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Jon S. Dawson 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
701 W. 8th Avenue, Suite 800 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-3468 
Telel'hone: (907) 257·5300 
FacsImile: (907) 257·5399 

Attorneys for defendant Citibank, N.A., 
successor to Citibank (South Dakota), N.A. 

POPV. 
Ori~"lal ReceJved'~ 

AUS 24 2011 

Clerk of the Trial Courts 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

JANET HUDSON, on behalf of herself 
and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

CITmANK (South Dakota) NA, 
ALASKA LAW OFFICES, INC. and 
CLAYTON WALKER, 

Defendants. Case No. 3AN-ll-09196 CI 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION OF DEFENDANT 
CITIDANK, N.A., SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST TO CITmANK (SOUTH 

DAKOTA), N.A., TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 

Defendant Citibank, N.A. I ("Citibank"), through its undersigned attorneys, hereby 

submits this Memorandum in support of its Motion to Compel Arbitration and to Stay 

Action. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This Motion is made pursuant to the binding arbitration agreement (the 

"Arbitration Agreement") contained in the credit card agreement (the "Card Agreement") 

governing Plaintiff Janet Hudson's Citibank credit card account (the "Account"). As 

I Effective July 1, 2011, Citibank (South Dakota). N.A. merged into Citibank, N.A. 
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amply demonstrated below, the parties' Arbitration Agreement is a valid and enforceable 

agreement to arbitrate under both the Federal Arbitration Act, 9 U.S.C. §§ 1, et. seg.(the 

"FAA") and South Dakota law (which applies here pursuant to a choice-of-law provision 

in the Card Agreement) and completely encompasses Plaintiff'S claims. The Arbitration 

Agreement expressly requires that Plaintiffs claims be arbitrated on an individual basis, 

and Plaintiff's claims are within the Arbitration Agreement's broad scope. Accordingly, 

the Motion should be granted and Plaintiff compelled to arbitration on an individual, non-

class basis. 

On April 27, 2011, the United States Supreme Court issued its long-anticipated 

opinion in AT&T Mobility LLC v. Concepcion, _ U.S. _, 131 S. Ct. 1740, 1748, 179 

L. Ed. 2d 742 (Apr. 27,2011), confirming a consistent line of Supreme Court authority 

holding that arbitration agreements governed by the FAA, like the Arbitration Agreement 

here, must be enforced according to their terms. AT&T Mobilitv establishes clear 

precedent that even arbitration agreements requiring arbitration on an individual, non-

class basis must be enforced as written because the FAA prohibits states from 

"conditioning the enforceability of certain arbitration agreements on the availability of 

classwide arbitration procedures." AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1744. Indeed, the 

Central District of California recently granted motions to compel arbitration based on the 

very same Citibank Arbitration Agreement presented in this case. See Conroy v. 

Citibank, N.A., No. 10-CV-04930-SVW-AlW, slip op. at 5-6 (Ju!. 22, 2011) ("Conroy") 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA, Case No. 3AN-/l-09J96 CI 
Page 20f26 
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(Request for Iudicial Notice ("RlN"), Ex. 1) (finding that under AT&T Mobility 

Citibank' s Arbitration Agreement must be enforced as written pursuant to the FAA); 

Yaqub v. Experian Information Solutions, Inc., et al., No. CVII-2190-VBF (FFMx), slip 

QJh at 5-6 (C.D. Ca!. Jun. 10,2011) (Baker Fairbank, J.) (RJN Ex. 2) (enforcing 

Citibank' s Arbitration Agreement pursuant to the FAA). The result should be no 

different here. Accordingly, pursuant to the express terms of the binding Arbitration 

Agreement and settled authority, Citibank respectfully requests that the Court grant the 

Motion and compel Plaintiffto arbitrate her claims and stay this case pending conclusion 

of the arbitration. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. The Parties 

Citibank, a national bank located in South Dakota, is the issuer of Plaintiff's 

Account. (Affidavit of Cathleen A. Walters ("Walters Aff."), ~ 4.) Plaintiff allegedly is a 

resident of Kenai, Alaska. (First Amended Class Action Complaint ("Comp!."), ~ 4.) 

B. Plaintiff's Account, The Card Agreement And The Binding Arbitration 
Agreement 

Plaintiff's Account is subject to written terms and conditions contained in the Card 

Agreement, as amended from time to time. (Walters Decl., ~ 4; Ex. 1.) The Card 

Agreement provides that "[ f]ederallaw and the law of South Dakota, where we are 

25 MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA, Case No. 3AN-I/-09196 CI 
Page 3 of26 
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located, govern the terms and enforcement of this Agreement." (rd. Ex. 1 (p. 9)i In 

addition, the Card Agreement expressly authorizes Citibank to change the terms of the 

Agreement, which changes are binding on the cardmembers. (Id. Ex. I (p. 8).) 

As thoroughly detailed in the Walters Affidavit, in October 2001, Citibank mailed 

to cardmembers, including Plaintiff, a "Notice of Change in Terms Regarding Binding 

Arbitration to Your Citibank Card Agreement" (the "Arbitration Change-in-Terms") with 

Plaintiffs October 2001 periodic statement for the Account. (rd. ~~, Exs. 3-4.) The 

Arbitration Change-in-Terms added the Arbitration Agreement to the Card Agreement. 

(Id.) The Arbitration Agreement provides that either party can elect mandatory binding 

arbitration as follows: 

ARBITRATION 

PLEASE READ THIS PROVISION OF THE AGREEMENT 
CAREFULLY. IT PROVIDES THAT ANY DISPUTE MAY BE 
RESOLVED BY BINDING ARBITRATION. ARBITRATION 
REPLACES THE RIGHT TO GO TO COURT, INCLUDING THE 
RIGHT TO A JURY AND THE RIGHT TO PARTICIPATE IN A 
CLASS ACTION OR SIMILAR PROCEEDING. IN ARBITRATION, 
A DISPUTE IS RESOLVED BY AN ARBITRATOR INSTEAD OF A 
JUDGE OR JURY. ARBITRATION PROCEDURES ARE SIMPLER 
AND MORE LIMITED THAN COURT PROCEDURES. 

Agreement to Arbitrate: 

Either you or we may, without the other's consent, elect mandatory, 
binding arbitration for any claim, dispute, or controversy between you and 
us (called "Claims"). 

