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Petitioner requests that the Arizona Supreme Court consider the history of 

Arizona’s statute of limitations, A.R.S. § 12-548, setting a six-year limitation for a 

contract in writing for a debt.  At oral argument counsel for Petitioner referred to 

the existence of the statute of limitations at the time the Arizona Supreme Court 

issued its opinion in Provident Mutual Building-Loan Assoc. v. Schwertner, 15 

Ariz. 517, 140 P. 495 (1914).  Two pages attached from Westlaw reflect the 

following history of A.R.S. § 12-548.  First, the current six-year limitation for a 

contract in writing for debt is set out in A.R.S.§ 12-548, effective July 20, 2011.  

(See page 1).  Page 1 shows A.R.S. § 12-548 was amended by Laws 2011, Ch 

57 § 1.  The second page is titled Editor’s and Revisor’s Note for A.R.S. § 12-548 

and its HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES show the Source dating 

back to 1901.  In 1914 those notes show the 1913 Civ. Code statute was § 714.  At 

the end of page 2 the Notes show how the section read before the 2011 

amendment—as one sentence that was essentially the same as the current A.R.S. 

§ 12-548’s Section A’s first line. 

The antecedent to A.R.S. § 12-548 was considered by the Arizona Supreme 

Court in Provident where the appealed judgment was in an action to quiet title 

because the statute of limitations had run on the note which secured a deed of trust. 

The trial court granted judgment, removing the deed of trust lien.  In its six 

unnumbered paragraphs the Arizona Supreme Court set out those facts in the first 
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paragraph; reversed the trial court judgment, remanded for a new trial to determine 

what was still owed on the debt, 60 days to pay the debt; and if not, the action was 

to be dismissed, all as set out in the last paragraph. 

 
 
RESPECTFULLY submitted this 7th day of November, 2024. 

 
 
      /s/ Robert S. Porter     

     Robert S. Porter 
Attorney for Petitioner/Appellee Tang 
Investment Company, LLC 
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