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UNDER ADVISEMENT RULING 

 

 

The Court has considered Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All 

Cases filed October 13, 2017, Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation With 

Respect to Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed October 13, 2017, Clark 

Plaintiffs’ Response to Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed 

December 1, 2017, Clark Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation with Respect to 

Response to Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed December 1, 

2017, Plaintiffs Phoenix Law Enforcement Association, Jacobs, Akre, Ramsey and Flum’s 

Response in Opposition to defendant’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed 

December 1, 2017, Plaintiffs Phoenix Law Enforcement Association, Jacobs, Akre, Ramsey, and 

Flum’s Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation With Respect to Response to Motion for 
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Judgment on the Pleadings filed December 1, 2017, Defendants’ Consolidated Reply in Support 

of Their Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings filed January 5, 2018, Defendants’ Motion for 

Leave to Exceed Page Limitation With Respect to Consolidated Reply in Support of Motion for 

Judgment on the Pleadings filed January 5, 2018, and the oral argument conducted on February 

6, 2018. 

 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 

There are three consolidated cases in Maricopa County Superior Court.  In CV 2014-

009114, Plaintiffs (Phoenix Law Enforcement Association and several of its members, hereafter 

referred to as PLEA Plaintiffs) sued Defendants (the City of Phoenix and a City of Phoenix 

official) to revive wage enhancement provisions from a Memorandum of Understanding between 

the parties for the period 2012 through 2014. Plaintiffs seek to force Defendants to treat pay as 

pensionable for purposes of calculating retirement benefits.  In CV 2014-008711, Plaintiffs 

(several police supervisors hereafter referred to as Clark Plaintiffs) sued Defendants seeking 

similar relief based upon a Memorandum of Agreement between the parties for the period 2012-

2014.  Finally, in CV 2015-007714, the Clark Plaintiffs sued Defendants for claims for 

promissory estoppel and failure to pay wages arising from the same facts. 

 

Defendants engage in collective bargaining with Plaintiffs regarding terms and conditions 

of employment for police officers.  PLEA negotiates for police officers below the rank of 

sergeant.  By City Code, the agreements reached are placed in a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) that is not effective until approved by the Phoenix City Council.  The Phoenix Police 

Sergeants and Lieutenants Association, PPSLA, negotiates terms and condition of employment 

for police sergeants and lieutenants.  By City Code, the agreements reached are placed into a 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and must be approved by the city manager.  

 

By City Charter, the Phoenix City Council has the authority to modify employee 

compensation on an annual basis unless it was previously established by a duly executed and 

approved MOU or MOA which does not exceed three years in duration. In practice, a MOU or 

MOA typically spans two years.  If an agreement is not reached by the parties after negotiation, 

the dispute is referred to the Phoenix City Council or the city manager to impose terms and 

condition of employment based on the interests of the public employees, public employer, and 

the public. 

 

For the period July 2012 through June 30, 2014, police officers and supervisors who met 

certain criteria were permitted to increase their regular pay by stopping the accrual of vacation 

leave, sick leave, and an allowance for uniforms.  Instead, the employee would receive an 

amount equal to the leave time or uniform allowance in wages. This program was referred to as 

wage enhancement.  To participate, an employee would notify the City of Phoenix on an election 
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form provided by the City of Phoenix. The additional pay for each employee participating in the 

wage enhancement program was reported to the Public Safety Personnel Retirement System 

(PSPRS) as compensation. The parties previously disputed whether the payments were properly 

considered as compensation for pensions purposes.  The Court found these payments are 

permissible base salary compensation for professional services actually provided by the officers 

and for which monetary contributions were regularly made to the pension system. See court’s 

minute entry dated March 4, 2015. 

 

The MOA for 2012-2014 provided that a member who has accrued 1,714 hours or more 

of unused sick leave may elect to have additional sick leave he/she earns be paid on a monthly 

basis.  Once the employee elects to exercise this benefit, it must continue for a three (3) 

consecutive year period.  The employee may stop and re-start this benefit one time without 

further qualification up to a maximum of a total of six (6) years. The MOA also provided that a 

member with 17 years of service in PSPRS and 10 years with the City of Phoenix can be paid for 

additional vacation leave for a one-time, three year period.  Once the election to exercise this 

benefit is made, it must continue for a full three consecutive-year period.  The member may 

receive a one-time, one year extension to the three year period. The MOU had similar provisions. 