Claims Covered 

2 Cites to page numbers for Exhibits refer to the page number of the document being referenced 
- e.g., page 9 of the Card Agreement. 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND m STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Cilibank (South Dakota) NA, Case No. 3AN-//-09/96 C/ 
Page 4 of26 
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• What Claims are subject to arbitration? All Claims relating to your 
account, a prior related account, or our relationship are subject to 
arbitration, including Claims regarding the application, enforceability, or 
interpretation of this Agreement and this arbitration provision. All Claims 
are subject to arbitration, no matter what legal theory they are based on or 
what remedy (damages, or injunctive or declaratory relief) they seek. This 
includes Claims based on contract, tort (including intentional tort), fraud, 
agency, your or our negligence, statutory or regulatory provisions, or any 
other sources of law; Claims made as counterclaims, cross-claims, third­
party claims, interpleaders or otherwise; and Claims made independently or 
with other claims. A party who initiates a proceeding in court may elect 
arbitration with respect to any Claim advanced in that proceeding by any 
other party. Claims and remedies sought as part of a class action, private 
attorney general or other representative action are subject to arbitration on 
an individual (non-class, non-representative) basis, and the arbitrator may 
award relief only on an individual (non-class, non-representative) basis. 

• Whose Claims are subject to arbitration? Not only ours and yours, 
but also Claims made by or against anyone connected with us or you or 
claiming through us or you, such as a co-applicant, authorized user of your 
account, an employee, agent, representative, affiliated company, 
predecessor or successor, heir assignee, or trustee in bankruptcy. 

* * * 
• Broadest Interpretation, Any questions about whether Claims are 
subject to arbitration shall be resolved by interpreting this arbitration 
provision in the broadest way the law will allow it to be enforced. This 
arbitration provision is governed by the Federal Arbitration Act (the 
"FAA"). 

* * * 
• Who can be a party? Claims must be brought in the name of an 
individual party or entity and must proceed on an individual (non-class, 
non-representative) basis. The arbitrator will not award relieffor or against 
anyone who is not a party. If you or we require arbitration of a Claim, 
neither you, we, nor any other person may pursue the Claim in arbitration 
as a class action, private attorney general action or other representative 
action, nor may such Claim be pursued on your or our behalf in any 
litigation in any court . . .. 

(Id., Ex. 2 (bolding in original, underlining added).) 

25 MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA, Case No. 3AN·II·09196 CI 
Page 5 of26 
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As noted, and critically here, the Arbitration Agreement includes specific language 

(underlined above) that requires that any arbitration may resolve only individual claims. 

The Arbitration Agreement also includes terms: (i) excluding small claims court actions; 

(ii) aIIowing for the parties to choose between nationaIIy recognized arbitration firms, 

including the American Arbitration Association; and (iii) aIIowing for the reimbursement 

andlor advancement of arbitration fees. (Id.) 

When Citibank mailed the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, Citibank alerted Plaintiff 

to the Arbitration Agreement by including the foIIowing special message (in all capital 

letters) on Plaintiff's October 2001 billing statement for the Account: 

PLEASE SEE TIlE ENCLOSED CHANGE IN TERMS 
NOTICE FOR IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT 
THE BINDING ARBITRATION PROVISION WE ARE 
ADDING TO YOUR CITIBANK CARD AGREEMENT. 

(Id., ~ 6, Ex. 3.) Citibank followed up that message with another special message (again 

in all caps) printed on Plaintiff's November 2001 billing statement, again alerting her to 

the Arbitration Change-in-Terms: 

WIlliIN THE LAST 30 DAYS YOU SHOULD HAVE 
RECEIVED AN IMPORT ANT NOTICE ABOUT ADDING 
BINDING ARBITRATION TO YOUR CITIBANK CARD 
AGREEMENT. IF YOU WOULD LIKE ANOTIlER COPY 
PLEASE CALL TIlE CUSTOMER SERVICE NUMBER 
LISTED ABOVE 

<!!L ~ 7, Ex. 5.) The Arbitration Change-in,Terms provided that the Arbitration 

Agreement would become effective on the day after the Statement/Closing date indicated 

25 MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibonk (South Dakota) NA. Case No. 3AN-1I -09196 CI 
Page 6 of26 
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on Plaintiffs November 2001 billing statement. Od., ~ 11, Ex. 2.) The 

Statement/Closing date was November 28,2001. (Id., ~ 11, Ex. S.) Thus, the Arbitration 

Agreement became effective on November 20,2001. (I!!J 

Importantly, the Arbitration Change-in-Terms gave Plaintiff -like all other 

recipients of the Arbitration Change-in-Terms - the opportunity to opt out of the 

Arbitration Agreement: 

If you do not wish to accept the binding arbitration provision 
contained in this change in terms notice, you must notify us in 
writing within 26 days after the Statement/Closing date 
indicated on your November 200 I billing statement stating 
your non acceptance .... If you notify us by that time that you 
do not accept the bindin~ arbitration provisions contained in 
this change in terms notice, you can continue to use your 
card(s) under your existing terms until the end of your current 
membership year or the expiration date on your card(s), 
whichever IS later. At that time your account will be closed 
and you will be able to pay off your remaining balance under 
your existing terms. 

all ~ 9, Ex. 2.) Plaintiff did not opt out of the Arbitration Agreement. ad. ~~ 9-10, Ex. 

6.) Instead, Plaintiff continued to use her Account after the Arbitration Change-in-Terms 

became effective. all ~ 11.) In February 200S, Citibank mailed another change-in-terms 

notice, which further advised Plaintiff of additional amendments to the Arbitration 

Agreement, including the removal of one of the arbitration firms and revising the 

severability clause. (Id. ~ 12, Ex. 7.) Plaintiff also had the opportunity to opt out of these 

changes, but did not do so. Od., ~ 12.) Instead, Plaintiff continued using the Account. 

