the county attorney.  If the petition is contested the county attorney, with the permission of the court, may withdraw from further representation of any party to the proceeding and the prospective adoptive parent shall employ counsel.  

Provisions
1. Permits, rather than requires, county attorneys to prepare adoption petitions and represent prospective adoptive parents.

2. Permits, rather than requires, adoption agencies to submit prepared adoption petitions to the county attorney.

3. Makes a technical change.

House of Representatives
HB 2310

mental health courts; establishment

Sponsor: Representative Farnsworth E

	dpa
	Committee on Judiciary

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2310 establishes mental health courts and allows counties to enter into intergovernmental agreements to establish regional mental health courts.

History

Mental health courts are specialized courts designed to address the unique needs of offenders with serious mental illness (SMI) or who are developmentally disabled, provide appropriate services that will reduce the possibility of recidivism, improve public safety through improved monitoring, reduce the number of jail days spent in custody, and provide accessible treatment and support services to clients.  In order to qualify for mental health court, a defendant must be enrolled in and have their case managed by a local Regional Behavioral Health Authority, the Division of Developmental Disabilities or the Veterans Administration or have a private provider that is willing to meet monthly.

The purpose of these specialized courts is to provide individualized treatment and services by a mental health team composed of the judge, the prosecutor, the public defender and a treatment team representative to address the defendant’s psychological needs and make assessments for treatment referrals.  Defendants are monitored during the time that their case is pending and, upon successful completion of the program, the charges will be dismissed.  Completion dates are occasionally extended to allow defendants more time to meet requirements.  If a defendant is  unsuccessful, the defendant will be removed and the case will resume with regular court proceedings.

Provisions

1. Allows the presiding judge of the superior court in each county to establish a mental health court to adjudicate cases filed in the county.

2. Requires the presiding judge to establish the eligibility criteria for referral.

3. Allows judges with proper jurisdiction to refer cases where defendants meet the eligibility criteria.

4. Requires originating courts to notify the prosecutor of any criminal case referral.

5. Allows the presiding judges in counties with a population of less than 250,000 to enter into intergovernmental agreements with each other to establish a regional mental health court and refer and adjudicate cases.

Amendments

Committee on Judiciary

1.  Removes the following provisions:

a. Allows the presiding judge of the superior court in each county to establish a mental health court to adjudicate cases filed in the county.

b. Requires the presiding judge to establish the eligibility criteria for referral.

c. Allows judges with proper jurisdiction to refer cases where defendants meet the eligibility criteria.

2. Amends the measure to allow the presiding judges in counties with a population of less than 250,000 to enter into an agreement to establish a regional mental health court and refer and adjudicate cases.

House of Representatives
HB 2085

private investigators; security guards; regulation

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Finchem: Campbell, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2085 establishes continuing minimum qualification requirements and additional disciplinary procedures for private investigators and security guards.

History

The Department of Public Safety (DPS) administers both private investigator (PI) and security guard licenses and registrations. PI or security guard licenses are obtained by the individual responsible for the management of an agency. PI or security guard registration certificates are obtained by individuals for employment at an agency. Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 32 Chapters 24 and 26 outline minimum qualifications to obtain a PI or security guard license or registration.

The Private Investigator and Security Guard Hearing Board (Board) was established in 1992 to make recommendations to the DPS director (Director) on disciplinary actions taken against PIs and security guards, as well as the denial of PI and security guard license or registration applications. The Board is comprised of seven members: two PI licensees, two security guard licensees, two peace officers holding a rank equal to or above lieutenant who are not employed by DPS, and one public member with no personal or professional interest in the PI or security guard industries (A.R.S. § 32-2404).   

A.R.S. §§ 32-2457 and 32-2636 outlines the conditions under which the Director may take disciplinary action against a PI or security guard. The Board makes a recommendation to the Director to dismiss a complaint, establish a period and terms of probation, suspend a license or registration for up to 12 months, or revoke a license or registration. The final determination of a complaint is at the discretion of the Director. Currently, only security guards are subject to disciplinary action for certain arrests. The Director is required, upon completion of an investigation, to suspend the license or registration of a security guard who is arrested for an offense that would preclude him or her from initial licensure or registration. 

Provisions

1. Requires the Director, upon completion of an investigation, to suspend the license or registration of a PI who is arrested for an offense that would preclude him or her from initial licensure or registration.