 

The parties did not reach new agreements to become effective on July 1, 2014.  Thus, the 

City of Phoenix imposed new terms and conditions of employment which eliminated wage 

enhancement upon expiration of the agreements. Under the current agreement, the City of 

Phoenix  allows Plaintiffs to receive additional compensation in exchange for the leave time that 

would accrue in a year but the compensation is paid in a lump sum rather than on regular payroll 

and thus this compensation is not considered pensionable wages. 

 

In their complaint, PLEA Plaintiffs allege claims for breach of contract, violation of a 

retirement clause, and violation of a state contract clause and seek equitable relief and damages.  

In the complaint, in CV 2014-008711, Clark Plaintiffs assert claims for specific performance, 

breach of contract, promissory estoppel, impairment of contract in violation of the Arizona 

Constitution, and diminishment of public pension retirement in violation of the Arizona 

Constitution.  In the complaint , in CV 2015-007714, Clark Plaintiffs assert claims for 

promissory estoppel and failure to pay wages.  

 

THE PENDING MOTION 

 

Defendants seek dismissal of this case on three grounds:  (1) PLEA Plaintiffs failed to 

comply with the notice of claim statute, A.R.S. § 12-821.01; (2) Plaintiffs seek to enforce the 

wage enhancement provision as a vested retirement benefit under Arizona law when in fact it 

was wages which could be modified by Defendants after the MOA and/or MOU expired; and (3) 
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there was no contract in effect when the 2012-2014 MOA and MOU expired so Plaintiffs’ claims 

under the Contract Clause and/or Pension Clause of the Arizona Constitution fail. 

 

Rule 12(c), Ariz.R.Civ.P., provides that after the pleadings are closed, but no later than 

the date dispositive motions must be filed, a party may move for judgment on the pleadings.  In a 

motion for judgment on the pleadings, the moving party admits all material allegations of the 

opposing party’s pleadings.  Food for Health Co. v. 3839 Joint Venture, 129 Ariz. 103, 628 P.2d 

986 (App. 1981).  Dismissal is appropriate only if as a matter of law the plaintiff would not be 

entitled to relief under any interpretation of the facts susceptible of proof.  See Vortex Corp. v. 

Denkewicz, 235 Ariz. 551, 556, 334 P.3d 734, 739 (App. 2014) and  Fid. Sec. Life Ins. Co. v. 

State Dept. of Insurance, 191 Ariz. 222 (1998).   

 

Dismissal is appropriate under Rule 12(b)(6), Ariz.R.Civ.Proc., only if as a matter of law 

the plaintiff would not be entitled to relief under any interpretation of the facts susceptible of 

proof.  See Vortex Corp. v. Denkewicz, 235 Ariz. 551, 556, 334 P.3d 734, 739 (App. 2014) and  

Fid. Sec. Life Ins. Co. v. State Dept. of Insurance, 191 Ariz. 222 (1998).  Arizona follows a 

notice pleading standard.  In determining if a complaint states a claim on which relief can be 

granted, the court must assume the truth of all well-pleaded factual allegations and indulge all 

reasonable inferences from those facts.  Mere conclusory statements are insufficient.  See 

Coleman v. City of Mesa, 230 Ariz. 352, 284 P.3d 863 (2012).  Courts will not grant a motion to 

dismiss unless it is certain that the plaintiff would not be entitled to relief under any state of facts 

susceptible of proof under the claims stated.  See Sun World Corp. v. Pennysaver, Inc., 130 Ariz. 

585, 637 P.2d 1088 (App. 1981).  The question is whether enough is stated which would entitle 

the plaintiff to relief upon some theory to be developed at trial.  The purpose of the rule is to 

avoid technicalities and give the other party notice of the basis of the claim and its general 

nature.  Guerrero v. Copper Queen Hosp., 112 Ariz. 104, 106, 537 P.2d 1329, 1331 (1975).  In 

considering the motion, the court will assume the truth of all allegations contained in the 

complaint.  Bloxham v. Glock, Inc., 203 Ariz. 271, 275, 53 P.3d 196, 198 (App. 2003).  Before 

the trial court grants a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, the non-moving party should be given an 

opportunity to amend the complaint if such an amendment cures its defects. Dube v. Likins, 216 

Ariz. 406, 415, 167 P.3d 93, 102 (App. 2007).  