(I!!J 

25 MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRA TlON AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA. Case No. 3AN·J J-09J96 CJ 
Page 7 of26 
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Finally, in June 2005, Citibank mailed Plaintiff a complete copy of the Card 

Agreement, which included the Arbitration Agreement. (Id., ~ 13, Ex. 9.) The Card 

Agreement states: "This Agreement is binding on you unless you cancel your account 

within 30 days after receiving the card and you have not used or authorized use of your 

account." (Id. Ex. 9 (at p. 1).) After receiving the complete Card Agreement, Plaintiff 

used the Account. (Id., ~ 13, Ex. 10.) 

c. The Complaint 

In the First Amended Class Action Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that "defendants" 

(i.e., Citibank, the Alaska Law Offices, Inc. and Clayton Walker) filed an action in Kenai 

District Court, State of Alaska, to recover $24,170.20 Plaintiff allegedly owed Citibank 

on "an alleged credit card debt" (i.e., the Account). (Compi., ~ 8.) Plaintiff did not 

respond to the action and "defendants" moved to enter her default. (Id., 'Il 9.) Plaintiff 

alleges that, in connection with the default, "defendants" sought, and were awarded, 

$2,417.02 in attorneys' fees. (Id., 'Il'll9-11.) Plaintiff contends that "defendants" 

allegedly violated Alaska law by seeking such amount. (Id., 'Il'll 12-16.) Based on the 

foregoing, Plaintiff asserts claims for violation of Alaska's Unfair Trade Practices and 

Consumer Protection Act ("UTPA"), AS 45.50.471, et seq., and for declaratory and 

injunctive relief. (Id., 'II'Il21-26.) Plaintiff brings her claims on her own behalf and 

purportedly on behalf of a putative nationwide class of similarly situated persons. (M" ~'II 

17-18.) Plaintiff seeks certification of her proposed class, declaratory and injunctive 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRA nON AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hudson v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA. Ca.se No. 3AN-II-09196 CI 
Page 8 of26 
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relief, judgment awarding her and the putative class three times their actual damages 

and/or statutory damages, and an award of attorneys' fees and costs. (Id., Prayer for 

2 
Relief, p.7.) 
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1. Under The FAA, This Court Must Compel Arbitration Pursuant To 
The Express Terms Of The Arbitration Agreement. 

Section 2 of the FAA mandates that binding arbitration agreements in contracts 

"evidencing a transaction involving [interstate] commerce ... shall be valid, irrevocable, 

and enforceable, save upon such grounds as exist at law or in equity for the revocation of 

any contract." 9 U.S.C. § 2; see Buckeye Check Cashing, Inc. v. Cardegna, 546 U.S. 

440,443, 126 S. Ct. 1204, 1207, 163 L. Ed. 2d 1038 (2006) ("Section 2 [of the FAA] 

embodies the national policy favoring arbitration and places arbitration agreements on 

equal footing with all other contracts."). The United States Supreme Court has made 

clear that the FAA is extremely broad and applies to any transaction directly or indirectly 

affecting interstate commerce. See, e.g., Allied-Bruce Terminix Cos. v. Dobson, 513 

U.S. 265, 277, 115 S. Ct. 834, 130 L. Ed. 2d 753 (1995); Prima Paint Corp. v. Flood & 

Conklin Mfg. Co., 388 U.S. 395, 401,87 S. Ct. 1801, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1270 (1967).3 

3 There is no question that the FAA applies to this dispute. Plaintiff, a resident of Alaska (see 
Compl., ~ 4), alleges claims against Citibank, a national bank with its principal place of business 
in South Dakota. (Walters Decl., '\11.) Indeed, the Arbitration Agreement explicitly states that 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ARBITRATION AND TO STAY ACTION 
Hut/son v. Citibank (South Dakota) NA. Case No. 3AN-I/-09/96 CI 
Page 9 of26 
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The FAA promotes a "liberal federal policy favoring arbitration agreements," and 

"questions of arbitrability must be addressed with a healthy regard for the federal policy 

favoring arbitration." Moses H. Cone Mem'l Hosp. v. Mercury Constr. Corp., 460 U.S. 

1,24,103 S. Ct. 927, 74 L. Ed. 2d 765 (1983); see also Pem v. Thomas, 482 U.S. 483, 

490-91,107 S. Ct. 2520, 96 L. Ed. 2d 426 (1987) (stating that arbitration agreements 

falling within the scope of the FAA "must be 'rigorously enforce[d]''' (citations 

omitted)). "[A]ny doubts concerning the scope of arbitrable issues should be resolved in 

favor of arbitration." Moses H. Cone Mem'l Hosp., 460 U.S. at 24-25; see also~, 

482 U.S. at 490 (stating that arbitration agreements falling within the scope of the FAA 

"must be 'rigorously enforce[d]"') (citations omitted). Indeed, as recently confirmed by 

the Supreme Court, the '''principal purpose' of the FAA is to 'ensur[ e] that private 

arbitration agreements are enforced according to their terms.'" AT&T Mobility, 131 S. 

Ct. at 1748; accord Stolt-Nielsen S.A. v. AnimalFeeds Int'! Corp., 130 S. Ct. 1758, 1773, 

176 L. Ed. 2d 605 (April 27, 2010); Volt Info. Scis" Inc. v. Bd. ofTrs. of Leland 

Stanford Junior Univ., 489 U.S. 468, 479, 109 S. Ct. 1248, 103 L. Ed. 2d 488 (1989); 

Mastrobuono v. Shearson Lehman Hutton, Inc., 514 U.S. 52, 53-54, 115 S. Ct. 1212, 131 

L. Ed. 2d 76 (l995). 

"[t)his arbitration provision is governed by the [FAA)." (See i!L Ex. 2 (under the heading 
"Broadest Interpretation"); see also Ex. 9 (same).) 
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Quite simply, the "overarching purpose of the FAA, evident in the text of §§ 2, 3 

and 4, is to ensure the enforcement of arbitration agreements according to their terms so 

as to facilitate streamlined proceedings." AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1748. By 

consenting to bilateral arbitration, the "parties forgo the procedural rigor and appellate 

review of the courts in order to realize the benefits of private dispute resolution: lower 

costs, greater efficiency and speed, and the ability to choose expert adjudicators to 

resolve specialized disputes." Stolt-Nielsen, 130 S. Ct. at 1775 (citations omitted). 

"Underscoring the consensual nature of private dispute resolution ... parties are 

'generally free to structure their arbitration agreements as they see fit. '" Stolt-Nielsen, 

130 S. Ct. at 1774 (citations omitted). Thus, "parties may agree to limit the issues subject 

to arbitration, to arbitrate according to specific rules, and to limit with whom a party will 

arbitrate its disputes." AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1748-49 (emphasis added) 

(citations omitted). Indeed, the "point of affording parties discretion in designing 

arbitration processes is to allow for efficient, streamlined procedures tailored to the type 

of dispute. . .. And the informality of arbitral proceedings is itself desirable, reducing 

the cost and increasing the speed of dispute resolution." Id. at 1749. Ultimately, "[i]t 

falls to courts and arbitrators to give effect to these contractual limitations, and when 

doing so, courts and arbitrators must not lose sight of the purpose of the exercise: to give 

effect to the intent of the parties." Stolt-Nielsen, 130 S. Ct. at 1774-75; EEOC v. Waffle 

House, Inc., 534 U.S. 279, 289, 122 S. Ct. 754,151 L. Ed. 2d 755 (2002). 
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Under the FAA, as consistently interpreted by the Supreme Court, arbitration must 

be compelled where, as here: (1) Ii valid, enforceable agreement to arbitrate exists; and 

(2) the claims at issue fall within the scope of that agreement. See Chiron Corp. v . Ortho 

Diagnostic Sys., Inc" 207 FJd 1126, 1130 (9th Cir. 2000). An arbitration agreement 

governed by the FAA, like the Arbitration Agreement here, is presumed to be valid and 

enforceable.4 It is well settled that the party resisting arbitration bears the burden of 

showing that the arbitration agreement is invalid or does not encompass the claims at 

issue. Green Tree Fin. Corp.-Ala. v. Randolph, 531 U.S. 79, 92, 121 S. Ct. 513, 148 L. 