2. Mandates a PI to notify their employer of an arrest within 48 hours and directs the employer to notify DPS of the arrest within an additional 24 hours.

3. Clarifies that a security guard agency must maintain liability insurance throughout its licensure.

4. Applies disciplinary actions taken against a PI or security guard to all other PI or security guard licenses or registrations held by that person. 

5. Expands the list of grounds under which disciplinary action may be taken against a PI or security guard to include:

a. being arrested for an offense that would preclude a PI from obtaining an initial license or registration;

b. failure of a security guard licensee to maintain liability insurance; and

c. failure of a PI or security guard to maintain minimum licensure or registration qualifications.

6. Makes technical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2091

veterans; in-state tuition

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Campbell, Cardenas, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	DP
	Committee on Government & Higher Education

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2091 grants an individual who receives educational assistance for veterans pursuant to federal law classification as an in-state student.

History

Federally established in 2014, Section 702 of the Veterans Access, Choice and Accountability Act (Choice Act) requires the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs to disapprove educational programs for payment of benefits under the Post-9/11 GI Bill and the Montgomery GI Bill-Active Duty from public institutions of higher learning (IHL) that charge a covered individual in excess of resident tuition and fee rates, beginning July 1, 2015.  

A covered individual under the Choice Act can include:

· a veteran enrolled at a public IHL within three years of discharge after serving 90 days or more on active duty;

· a spouse or child using transferred benefits enrolled at a public IHL within three years of the transferor’s discharge after serving 90 days or more on active duty;

· a surviving spouse or child enrolled at a public IHL within three years of an active duty service member’s death in the line of duty after serving 90 days or more; or

· an individual who remains continuously enrolled at an IHL after initially meeting the requirements.

These qualifications pertain to individuals living in the state of the public IHL, regardless of former residency. 

Provisions

1. Entitles immediate in-state student classification to an individual enrolled at a public IHL under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Board of Regents or a community college district governing board if the individual receives education benefits via the Post-9/11 GI Bill or the Montgomery GI Bill-Active Duty and:

a. enrolls at a public IHL within three years after the veteran’s discharge from or service member’s death in the line of active duty service of 90 days or more; or

b. remains enrolled at a public IHL beyond the three year period following the discharge or death of the veteran and meets the initial requirement.

2. Ensures that a qualifying individual will not lose in-state classification if the individual exhibits the intent to become a resident of Arizona.

3. Contains an emergency clause.

4. Makes technical and conforming changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2107

law enforcement merit system; continuation

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Cardenas, Coleman, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2107 continues the Law Enforcement Merit System Council (LEMSC) for eight years.

History

LEMSC reviews classification and compensation plans; employee selection, promotion, disciplinary, and dismissal procedures; performance appraisal systems; and standards and qualifications for covered Department of Public Safety and Arizona Peace Officers Standards and Training Board (AZPOST) employees. LEMSC also conducts appeal hearings for disciplinary actions taken against AZPOST-certified peace officers employed at various state agencies. LEMSC consists of five members nominated by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate to serve three year terms. No more than three of these members may belong to the same political party.

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 41-3015.11 terminates LEMSC on July 1, 2015. On October 28, 2014, the House of Representatives Public Safety, Military and Regulatory Affairs and the Senate Public Safety Committees of Reference (COR) met to review the sunset factors for LEMSC prescribed by A.R.S. § 41-2954 and to receive public testimony. The COR recommended that LEMSC be continued for eight years. 

Provisions

1. Continues LEMSC for eight years, retroactive to July 1, 2015. 

2. Repeals LEMSC on July 1, 2023.

3. Contains a purpose statement. 

House of Representatives
HB 2272

law enforcement officers; firearm purchase

Sponsors: Representatives Borrelli, Cardenas, Kern, et al.

	DPA
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2272 permits a Public Safety Personnel Retirement System (PSPRS) member to purchase a rifle issued by an employer at below fair market value.