 

NOTICE OF CLAIM AND STANDING 

 

Defendants seek dismissal of PLEA Plaintiffs’ claim for monetary damages because they 

did not file a notice of claim with the City of Phoenix. The parties agree PLEA Plaintiffs did not 

comply with A.R.S. § 12-821.01, the notice of claim statute. Plaintiffs argue they were not 

required to serve a notice for the damages claim since the monetary damages they seek were 

incurred after this case was filed.  Specifically, damages were incurred when the TRO 

application was denied.  In court, Defendants stated Plaintiffs would be made whole if they were 
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ultimately successful in their suit. Thus, PLEA Plaintiffs argue, Defendants agreed to pay 

damages in the event PLEA Plaintiffs succeed with their claims, thereby waiving adherence to 

the statute. See Pritchard v. State, 163 Ariz. 427 (1990) (notice of claim statute is subject to 

waiver, estoppel and equitable tolling) and Am. Cont’l Life Ins. Co. v. Ranier Consr. Co., 125 

Ariz. 53, 607 P.2d 372 (1980) (waiver by conduct may be shown by acts inconsistent with intent 

to assert right).   

 

PLEA Plaintiffs also argue Defendants suffered no prejudice as a result of their failure to 

comply with the notice of claim statute since Defendants hired an expert to investigate their 

claims and assess the city’s potential liability for purposes of an arbitration previously conducted 

in this case.  The purposes of the statute (notice, opportunity to investigate and assess liability) 

occurred without the formal filing of the notice of claim.   

 

The Court finds Defendants’ statements and conduct in court served as a waiver and 

Defendants suffered no prejudice by PLEA Plaintiffs’ failure to file a notice of claim. The 

purposes of the notice of claim statute were satisfied in this case even though a formal notice was 

not filed. The Court finds dismissal is not required on this ground. 

 

Defendants also argue PLEA lacks standing to seek damages on behalf of its members, 

citing to Rule 17(a), Ariz.R.Civ.P. (an action must be prosecuted in the name of the real party in 

interest.) However, that rule also states an action may be brought by a party in whose name a 

contract has been made for another’s benefit without joining the person for whose benefit the 

action is brought.  Also, the rule permits a person to sue in their own name without joining the 

person for whose benefit the action is brought if it is a party authorized by statute. Here, PLEA 

was certified to represent the interests of the police officers and was recognized by the City of 

Phoenix as the lawful representative of the police officers in negotiating the agreement at issue. 

The Court finds Rule 17, Ariz.R.Civ.P, does not prohibit PLEA from seeking damages on behalf 

of its individual members. 

 

WAGE ENHANCEMENT AS A RETIREMENT BENEFIT 

 

Defendants seek judgment on the pleadings as to Plaintiffs’ claim that the wage 

enhancement provisions in the MOU and MOA are vested retirement benefits.  Defendants argue 

the wage enhancement program raised an employee’s regular pay but did not create a vested 

retirement right.  The wage enhancement provision “functioned like a raise” which terminated at 

the expiration of the MOA or MOU. See Defendants’ motion, page 5, line 14.  Defendants also 

contend the right to the pay was contingent on performing additional work: these are future 

benefits that are not vested. Wages are due when services are rendered but retirement benefits are 

deferred compensation for services previously rendered.  Public employers may make changes to 

regular compensation that has not yet been earned, citing to Bennett ex rel. Ariz. State Pers. 
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Comm’n v. Beard, 27 Ariz. App. 534, 556 P.2d 1137 (1976). Also, Defendants argue the wage 

enhancement provision was valid only for the term of the agreement (2 years) because the City 

Charter and Code prohibit the creation of permanent rights by limiting the duration of each labor 

contract to no more than three years. Finally, Defendants also contend the language in the MOU 

and MOA did not clearly express that the wage enhancement provision would be a vested right 

that survived contract termination, citing to Johnson International Inc. v. City of Phoenix, 192 

Ariz. 466, 967 P.2d 607 (App. 1998) (where there is an express nonbinding clause it will be 

honored without looking to surrounding circumstances to imply an obligation at variance with 

the express clause), Barron G. Collier Inc. v. Paddock, 37 Ariz. 194, 291 P. 1000 (1930) (a 

contract entered into in a manner inconsistent with a charter provision is not binding) and 

Rengstorf  v. City of Glendale, 14 Ariz.App. 4 (App. 1971) (no contract found where the record 

did not establish the City Council took the action necessary to approve the rules). 