Ed. 2d 373 (2000). 

Recognizing these principles, numerous courts have enforced similar consumer 

arbitration agreements, including the same Citibank Card Agreement at issue here. S See, 

~, Conroy, No. 10-CV-04930-SVW-AJW, slip op. at 5-6 (enforcing Citibank's 

4 The FAA preempts any state law impediments to enforcing arbitration agreements according to 
their terms, even under the guise of generally applicable contract principles. See AT&T 
Mobilitv, 131 S. Ct. at 1752-53 (states may not superimpose judicial procedures on arbitration); 
id. at 1751 n.7, 1747 ("When state law prohibits outright the arbitration of a particular type of 
claim, the analysis is straightforward: The conflicting rule is displaced by the FAA.") (citing 
Preston v. Ferrer, 552 U.S. 346,353,128 S. Ct. 978,169 L. Ed. 2d 917 (2008»; Stolt-Nielsen, 
130 S. Ct. at 1774 ("[P)arties are 'generally free to structure their arbitration agreements as they 
see fit. n,); see also Southland Com. v. Keating, 465 U.S. I, 16, 104 S. Ct. 852,79 L. Ed. 2d 1 P 984) (striking down California law that sought to insulate certain issues from arbitration). 

See Cruz v. Cingular Wireless, LLC, F. 3d -> No. 08-16080, 2011 WL 3505016, at *4-10 
(11th Cir. Aug. 11,2011); Gay v. CreditInform, 511 F.3d 369, 383 (3d Cir. 2007); Johnson v. 
West Suburban Bank, 225 F.3d 366, 377-79 (3d Cir. 2000); Adkins v. Labor Ready, Inc., 303 
F.3d 496, 503 (4th Cir. 2002); Snowden v. CheckPoint Check Cashing, 290 F.3d 631,638-39 
(4th Cir. 2002); In re Cotton Yam Antitrust Litig., 505 F.3d 274, 284 n.6 (4th Cir. 2007); Carter 
v. Countrywide Credit Indus., Inc., 362 F.3d 294, 298 (5th Cir. 2004); Iberia Credit Bureau. Inc. 
v.Cingular Wireless LLC, 379 F.3d 159, 174-75 (5th Cir. 2004); Caudle v. Am. Arbitration 
Ass'n, 230 F.3d 920, 921 (7th Cir. 2000); Pleasants v. Am. Express Co., 541 F.3d 853,858-59 
(8th Cir. 2008). 
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Arbitration Agreement) (RJN Ex. 1); Yaqub, No. CVII-2190-VBF (FFMx), slip op. at 5-

6) (same); Hershler v. Citibank (South Dakota), N.A., No. 2:08-cv-06363-R-JWJ, slip. 

op. at 3-8 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 19,2008) (RJN Ex. 3) (same); Lowman v. Citibank (South 

Dakota), N.A., No. CV-05-8097 RGK, 2006 WL 6108680, at *3-4 (C.D. Cal. Mar. 24, 

2006); Egerton v. Citibank, N.A., No. CV-036907DSF (PLAx), 2004 WL 1057739, at *2 

(C.D. Cal. Feb. 18,2004); Taylor v. Citibank USA,N.A., 292 F. Supp. 2d 1333 (M.D. 

Ala. 2003); Citibank USA v. Howard, No. 4:02CV64LN, slip. op. at 7, 2002 WL 

34573997 (S.D. Miss. Aug. 30,2002); Ingram v. Citicorp Credit Servs .. Inc. (USA), No. 

05-2095 B/An, slip op., 2005 WL 6518077 (W.D. Tenn. July Il, 2005), mag. recomm. 

adopted at 2005 WL 6518076 (W.D. Tenn. Aug. 25, 2005); Sesto v. Nat'l Fin. Sys., Inc., 

Case No. 04 C 7768, 2005 WL 6519430 (N.D. Ill. Apr. 25, 2005); Barker v. Citibank 

(South Dakota), N.A .. No. A:03CA-130JN, slip. op., 2003 WL 25943008 (W.D. Tex. 

May 30, 2003); Dumanis v. Citibank (South Dakota), N.A., No. 6:07-cv-6070 (CJS), 

2007 WL 3253975, at *3 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 2, 2007); Eaves-Leonos v. Assurant, Inc., 

3:07-CV-18-S, 2008 WL 80173, at *6-7 (W.D. Ky. Jan. 8,2008). 
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2. The Arbitrat.ion Agreement Also Is Valid And Enforceable Under 
South Dakota Law. 

As stated above, Plaintiffs Card Agreement, which contains the Arbitration 

Agreement, is expressly governed by South Dakota law.6 (Walters Decl., Exs. 1,2,9.) 

While the FAA exclusively governs the enforceability of the Arbitration Agreement 

according to its tenos, South Dakota law governs the determination of whether a valid 

agreement to arbitrate exists. See See Yagub, No. CVII-2190-VBF (FFMx), slip. op. at 

3-4 (holding that South Dakota law applied to Arbitration Agreement pursuant to choice 

oflaw provision in Card Agreement); Gay, 511 F.3d at 389 (citing numerous cases 

applying choice-of-law provisions to determine applicable law in evaluating 

enforceability of arbitration agreements); Dinsmore v. Piper Jaffi'ay, Inc., 593 N.W.2d 41, 

44 (S.D. 1999) (noting that, "the question of whether the parties entered into a valid 

agreement to arbitrate is a question for the court to determine applying state contract law 

principles"); accord First Options of Chicago. Inc. v. Kaplan, 514 U.S. 938, 944, 115 S. 