History

PSPRS is a statewide retirement program for public safety personnel who are regularly assigned hazardous duty, such as certified peace officers and firefighters. PSPRS is funded through cost-sharing contributions from members and employers, and contributions vary from employer group to employer group. PSPRS member pension benefits are calculated based on when the member began employment, the member’s years of credited service, and the member’s salary. Members with 20 years of credited service who began employment prior to January 1, 2012 receive a pension of 50% of the member’s highest consecutive three-year salary. Members with 25 years of credited service who began employment after January 1, 2012 receive a pension of 62.5% of the member’s highest consecutive five-year salary. Pension amounts are adjusted for credited service in excess of or below 20 or 25 years. 

In addition to regular pension benefits and subject to employer approval, a PSPRS member may also purchase the handgun or shotgun issued to the member by his or her employer at less than fair market value (Arizona Revised Statutes § 38-845). 

Provisions

1. Allows a law enforcement officer who is a member of PSPRS to purchase a rifle issued to the member by his or her employer at less than fair market value, subject to employer approval.

2. Defines law enforcement officer as a member of PSPRS.

Amendments

Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

1. Allows a law enforcement officer who is a member of PSPRS to purchase any firearms issued to the member by his or her employer at a price determined by the employer agency and subject to employer approval.

2. Defines firearms as any handguns, pistols, revolvers, rifles, shotguns, or other weapons that expel a projectile by the action of expanding gases.

House of Representatives
HB 2300

firearms; prosecutors; law enforcement officers

Sponsor: Representative Farnsworth E

	DPA
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2300 authorizes a former or active prosecutor to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction.

History

The United States Law Enforcement Officer Safety Act (LEOSA) enables a qualified law enforcement officer or qualified retired law enforcement officer who possesses proper identification to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction. A qualified law enforcement officer, as defined by LEOSA, is employed by or retired from a public law enforcement agency and is or was formerly authorized by law to engage in or supervise the prevention, detection, investigation, prosecution, or incarceration of a person in violation of the law. A qualified retired law enforcement officer must carry photographic identification issued by his or her former employer agency that indicates the officer’s compliance with state standards for qualification in firearms training within the past year in order to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction. LEOSA does not authorize a qualified law enforcement officer to carry a concealed firearm on private or public property in which the possession of firearms is restricted. 

Provisions

1. States that a former municipal, county, or state prosecutor is a qualified retired law enforcement officer as defined by LEOSA and is authorized to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction.

2. Authorizes a prosecutorial agency to issue a photo identification card that indicates the prosecutor’s former employment with the agency.

3. Clarifies that a prosecutorial agency is not required to revoke a photographic identification card issued to a former prosecutor based on any incident that may occur after termination of employment.

4. Expands the definition of peace officer to include a municipal, county, or state prosecutor who has received a certificate from the Arizona Peace Officers Standards and Training Board (AZPOST), authorizing an active prosecutor to carry a concealed firearm in any jurisdiction.

5. Makes a technical change.

Amendments

Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

1. Clarifies that a municipal, county, or state prosecutor who is classified as a peace officer must pass an AZPOST-approved pistol qualifying exam for obtaining and maintaining peace officer certification requirements each year.

House of Representatives
HB 2396

wildlife; guides; firearms

Sponsors: Representatives Pratt, Cardenas, Carter, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2396 removes language that limits wildlife guides from carrying firearms other than a revolver or pistol.

History

The Arizona Game and Fish Department allows individuals who are 18 years of age or older to obtain a hunting, fishing, or combination guide license. Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 17-101 defines a guide as an individual authorized to assist another in the taking of wildlife for compensation. In order to obtain a guide license, a person must initially obtain the appropriate hunting or fishing license, complete an application, pay the $300 guide license fee, and pass the applicable guide license exam by at least 80%. 

A.R.S. § 17-323 restricts a guide from carrying any firearm other than a revolver or pistol.

Provisions

1. Eliminates language prohibiting wildlife guides from carrying firearms other than a revolver or pistol.

2. Makes technical changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2399

G&F; hunter harassment

Sponsor: Representative Pratt

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2399 permits the Game and Fish Commission (Commission) to revoke a person’s license if the licensee has intentionally interfered with, prevented, or disrupted the lawful taking of wildlife.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 17-340 authorizes the Commission to revoke any person’s hunting, trapping, or fishing license for the following violations: 

· unlawful taking, selling, offering for sale, bartering, or possession of wildlife; 

· careless use of firearms resulting in injury or death; 

· destroying, injuring, or molesting livestock; 

· damaging or destroying growing crops or personal property; 

· littering hunting or fishing areas;

· allowing another person to use their big game tag; 

· taking or driving wildlife from closed areas (A.R.S. § 17-303); 

· trespassing on private lands for the taking of wildlife where it is prohibited (A.R.S. § 17-304); 

· obtaining a license or other permit for the taking of wildlife using fraudulent information (A.R.S. § 17-341); or

· violating hunting or fishing guide license regulations (A.R.S. § 17-362). 