 

Plaintiffs contend the wage enhancement benefits at issue are vested and directly relate to 

and affect pension benefits.  See Hall v. Elected Officials’ Ret. Plan, 241 Ariz. 33, 383 P.3d 

(2016) (public employees are contractually entitled to retirement benefits specified I their initial 

employment contract and the terms are protected from changing after vesting). Once an 

employee elected to participate, the benefit (participation in the wage enhancement program) 

lasted for at least three years.  By refusing to pay the benefits, Defendants decreased the 

pensionable compensation that Plaintiffs are paid in the years leading up to their retirement 

eligibility, decreasing the monthly benefit compensation and thus their monthly pension benefits 

once an employee retires. See Fields v. Elected Officials’ Retirement Plan, 234 Ariz. 214, 320 

P.3d 1160 (2014).  This situation is different from Bennett ex rel. Arizona State Personnel 

Commission v. Bear, 27 Ariz. App. 532 (App. 1976) because the employees here had a formal 

written contract granting them the benefits at issue and their rights vested when an employee was 

qualified and elected to participate in the wage enhancement program.  Thus, the wage 

enhancement provision does not violate the City Charter or City Code. See Pointe Resorts Inc. v. 

Culbertson, 158 Ariz. 137, 761 P.2d 1041 (1988). 

 

 The Court finds judgment on the pleadings is not appropriate since the Court cannot find 

as a matter of law the plaintiffs would not be entitled to relief under any interpretation of the 

facts susceptible of proof.  It is a question of fact whether the language in the MOA and MOU 

was sufficiently clear to express an intention to create a vested retirement right in the wage 

enhancement program. The arguments regarding the City Charter and Code limitations will be 

addressed below. 

 

CONTRACT 

 

In their motion, Defendants contend there was no contract so Plaintiffs’ claims under the 

Contract Clause and/or Pension Clause of the Arizona Constitution fail.  Defendants argue 
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Plaintiffs’ claims for breach of contract fail to state a claim under Rule 12(B)(6), Ariz.R.Civ.P., 

because the claims are based on events that occurred after the contracts (the MOU and /or MOA) 

expired. Without a contract, there can be no breach.  Further, the language in the MOU and 

MOA relating to wage enhancement did not clearly vest a right that survived contract 

termination: any right was contingent upon the happening of a future event.  Unearned annual 

and sick leave do not vest until the condition of service is satisfied:  the employee must first 

perform a service entitling him/her to the benefits.   See Abbott v. City of Tempe, 129 Ariz. 273, 

630 P.2d 569 (App. 1981), Bennett ex rel. Ariz. State Pers. Comm’n v. Beard, 27 Ariz. App. 534, 

556 P.2d 1137 (1976), and Fund Manager v. City of Phoenix Police Dep’t Pub. Safety Pers. Ret. 

Sys. Bd., 151 Ariz. 487, 728 P.2s 1237 (App. 1986) (cited by Defendants for position that unused 

vacation time does not vest until it is earned and until work is performed, the terms of future 

compensation are subject to change).  Also, Defendants argue the Phoenix City Charter and case 

law prohibit enforcing the MOU and MOA provisions that extend beyond the termination of 

each agreement. Chapter III, § 9 of the Phoenix City Charter provides the City Council may 

decrease or modify salaries applicable to any position  except for those previously established by 

a duly executed and approved Memorandum of Understanding which does not exceed three 

years in duration. City Code § § 2-215(B) and 2-232(D)  provide for a three year limit on the 

duration of labor contracts and state that employees may have a vested right to compensation by 

a contract that does not exceed three years in duration.   Defendants also cite to Johnson 

International Inc. v. City of Phoenix, 192 Ariz. 466, 967 P.2d 607 (App. 1998) (where there is an 

express nonbinding clause it will be honored without looking to surrounding circumstances to 

imply an obligation at variance with the express clause), Barron G. Collier Inc. v. Paddock, 37 

Ariz. 194, 291 P. 1000 (1930) (a contract entered into in a manner inconsistent with a charter 

provision is not binding) and Rengstorf  v. City of Glendale, 14 Ariz.App. 4 (App. 1971) (no 

contract found where the record did not establish the City Council took the action necessary to 

approve the rules). 