Ct. 1920, 1311. Ed. 2d 985 (1995) ("When deciding whether the parties agreed to 

6 Alaska state courts apply Section 187(2) of the Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws to 
evaluate contractual choice oflaw provisions. See Peterson v. Ek, 93 P.3d 458, 465 n.l1 (Alaska 
2004) ("A choice of law clause in a contract will generally be given effect unless (I) the chosen 
state has no substantial relationship with the transaction or there is no other reasonable basis for 
the parties' choice, or (2) the application of the law of the chosen state would be contrary to a 
fundamental public policy of a state that has a materially. greater interest in the issue and would 
otherwise provide the governing law.") (citing Restatement (Second) OfConilict Of Laws § 187 
(1971 ». Here, the South Dakota choice-of-law provision is enforceable beqause: (i) South 
Dakota has a substantial relationship to the parties and the transaction (i.e., Citibank is located in 
South Dakota); and (ii) South Dakota law is not contrary to any fundamental public policy of 
Alaska. See Yagub, No. CVII-2190-VBF (FFMx), slip. op. at 3-4 ("The South Dakota choice­
of-law provision is enforceable .... "); see also Hershler, No. 2:08-cv-06363-R-JWJ, slip. op. at 
5-8 (applying Nedlloyd test to uphold South Dakota choice-of-law provision). 
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arbitrate a certain matter (including arbitrability), courts generally . . . should apply 

ordinary state-law principles that govern the formation of contracts."). 

At the time that Plaintiff was mailed the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, South 

Dakota .Jaw expressly allowed Citibank to change the terms of a credit card agreement by 

sending out a change-in-terms notice to the cardmember, as follows: 

Upon written notice, a credit card issuer may change 
the terms of any credit card agreement, if such right of 
amendment has been reserved, including finance charges, fees 
and other costs, effective as to existing balances, so long as 
the card holder does not, within twenty-five days of the 
effective date of the change, furnish written notice to the 
issuer that he does not agree to abide by such changes. Upon 
receipt of such written notice by the issuer, the card holder 
shall have the remainder of the time under the existing terms 
in which to pay all sums owed to the issuer or creditor. Use 
of the card after the effective date of the change of terms, 
including a change in interest rates, is deemed to be an 
acceptance. of the new terms, even though the twenty-five 
days have not expired. 

See former S.D. Codified Laws § 54-11-10.7 Indeed, the Attorney General of South 

Dakota issued an opinion expressly finding that the change-in-terms procedure under 

South Dakota law is a valid means to change a credit card agreement to include an 

arbitration provision. (See RJN Ex. 4 citing former S.D. Codified Laws § 54-11-10 

(Letter Opinion dated May 7, 2002 from Harold H. Deering, Jr., South Dakota Assistant 

7 The current S.D. Codified Laws § 54-11-10 still authorizes changing the terms of credit card 
agreements, including with respect to dispute resolution terms. 
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Attorney General, to Richard R. Duncan, South Dakota Director of Banking (the "South 

Dakota Attorney General Opinion"».) 

Here, consistent with the tenns of the Card Agreement, Citibank notified Plaintiff 

in October 2001 that it was adding the Arbitration Agreement to her Card Agreement 

effective November 2001. (Walters Dec!., ~~ 5-7, Exs. 2-5.) This method of adopting an 

arbitration agreement has been routinely upheld by the courts, including this Court. See, 

M:.. Lowman, 2006 WL 6108680, at *3; Egerton, 2004 WL 1057739, at *3; Hershler, 

No. 2:08-cv-06363-R-JWJ, slip. op. at 5; Eaves-Leonos, 2008 WL 80173, at *2-6; 

Dumanis, 2007 WL 3253975, *2-3 (same). Importantly, Plaintiff did not exercise her 

rights to reject the Arbitration Agreement; instead, she continued to use the Account. 

(Walters Dec!., ~~ 9-10.) Thus, Plaintiff accepted the. Arbitration Agreement as part of 

her contract with Citibank. See Yaqub, No. CVll-2190-VBF-(FFMx), slip op. at 3 

("Applying South Dakota law, Plaintiff entered into the Arbitration Agreement when he 

used the credit card."); Lowman, 2006 WL 6108680, at *3; Hershler, No. 2:08-cv-06363-

R-JWJ, slip. op. at 5 (stating that "Plaintiff had a meaningful choice to opt out of the 

Arbitration Agreement. He, however, chose not to do so, thus defeating any claim of 

procedural unconscionability."). 8 

8 See also Boomer v. AT&T Com., 309 F.3d 404, 415 (7th Cir. 2002) (customer accepted terms 
of contract by failing to follow the non-acceptance instructions in the contract and continuing to 
us.e.the services); Hill v. Gateway 2000, Inc., 105 F.3d 1147 (7th Cir. 1997) (holding that a 
computer purchaser, by electing to keep the computer that he purchased rather than returning it 
within a specified time period, agreed to be bound by an arbitration provision sent to him by the 
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Furthermore, in June 2005, Plaintiff received a complete Card Agreement for the 

Account, which included the Arbitration Agreement. (Walters Dec!., , 13, Exs. 9-10.) 

Under the terms ofthe Card Agreement and South Dakota law, Plaintiff agreed to the 

terms ofthe Card Agreement, including the Arbitration Agreement, by using the Account 

following receipt of the Card Agreement. (Walters Decl., Ex 9 (at p. 1).) South Dakota 

law is consistent with the Card Agreement, providing that the "use of an accepted credit 

card or the issuance of a credit card agreement and the expiration of thirty days from the 

date of issuance without written notice from a card holder to cancel the account creates a 

binding contract between the card holder and the card issuer .. . . " S.D. Codified Laws § 

54-11-9. 

Finally, South Dakota, like most states, strongly endorses arbitration.9 "If there is 

doubt whether a case should be resolved by traditional judicial means or by arbitration, 

arbitration will prevail." Rossi Fine Jewelers, Inc. v. Gunderson, 648 N .W.2d 812,814 

seller); Herrington v. Union Planters Bank, N.A., 113 F. Supp. 2d 1026, 1032 (S,D. Miss. 2000) 
("[T]he plaintiffs accepted the terms of the arbitration agreement by continuing to utilize their . 
accounts."); Marsh v. First USA Bank, N.A., 103 F. Supp. 2d 909, 919 (N.D. Tex. 2000) 
("Plaintiffs continued to use their First USA credit cards after receipt ofthe amendments. 
Therefore, Plaintiffs ... are contractually bound by the arbitration provision of their 
Cardmember Agreements."); Stiles v. Home Cable Concepts, 994 F. Supp. 1410, 1416 (M.D. 
Ala. 1998) (enforcing an arbitration provision contained in amendment to a credit card 
agreement because the plaintiff maintained his account after the effective date of the arbitration 
clause); Grasso v. First USA Bank, 713 A,2d 304, 309 (Del. Super. Ct. 1998) (holding that the 
plaintiff"unequivocally iilanifested acceptance" of her cardholder agreement by making 
rurchases and payments on her account). 