A.R.S. § 17-316 prescribes a Class 2 misdemeanor for intentionally interfering with, preventing, or disrupting the lawful taking of wildlife via the following actions:

· harassing, driving, or disturbing wildlife;

· blocking or attempting to block, obstruct, or impede a person lawfully taking wildlife;

· erecting a barrier without a landowner’s consent to deny access to and from hunting areas;

· making or attempting to make unauthorized physical contact with a person taking wildlife; or

· engaging or attempting to engage in theft, vandalism, or destruction of real or personal property. 

Provisions

1. Allows the Commission to revoke a person’s license if that person has intentionally interfered with, prevented, or disrupted the lawful taking of wildlife. 

2. Makes technical changes.

House of Representatives
HB 2438

post-traumatic stress disorders: public safety

Sponsor: Representative Livingston

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2438 establishes the Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) in Public Safety Study Committee (Committee).

History

PTSD is a mental disorder that causes individuals to feel stressed or frightened in the absence of danger and typically develops after experiencing a traumatic ordeal that involved physical harm or the threat of physical harm. PTSD can develop after enduring a variety of traumatic incidents. 

Provisions

1. Establishes the Committee consisting of the following members:

a. two members of the House of Representatives appointed by the Speaker who are members of different political parties;

b. two members of the Senate appointed by the President who are members of different political parties;

c. four members who represent the law enforcement community—two from a county with a population of at least 1.2 million appointed by Speaker and two from a county with a population below 1.2 million appointed by the President;

d. two psychologists—one from a county with a population of at least 1.2 million appointed by the President and one from a county with a population below 1.2 million appointed by the Speaker; and

e. three faculty members—one from each of the three state universities in Arizona—with expertise in law, criminology, sociology, or another relevant field appointed by the president of each member’s respective university.

2. Directs the Committee to research and report on the effects of PTSD on state and local law enforcement officers.

3. Allows the Committee to request information from any state agency or political subdivision, conduct hearings and receive public testimony, and use state agency resources at no cost to the Committee.

4. Prohibits Committee members from receiving compensation, with the exception of reimbursement for expenses.

5. Requires the Committee to submit a report on its findings to the Governor and the Legislature prior to January 1, 2016.

6. Repeals the Committee on October 1, 2016.

House of Representatives
HB 2527

prohibited laws, rules, ordinances; firearms

Sponsor: Representative Kern

	DP
	Committee on Military Affairs and Public Safety

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2527 prohibits the state, state agencies, and political subdivisions from restricting the transfer of firearms.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 13-3118 prohibits the state, state agencies, and political subdivisions, with the exception of the Legislature, from enacting or implementing any law, rule, or ordinance related to the possession or storage of firearms other than those that exist in statute. State, county, or municipal judicial departments, law enforcement agencies, or prosecutorial agencies are exempt from this restriction.

A.R.S. § 13-105 defines a firearm as any loaded or unloaded handgun, pistol, revolver, rifle, shotgun, or other weapon that expels a projectile via the action of expanding gases and does not include a firearm in permanently inoperable condition.

Provisions

1. Prohibits the state, state agencies, and political subdivisions, with the exception of the Legislature, from enacting or implementing any law, rule, or ordinance relating to the transfer of firearms.

House of Representatives
HB 2349

flood control districts; administrative enforcement

Sponsor: Representative Fann

	DP
	Committee on Rural Economic Development 

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2349 alters flood control district violation notice requirements and permits counties with populations less than 175,000 to adopt new procedures for processing and examining violations.  

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 48 governs special taxing districts. Special taxing districts are formed to provide necessary services or infrastructure by placing the tax burden on those who benefit from the improvements. A.R.S. § 48-3602 requires each county to establish a flood control district to include and govern its area of jurisdiction. The members of the County Board of Supervisors are required to sit as the board of directors for the flood control district. The Board of Directors (Board) may establish a board of hearing review to review decisions pertaining to violations (A.R.S. § 48-3603). 