 

Clark Plaintiffs argue they have a formal written contract granting them the benefits at 

issue (the 2012-2014 MOA), citing to Bennett ex rel. Arizona State Personnel Commission v. 

Beard, 27 Ariz. App. at 537.  Once vested, those benefits cannot be retroactively impaired by the 

public employer, citing to Godbey v. Roosevelt School District No. 66 of Maricopa County, 131 

Ariz. 13, 638 P.2d 235 (1981).  PLEA Plaintiffs argue the unambiguous language of the MOU 

indicate the City’s intention to be bound beyond the duration of the expiration of the contract. 

Clark Plaintiffs contend the election forms were contracts with the City that gave them a vested 

right to participate in the wage enhancement program. Plaintiffs argue that by executing the 

election form, they had a vested right to participate in the wage enhancement program.  This 

right survived the expiration of the agreement because the agreement specifically provided the 

employee’s right to participate continued after the agreement expired.   
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PLEA Plaintiffs argue they acquired a vested right to participate in the wage 

enhancement by meeting the eligibility triggers, making an election to participate and performing 

additional services. This right continued after the expiration of the MOU. PLEA Plaintiffs also 

argue the benefit of the wage enhancement provision was the right, if qualified, to convert other 

benefits to wages. This conversion of rights occurred and was complete when a qualified 

member elected to participate in the program by notifying the City of Phoenix. 

 

Although the plaintiffs here have different claims and theories, both contend the 

agreements entered by the City of Phoenix were approved by either the City Council or city 

manager and it was the intention that the wage enhancement provision in each agreement would 

be binding even though the provision bound the parties for a term beyond the agreement (the 

MOA or MOU). Further, even if the provision violated the city charter, failure to comply with 

the city charter would not invalidate the transaction since the city approved the MOA and MOU 

agreements and they were substantially complete. See Pointe Resorts Inc. v. Culbertson, 158 

Ariz. 137, 761 P.2d 1041 (1988). 

 

Plaintiffs have the burden of establishing a contract, its breach, and damages that resulted 

from the breach.  Savoca Masonry Co. v. Homes & Son Const. Co., 112 Ariz. 392, 542 P.2d 817 

(1975) and Graham v. Asbury, 112 Ariz. 184 (1975). When interpreting contracts, the parties’ 

intent controls.  When a contract is ambiguous (when there is more than one reasonable 

interpretation), what the parties intended is a fact question decided on the contract language and 

any parole evidence.  Taylor v. State Farm, 175 Ariz. 148, 854 P.2d 1134 (1993).  The court will 

look to the plain meaning of the words as viewed in the context of the contract as a whole to 

discover and enforce the parties’ intent at the time the contract was made.  Great W. Bank v. LJC 

Dev., LLC, 238 Ariz. 470, 475 (App. 2015). To determine what the parties intended the terms of 

a contract to mean, a trier of fact may consider the language of the written agreement, the acts 

and statement of the parties before any dispute arose, the parties’ negotiation, any prior dealings 

between the parties, any reasonable expectations the parties had as a result of the promises or 

conduct of the other party, and any evidence that sheds light on the parties’ intent.  See Revised 

Arizona Jury Instruction (Civil) 5
th

, Contract 26. 

 

Assuming the truth of all well-pled factual allegations made by Plaintiffs, and indulging 

all reasonable inferences from those facts, the Court cannot find, as a matter of law, Plaintiffs 

would not be entitled to relief under any interpretation of the facts susceptible of proof and 

dismissal is not appropriate. The intent of the parties when the agreements were made is a factual 

issue for the trier of fact after considering all evidence presented.  The record supports Plaintiffs’ 

position that the agreements were made and approved as required by the Phoenix city charter and 

thus a violation of the city charter will not invalidate the provision of this agreement for those 

who have substantially completed the wage enhancement program. See Pointe Resorts Inc. v. 

Culbertson, 158 Ariz. 137, 761 P.2d 1041 (1988). Whether the wage enhancement program was 
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substantially completed is a question for the trier of fact. The Court finds judgment on the 

pleadings is not appropriate for these claims. 

PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL 

Defendants next argue the promissory estoppel claim fails because the Phoenix City 

Charter requires agreements to be in writing and approved by the City Council or another 

designee in order to be valid contracts. A promise that is not a contract is not enforceable under 

the Phoenix City Charter. Further, Plaintiffs could not have reasonably relied on any promise 

outside a validly executed contract which could not last more than three years under the City 

Charter and Code. 

Plaintiffs argue they relied on the promise in the agreement to their detriment. For 

example, they did not call in sick, did not take vacation and did everything required to meet the 

requirement to participate in the wage enhancement program. 

On a claim for promissory estoppel, Plaintiffs must prove:  (1) Defendants made a 

promise; (2) it was reasonably foreseeable to defendant that Plaintiffs would rely upon that 

promise; (3) Plaintiffs justifiably relied upon the promise and (4) Plaintiffs incurred loss or 

suffered detriment as the result of such reliance.  Contempo Constr. Co. v. Mountain States T. & 

T. Co., 153 Ariz. 279, 736 P.2d 13 (1987).  The remedy for promissory estoppel is based on the 

damages resulting from the plaintiff’s reasonable reliance on the defendants’ promise, rather than 

the terms of the promise.  Arok Constr. Co. v. Indian Constr. Servs, 174 Ariz. 291, 848 P.2d 870 

(App. 1993).    

The Court finds the complaints here allege the elements of promissory estoppel. The 

Court disagrees with Defendants that Johnson International bars a claim for promissory estoppel 

under these facts. Unlike that case, the MOA and MOU complied with the city charter and were 

approved as required.  Also see Pointe Resorts Inc. v. Culbertson, 158 Ariz. 137, 761 P.2d 1041 

(1988) (a violation of the city charter will not invalidate the provision of an agreement that has 

been substantially completed).  The trier of fact should determine whether there was a promise 

which the City of Phoenix should reasonably have expected to induce action on the part of 

Plaintiffs and which did induce such action.   

PSPRS AS INDISPENSABLE PARTY 

Finally, Defendants argue Plaintiffs failed to join PSPRS as an indispensable party and 

thus the complaints must be dismissed, citing to Rule 19(1), Ariz.R.Civ.P. (a person must be 

joined as an indispensable party if in the person’s absence complete relief cannot be accorded 

among the existing parties). Defendants argue that Plaintiffs seek a declaration that the wage 

enhancement pay must be treated as pensionable compensation for purposes of calculating 
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PSPRS benefits.  Since PSPRS has an obvious interest, relief cannot be granted without them.  

The Court disagrees. This Court previously found these payments are permissible base salary 

compensation for professional services actually provided by the officers and for which monetary 

contributions were regularly made to the pension system. See A.R.S. § 38-842(12) and the 

minute entry dated March 4, 2015.  PSPRS has no interest in the outcome of this case.  PSPRS 

administers the retirement program, deciding questions of eligibility for benefits and determining 

the amount, manner, and time of payment of benefits under the pension system.  See A.R.S. § 

38-847(D).  Plaintiffs have not established relief cannot be accorded unless PSPRS is joined as a 

party to this case. The Court finds that based on the record before it, PSPRS is not an 

indispensable party. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

The Court finds the claims in each complaint state a plausible claim and/or triable issue 

for trial and judgment on the pleadings is not appropriate for the reasons asserted by Defendants. 

See Pac. Fire Rating Bureau v. Ins. Co. of N. Am., 83 Ariz. 369 (1958) and Walker v. Estavillo, 

73 Ariz. 211 (1952).   

 

Accordingly, 

 

IT IS ORDERED denying Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All 

Cases filed October 13, 2017. 

 

MOTIONS TO EXTEND PAGE LIMITATION 

 

With regard to the motions to extend the page limitation, good cause appearing, 

 

IT IS ORDERED granting Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation 

With Respect to Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed October 13, 2017, 

Clark Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation with Respect to Response to 

Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings in All Cases filed December 1, 2017 and 

Plaintiffs Phoenix Law Enforcement Association, Jacobs, Akre, Ramsey, and Flum’s Motion for 

Leave to Exceed Page Limitation With Respect to Response to Motion for Judgment on the 

Pleadings filed December 1, 2017, Defendants’ Motion for Leave to Exceed Page Limitation 

With Respect to Consolidated Reply in Support of Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings filed 

January 5, 2018. 

 