Alaska also strongly endorses arbitration. See Dep't of Pub. Safety v. Pub. Safety Emp. Ass'n, 
732 P.2d 1090, 1093 (Alaska 1987) ("The common law and statutes of Alaska 'evince a strong 
public policy in favor of arbitration.''') (citation omitted). 
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(S.D. 2002) ("We have consistently favored the resolution of disputes by arbitration . . .. 

There is an overriding policy favoring arbitration when a contract provides for it."); 

Dinsmore, 593 N.W.U\":at 44-45,47 (enforcing arbitration agreement in preprinted 

securities account agreement). This "overriding" public policy also is confirmed in the 

South Dakota Attorney General Opinion, which is consistent with the recent decision in 

AT&T Mobility: 

"The purpose of arbitration is to permit a relatively quick and inexpensive 
resolution of contractual disputes by avoiding the expense and delay of 
extended court proceedings." Tjeerdsma v. Global Steel Bldgs., Inc., 466 
N.W.2d 643 (S.D. 1991), quoting L.R. Foy Constr. Co. v. Spearfish School 
District, 341 N.W.2d 383, 388 (S.D. 1983) (Henderson, J., specially 
concurring) (citations omitted). South Dakota law, like federal law and the 
law of most states, encourages private parties to resolve both existing and 
future disputes by extra-judicial means such as arbitration. "A strong 
policy exists favoring the arbitration of disputes where the parties have 
bargained for this procedure." City of Hot Springs v. Gunderson's. Inc., 
322 N.W.2d 8 (S.D. 1982). 

(South Dakota Attorney General Opinion at 2 (RJN Ex. 4).) 

Accordingly, under both the FAA and governing South Dakota law, the Card 

Agreement, including the Arbitration Provision, is binding on Plaintiff and must be 

enforced. 

3. Plaintiff's Claims Fall Squarely Within The Scope Of The Arbitration 
Agreement. 

Once it is determined that the parties have entered into a binding arbitration 

agreement, an "order to arbitrate the particular grievance should not be denied unless it 
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may be said with positive assurance that the arbitration clause is not susceptible of an 

interpretation that covers the asserted dispute." AT&T Tech .. Inc. v. Communications 

Workers of Am .. 475 U.S. 643, 650, 106 S. Ct. 1415,89 L. Ed. 2d 648 (1986); see also 

McDonnell Douglas Fin. Corp. v. Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., 858 F.2d 825, 832 

(2d Cir. 1988) (noting the distinction between "broad" clauses that purport to refer to 

arbitration all disputes arising out of a contract and "narrow" clauses that limit arbitration 

to specific types of disputes). Where the clause is broad, as is the case here, there is a 

heightened presumption of arbitrability such that '" [in] the absence of any express 

provision excluding a particular grievance from arbitration, we think only the most 

forceful evidence of-a purpose to exclude the claim from arbitration can prevail. '" 

AT&T Tech., 475 U.S. at 650; accord Fleet Tire Servo v. om er Rubber Co., 118 F.3d 

619,621 (8th Cir. 1997); Collins & Aikman Products Co. v. Building Systems. Inc., 58 

FJd 16,20 (2d Cir. 1995) (holding that, where the clause is broad, ''then there is a 

presumption that the claims are arbitrable"). 

Plaintiffs Arbitration Agreement extends to "[a]1I Claims relating to your account 

or a prior related account, or our relationship are subject to· arbitration .. . . " (Walters 

Decl., Ex. 2 (under the heading "What Claims are subject to arbitration?"); see also 

id. Ex. 9 (same).) The instant dispute arises from Plaintiffs challenges to Citibank's 

attempt to collect the outstanding balance owed by Plaintiff on her Account. (Compl., ~~ 

8-16.) Plaintiffs claims clearly are tied to her Account and her relationship with 
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Citibank. Although baseless, these claims clearly "relate to" the Account and Plaintiff s 

relationship with Citibank, and are therefore plainly within the Arbitration Agreement's 

broad scope. 

Similarly, Plaintiff's legal theories fall within the scope of the Arbitration 

Agreement. Plaintiffs statutory claim for violation oithe UTPA, as well as for 

declaratory and injunctive relief, are explicitly covered by the Arbitration Agreement, 

which encompasses "[a]ll Claims ... no matter what legal theory they are based on or 

what remedy (damages or injunctive or declaratory relief) they seek .. .- [and] includes 

Claims based on contract ... statutory or regulatory provisions, or any other sources of 

law .... " (Walters Dec!., Ex. 2; see also id. Ex. 9 (same).) "It is by now clear that 

statutory claims may be the subject of an arbitration." Gilmer v. Interstate/Johnson Lane 

Corp., 500 U.S. 20, 26, III S. Ct. 1647, 114 L. Ed. 2d 26 (1991); Mitsubishi Motors 

Corp. v. Soler Chrvsler-Plymouth, Inc., 473 U.S. 614, 628, 105 S. Ct. 3346, 87 L. Ed. 2d 

444 (1985) (noting that, in agreeing to arbitrate a statutory claim, a party "does not forgo 

the substantive rights afforded by the statute [but] submits to their resolution in an arbitral 

... forum"); see also Lozano v. AT&T Wireless Srvs., Inc., 504 F.3d 718,725 (9th Cir. 

2007) (recognizing that the FAA "provides no basis for disfavoring agreements to 

arbitrate statutory claims by skewing the otherwise hospitable inquiry into arbitrability") 

(citation omitted). Importantly, the "duty [of the courts] to enforce arbitration 

agreements is not diminished when a party bound by an agreement raises a claim founded 
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Based on the foregoing, the Motion should be granted. 