A.R.S. § 48-3613 prohibits persons from engaging in any development to divert, retard or obstruct the flow of waters in a delineated floodplain without first receiving written authorization from the Board of the appropriate flood control district. A.R.S. § 48-3615 stipulates that a person who engages in development without written authorization is guilty of a Class 2 misdemeanor and for other violations, including rules, a person may be assessed a separate civil penalty of no more than the fines chargeable for a Class 2 misdemeanor.

Provisions

1. Changes violation notice requirements for a person engaged in the development of a floodplain without a permit, changes includes:  

a. Removing the place where the person responding to the notice may appear to show cause and why the notice should be vacated. 

b. Adds an option for a person to respond to a notice by mail or delivery. 

2. Removes the option for an individual to appear in person, by attorney or a designated representative at the time and location prescribed in the notice to admit or deny the allegations.

3. Specifies that an alleged person may request a stay of any cease and desist order from the chief engineer on a form that is provided with the notice of violation. 

4. States that the notice of violation will serve as the complaint and the request for hearing will serve as the answer. 

County population less than 175,000

5. Permits a district in counties with a population less than 175,000 to adopt a procedure in which the hearing officer issues a written finding, final decision and order.

6. States that the hearing officer’s final decision and order may be in any form as adopted by the Board, and may include:

a. A determination of violation.

b. An order directing the measures to be taken to abate any harm or damage arising from the violation.

c. The imposition of a civil penalty. 

7. Permits on recommendation of the chief engineer, with the agreement of the Board and the person in violation, the hearing officer to order a nonmonetary penalty that serves the purpose of the district. 

8. Makes technical and conforming changes. 

House of Representatives
HB 2358

TPT; exemption; crop dusters

Sponsors: Representatives Shope, Barton, Mitchell, et al.

	DPA
	Committee on Rural Economic Development

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2358 exempts new agricultural aircraft from Transaction Privilege Tax (TPT) and use tax.

History

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statues (A.R.S.) § 42-5061 businesses in the retail classification for TPT purposes engage in selling tangible personal property at the retail level. The TPT base for retail classifications is the gross sale proceeds or gross income from sales transactions. This statue further prescribes certain sale items that are exempt from TPT. Examples of exempt items include: medical oxygen, medical eye glasses, insulin, university required text books, commercial agriculture seeds, groundwater measuring devices, machinery and equipment necessary for livestock milk production and more. 

Provisions

1. Exempts new agricultural aircraft from retail TPT. 

2. Defines agricultural aircraft. 
3. Contains a retroactivity clause beginning from and after September 30, 1988.

4. Makes technical and conforming changes. 

Amendments

Committee on Ways and Means

1. Changes the retroactive date to from and after April 17, 1985. 

2. Sets a December 32, 2015 deadline for anyone to claim a retroactive refund.

3. Sets an aggregate cap of $10,000 for retroactive refunds. 

4. Contains a non-severability clause.

House of Representatives
HB 2259

pipeline safety; civil penalties

Sponsors: Representatives Gray: Borrelli, Boyer, et al.

	DP
	Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2259 increases the maximum civil penalties for violations pertaining to the safety of pipeline transportation and facilities. 

History

U.S. Federal Code (Code) 49 defines federal pipeline safety standards. The Code requires all pipeline facilities to possess working excess flow valves if the facility transports natural gas, and it grants the Secretary of Transportation the power to inspect and determine if pipelines become unsafe. Each facility is required to conduct an analysis of potential risks based on location and create a management plan for such risks. Failure to comply with any section of the Code can result in civil or criminal penalties. 

Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 40-441 and 442 provide that Arizona standards must be in line with the Code and it extends regulations to include pipelines which are not under exclusive federal control. Any person, firm or corporation that violates any rule related to the safe transportation of gas and hazardous liquids or pipeline facilities is subject to a civil penalty. The maximum civil penalty is $100,000 for each single violation and for any related series of violations it is $1 million. The Arizona Corporation Commission oversees Arizona’s pipelines and determines the civil penalty amount. The penalty is determined by the size of the person’s business, firm, or corporation charged, the gravity of the violation, and the good faith of the person, firm, or corporation charged. All monies collected from the civil penalties are deposited into the state General Fund. 