5 B, Plaintiff's Claims Must Proceed To Arbitration On An Individual Basis. 
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As confirmed in AT&T Mobility, the Court must enforce the Arbitration 

Agreement as written, including its clear language requiring arbitration on an individual 

basis. The "'principal purpose' of the FAA is to 'ensur(e] that private arbitration 

agreements are enforced according to their terms.'" AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1748"" 

(citations omitted). Thus, "parties may agree to limit the issues subject to arbitration, to 

arbitrate according to specific rules, and to limit with whom a party will arbitrate its 

disputes." Id., 131 S. Ct. at 1748-49 (emphasis added) (citations omitted); Stolt-Nielsen, 

130 S. Ct. at 1774 ("Underscoring the consensual nature of private dispute resolution ... 

parties are 'generally free to structure their arbitration agreements as they see fit. "') 

(citations omitted). "Arbitration is a matter of contract, and the FAA requires courts to 

honor parties' expectations." AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1752; Howsam v. Dean 

Witter Reynolds, Inc., 537 U.S. 79,.83, 123 S. Ct. 588, 154 L. Ed. 2d 491 (2002) 

("[A]rbitration is a matter of contract and a party cannot be required to submit to 

arbitration any dispute which he has not agreed so to submit. ") (internal quotation marks 

and citation omitted); EEOC, 534 U.S. at 289 ("[N]othing in the (FAA] authorizes a court 
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to compel arbitration of any issues, or by any parties, that are not already covered in the 

agreement. "). 

By using her Account, Plaintiff assented that: "Claims and remedies sought as 

part of a class action, private attorney general or other representative action are subject to 

arbitration on an individual (non-class, non-representative) basis, and the arbitrator may 

award relief only on an individual (non-class, non-representative) basis." (Walters Dec!., 

Exs. 2, 9.) The Arbitration Agreement confers on the arbitrator only the authority to 

decide individual claims, and not to make any award, or consider any claims, by or 

relating to any other person. This language unequivocally demonstrates the parties' 

intent to arbitrate claims only on an individual basis and "the FAA requires courts to 

honor parties' expectations." AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1752 (emphasis added); 

Stolt-Nielsen, 130 S. Ct. at 1776 (holding that tlie FAA requires that class arbitration may 

only be ordered when the parties expressly agree to class arbitration). 

Furthermore, the FAA preempts state laws that attempt to regulate the terms of, 

and parties to, arbitration or otherwise challenge the arbitration process based on the 

terms under which the arbitration will take place. See AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 

1753 (abrogating California law invalidating arbitration agreements that contain a class 

action waiver because the law "stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment and 

execution of the full purposes and objectives of Congress" in establishing the FAA) 

(internal quotations and citations omitted); Volt Info. Scis., 489 U.S. at 477; Keating, 465 
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U.S. at 16 (striking down California law that sought to insulate certain issues from 

arbitration). 

Indeed, in the short time since AT&T Mobility, courts across the country have 

confirmed that, under the FAA, state law challenges to arbitration agreements that 

contain class action waivers are not viable. See, e.g., Cruz, _ F. 3d _, No. 08-16080, 

2011 WL 3505016, at *1 ("hold[ing) that, in light of [AT&T Mobility), the class action 

waiver in the Plaintiffs' arbitration agreements is enforceable under the FAA."); Conroy, 

No. 10-CV-04930-SVW-AJW, slip op. 5-8 (enforcing Citibank's Arbitration Agreement 

as written pursuant to the FAA and AT&T Mobilitv); Estrella v. Freedom Fin., No. C 09-

03156,2011 WL 2633643, at *6 (N.D. Cal. Jul.5, 2011) (granting motion and 

compelling arbitration of putative class claims); Hopkins v. World Acceptance Corp., _ 

F. Supp. 2d. -> No. 10-CV-3429, 2011 WL 2837595, at *7 (N.D. Ga. Jun. 29, 2011) 

(holding that, "under AT&T Mobility's broad rule, the class action waiver is not 

unconscionable."); In re Cal. Title Ins. Antitrust Litig., No. 08-01341 JSW, 2011 WL 

2566449, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Jun. 27, 2011) (compelling arbitration and noting that post-

AT&T Mobility "courts must compel arbitration even in the absence of the opportunity 

for plaintiffs to bring their claims as a class action"); Wolfv. Nissan Motor Acceptance 

Corp., No. 10-CV-3338, 2011 WL 2490939, at * 7 (D.N.J. Jun. 22, 2011) (compelling 

arbitration and holding that, based on AT&T Mobility, "the Court cannot find that any 

public interest articulated in this case [including under New Jersey law) overrides the 
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clear, unambiguous, and binding class action waiver included in the parties ' arbitration 

agreement."); Bernal v. BUrnett, _F. Supp. 2d -,2011 WL 2182903, at *6-8 (D. Colo. 

Jun. 6, 2011) (enforcing arbitration agreement under Colorado law based on AT&T 

Mobility); D'Antuono v. Servo Rd. Corp., No. 3:11cv33, 2011 WL 2175932, at *18 (D. 

Conn. May 25, 2011) (compelling arbitration and noting that AT & T Mobility "cast[s] 

significant doubt on virtually any 'device [or] formula' which might be a vehicle for 

'judicial hostility toward arbitration."') (citing AT&T Mobility, 131 S. Ct. at 1747); 

Arellano v. T-Mobile USA, Inc., No. C-IO-5663-WHA, 2011 WL 1842712, at *2-3 

(N.D. Cal. May 16,2011) (compelling arbitration of class UCL and CLRA claims under 

AT&T Mobility and the FAA); Zarandi v. Alliance Data Sys. Corp., No. CV-1O-8309-

DSF, 2011 WL 1827228, at *2 (C.D. Cal. May 9, 2011) (compelling arbitration because 

AT&T Mobilitv confirms that "the FAA preempts state law to the extent it prohibits 

arbitration of a particular type of claim."); Day v. Persels & Assocs" LLC, No. 10-CV-

2463-T-33TGW, 2011 WL 1770300, at *5 (M.D. Fla. May 9, 2011) (holding that, under 

AT&T Mobility. arbitration agreement containing class action waiver is not substantively 

unconscionable under Florida law); Bellows v. Midland Credit Mgmt. Inc., No. 09-CV-

1951-LAB, 201 I WL 1691323, at *3 (S.D. Cal. May 4,2011 )(compelling arbitration 

because AT&T Mobility "mak[ es] clear the agreement to arbitrate is not substantively 

unconscionable merely because it includes a class action waiver."). 
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C. This Action Must Be Stayed. 