Provisions

1. Increases the maximum civil penalty for one violation of the standards for pipeline safety from $100,000 to $200,000.

2. Increases the maximum civil penalty for any related series of violations of the standards for pipeline safety from $1 million to $2 million.

House of Representatives
HB 2147

TPT; municipal tax; pole attachment

Sponsors: Representatives Olson, Mitchell: Senator Lesko, et al.

	DPA
	Committee on Ways and Means

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2147 exempts the leasing or renting of space to make attachments to utility poles from Transaction Privilege Tax (TPT).  

History

TPT is imposed on a vendor for the privilege of conducting business in Arizona. Under this tax, the seller is responsible for remitting to the state the entire amount of tax due based on the gross proceeds or gross income of the business. While the tax is commonly passed on to the consumer at the point of sale, it is ultimately the seller’s responsibility to remit the tax. Business activities subject to TPT include, but are not limited to: retail, restaurants and bars, transient lodging (hotel/motel), commercial leasing, advertising, amusements, personal property rentals, real property rentals, construction contracting, owner/builders, manufactured building, severance (mining, timbering), transportation, printing, publishing, utilities, communications, air/railroad, and private cars/pipelines. 

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 42-5071 outlines various exemptions from the personal property rental classification of TPT.  A.R.S. § 42-6004 lists goods and services that are exempt from municipal TPT, sales, use and other similar taxes. 

Provisions

1. Exempts the leasing or renting of space to make attachments to utility poles from the TPT personal property retail classification.  

2. Excludes the leasing or renting of space to make attachments to utility poles from the utilities and commercial lease classifications. 

3. Defines cable operator and utility pole.
4. Includes various provisions regarding refund claim requirements, deadlines and specifies that the total amount of refunds may not exceed $200,000. 

5. Applies retroactively to taxable periods beginning from and after August 31, 2006. 

6. Contains a severability clause. 

7. Makes technical and conforming changes. 

Amendments

Committee on Ways and Means

1. Removes the retroactivity clause. 
House of Representatives
HB 2152

STOs; luxury tax credits

Sponsor: Representative Olson

	DP
	Committee on Ways and Means

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2152 creates a credit against luxury tax liability for a farm winery, manufacturer, microbrewery, or craft distiller for contributions to School Tuition Organizations (STOs).

History

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statues (A.R.S.) §§ 43-1183 and 43-1184 a dollar-for-dollar credit is allowed against income taxes for contributions to an STO. STO tax credits are not to exceed an aggregate annual amount of $43 million for fiscal year 2015 with the cap increasing 20% each subsequent year. STO credits must receive preapproval from the Arizona Department of Revenue (DOR) and are awarded on a first-come-first-serve basis. If an allowable tax credit exceeds the tax payer’s tax liability, the credit may be carried forward for five consecutive tax years. A.R.S. §§ 43-1504, 43-1505 stipulate that STO’s receiving contributions use at least 90% of contributions to provide scholarships or tuition grants to low-income, disabled or displaced children.  

According to A.R.S. §§ 42-3354, 42-3355 spirituous liquor wholesalers, farm wineries, microbreweries and craft distillers are required to pay a monthly luxury tax to DOR. A.R.S § 42-3052 prescribes luxury tax rates for alcohol: $3 per gallon of spirituous liquor, $0.84 per gallon of vinous liquor with alcohol content less than 24%, $0.25 per container or 8 ounce portion of vinous liquor with an alcohol content greater than 24% and $0.16 per gallon of malt liquor or cider. 

Provisions

1. Allows a farm winery, manufacturer, microbrewery or craft distiller to claim a credit against luxury tax liability for contributions to STOs providing scholarships to low-income, disabled or displaced children.

2. Makes technical and conforming changes.  

House of Representatives
HB 2153

tax credits; STOs; preapproval; entities

Sponsor: Representative Olson

	DP
	Committee on Ways and Means

	X
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2153 establishes a pro rata tax credit for an S Corporation or Limited Liability Company (LLC) that donates to a School Tuition Organization (STO).

History

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statues (A.R.S.) §§ 43-1183 and 43-1184 a dollar-for-dollar credit is allowed against income taxes for contributions to an STO. STO tax credits are not to exceed an aggregate annual amount of $43 million for fiscal year 2015 with the cap increasing 20% each subsequent year. STO credits must receive preapproval from the Arizona Department of Revenue (DOR) and are awarded on a first come first serve basis. If an allowable tax credit exceeds the tax payer’s tax liability, the credit may be carried forward for five consecutive tax years. A.R.S. §§ 43-1504, 43-1505 stipulate that STO’s receiving contributions use at least 90% of contributions to provide scholarships or tuition grants to low-income, disabled or displaced children.  

U.S. Internal Revenue Code § 1361 defines an S Corporation as a small business corporation which does not have more than 100 shareholders, nonresident shareholders, nonindividual shareholders or more than one class of stock. A.R.S. § 29-651 defines a LLC as a company in which members, managers, employees, officers and agents are not liable for debts and obligations resulting from a court order, except under certain circumstances prescribed in statue.

Provisions

1. Allows an S Corporation or LLC to claim a pro rata tax credit for STO donations. 

2. Requires that an S Corporation or LLC donate at least $5,000 to qualify for the STO tax credit. 

3. Prohibits businesses from directing STO contributions to a particular student.  

4. Instructs the Joint Legislative Tax Credit Review Committee to review the tax credit during years ending in zero and five. 

House of Representatives
HB 2253

property tax assessments; one-year cycle

Sponsor: Representative Mitchell

	DPA
	Committee on Ways and Means

	x
	Caucus and COW

	
	House Engrossed


Overview

HB 2253 modifies various property tax deadlines to establish a one-year tax cycle.

History

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) Title 42, Chapter 11 outlines property tax provisions. Currently, real property is on a two-year tax cycle. Year one, referred to as the valuation year, is when a valuation is made on a property. Immediately following year two, the tax year, the valuation from the previous year is acknowledged.

Laws 1997, Chapter 150 § 172 established a two-year tax cycle in order to give counties adequate time to address the large amount of appeals. In 2012, the Arizona voters passed Proposition 117 which amended the Constitution to cap the annual increase in the value of real property to five percent over the value of the property for the previous year.

 The table below outlines the schedule for the two-year property tax cycle:

	Valuation Year
	Tax Year

	March 1 – notice of value delivered

May 1 – appeal of valuation deadline

August 15 – appeals must be addressed by the assessor

December 20 – assessment roll completed by the assessor and submitted to the Board of Supervisors
	October 1 – assessor to transmit values to compute levy limits

October 1 – first half of property tax due

March 1 the following calendar year – second half of taxes due


Provisions

1. Revises the valuation, assessment, levy and collection schedule to establish a single-year property tax cycle, from an 18 month property tax cycle.

2. Removes the requirement for a county assessor to submit an electronic roll of assessed value by January 15.

3. Defines valuation date to include real and personal property:

a. valued by the Department of Revenue (DOR) - January 1 of the year preceding the year in which taxes are levied

b. valued by the assessor - January 1 of the year taxes are levied.

4. Requires DOR to conduct sales-ratio studies and issue a letter listing concerns to the assessor, and requires the assessor to address the concerns by submitting complete data files to DOR.

5. Removes language regarding cases of omission or change within the valuation year.

6. Repeals a section of statute regarding the assessment process in new construction cases. 

7. Excludes the county BOE from utilizing the assessment roll abstract.

8. Eliminates language regarding valuation appeals or classifications originating from supplemental notices.

9. Clarifies revisions made to equalization orders are effective the year in which the order was issued.

10. Prohibits a county or state BOE decision regarding a valuation from new construction from being appealed directly to the court.

11. Removes language allowing a new owner to appeal a valuation if there was a change in ownership after December 15.

12. Specifies that a notice of valuation for commercial personal property must be sent out by August 30, excluding mobile homes.

13. Requires the assessor to complete a commercial personal property roll and submit it to the BOS.

14. Authorizes the county and state board of equalization to utilize the commercial personal property roll for lawful purposes. 

15. Revises section short title to read The Property Owner Protection Act.

16. Contains an effective date from and after December 31, 2016 for sections 1-10; and from and after December 31, 2017 for sections 11-34.

17. Makes technical and conforming changes.

Amendments

Committee on Ways and Means

1. Requires a petition to be filed within 45 days, rather than 30 days, after the notice was delivered by the assessor.
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