Section 3 of the FAA expressly provides that, where a valid arbitration agreement 

requires a dispute to be submitted to binding arbitration, the district court shall stay the 

action "until such arbitration has been had in accordance with the terms of the 

agreement." 9 U.S.C. § 3; see Collins v. Burlington N. R. Co., 867 F.2d 542, 545 (9th 

Cir. 1989) (remanding case where district court failed to consider whether a stay was 

appropriate as a result of binding arbitration agreement). Accordingly, Citibank requests 

that this Court stay the action pending completion of arbitration pursuant to the express 

terms of the Arbitration Agreement. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, Citibank respectfully requests that the Court grant 

this Motion and compel arbitration of Plaintiff's claims in accordance with the express 

terms of the valid and enforceable Arbitration Agreement governing Plaintiff's Account. 

In addition, this action should be stayed pending completion of arbitration proceedings. 

Dated: 04'1/;, 
I 

DAVIS WRIGHT lREMAINE LLP 
Attorneys for Citibank, 

/,,"IIHS~,11 Bar Assoc. #8406022 
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Certificate orService 

On the 1.. Li-day of August, 20 I I, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing 
document was sent by courier, 
to the following parties: 

James 1. Davis, Jr. 
Northern Justice Project 
3 10K Street, Suit. 200 
Anchorage, AK 9950 I 

Marc Wilhelm 
Richmond & Quinn PC 
360 K Street, Suite 200 
Anchorage, AK 9950 I 

By: ...f>..1~~y{~M.=-,-C~W»n~btKS~ 
Karina Chambers 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 

JANET HUDSON, on behalf of herself and all ) 
others similarly situated, ) 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

CITIBANK. (SOUTH DAKOTA), N.A., 
ALASKA LAW OFFICES, INC. and 
CLAYTON WALKER, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

COUNTY OF QUEENS 

Case No. 3AN-U-09196-Cl 

copy 
Orlglna' f'tecll'VO(i 

AUG 24 2011 

Clerk of the Trial COUr18 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority personally appeared CATHLEEN A. 

WALTERS who being over the age of21 and upon being first duly sworn, deposes and 

says: 

1. My name is Cathleen A. Walters and I am over the age of21, have never 

been convicted of a felony, and am competent to testify to the statements set forth in this 

affidavit. I am a Senior Vice President of Citicorp Credit Services, Inc., a servicing 

company for Citibank, N.A., successor to Citibank (South Dakota), N.A ("Citibank"), the 

issuer of Plaintiff Janet Hudson's ("Hudson") credit card account at issue in the above­

referenced action. Citibank is a national banking association with its principal place of 

business in South Dakota. I have been employed by Citicorp Credit Services, Inc. or its 

predecessors for approximately 15 years. Since 2000, my responsibilities at CCS! have 

included creating, maintaining and distributing credit card agreements and change-in-

terms notices to Citibank cardmembers. 

1 

- 447-



• , 

2. In my capacity as Senior Vice President, I have knowledge and access to 

information in the normal course of business regarding the practices of Citibank and 

certain of its affiliates with respect to the channels by which notices are sent on behalf of 

Citibank to cardmembers. I also have knowledge of, and am generally familiar with, the 

ongoing credit card business operations and practices of Citibank. I have access to the 

business records relating to credit card accounts issued by Citibank, including the credit 

card account issued to Ms. Hudson. 

3. The exhibits to this Affidavit are all true and correct business records 

created and maintained by Citibank, or its affiliates, in the course of regularly conducted 

business activity, and as part of the regular practice of Citibank to create and maintain 

such records, and also were made at the time of the act, transaction, occurrence or event 

or within a reasonable time thereafter. Certain information on the Exhibits has been 

redacted to protect Ms. Hudson's privacy. The statements set forth in this affidavit are 

true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. Except where 

based . upon information provided by persons working under my direction and 

supervision, the statements contained herein are based on my personal knowledge or 

review of Citibank's records, including records pertaining to Citibank's records of a 

Citibank credit card account issued to Janet Hudson. 

4. Citibank's records reflect that there is a Citi Driver's Edge Platinum Select 

Card - Options Rbts Account ending in 9673 issued in Ms. Hudson's name (the 

"Account"). Like any other credit card account, Ms. Hudson's Account is subject to 

written terms and conditions that are reflected in a Card Agreement, as amended from 
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time to time. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a copy of the form of Card Agreement that 

was sent to Ms. Hudson when the Account was opened in April 1999. 

5. In October 2001, Citibank caused to be mailed to Ms. Hudson a Notice of 

Change-in-Terms (the "Arbitration Change-in-Terms") with her October 2001 periodic 

statement for the Account. A true and correct copy of the Arbitration Change-in-Terms 

for the Account is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 to this Affidavit. The Arbitration Change-

in-Terms changed the Card Agreement for the Account to provide that disputes regarding 

the Account would be resolved through arbitration if Ms. Hudson or Citibank so elected. 

6. Based upon my review of Ms. Hudson's Account records, I have 

ascertained that Ms. Hudson received the Arbitration Change-in-Terms with her October 

2001 statement. Pursuant to the Card Agreement, Citibank caused a statement for the 

Account to be printed each month (other than months in which no statement may have 

been required under applicable law), and mailed to Ms. Hudson's then current billing 

address in Poplar Bluff, Missouri. In October 2001, amonthly periodic statement for the 

Account, along with the enclosed Arbitration Change-in-Terms, was mailed to Ms. 

Hudson's address. A true and correct copy ofthe statement transaction detail sent to Ms. 

Hudson on her October.200l statement for the Account is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 to 

this Affidavit (the "October 2001 Statement") (redacted for privacy). A special message 

was printed on the face of the October 2001 Statement, stating as follows: 

PLEASE SEE THE ENCLOSED CHANGE IN TERMS NOTICE FOR 
IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT THE BINDING 
ARBITRATION PROVISION WE ARE ADDING TO YOUR 
CITmANK CARD AGREEMENT. 
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Attached as Exhibit 4 to this Affidavit is a true and correct copy of a printout of the 

computer screen from the records for Ms. Hudson's Account that reflects that the 

Arbitration Change-in-Terms was sent to Ms. Hudson (redacted for privacy). 

7. Furthermore, in November 2001, a monthly periodic statement for the 

Account was mailed to Ms. Hudson's address. A true and correct copy of Ms. Hudson's 

November 2001 statement transaction detail for the Account is attached as Exhibit 5 to 

this Affidavit (the "November 2001 Statement") (redacted for privacy). A special 

message was printed on the face of the November 2001 Statement, stating as follows: 

WITHIN THE LAST 30 DAYS YOU SHOULD HAVE RECEIVED AN 
IMPORTANT NOTICE ABOUT ADDING BINDING ARBITRATION 
TO YOUR ClTIBANK. CARD AGREEMENT. IF YOU WOULD LlKE 
ANOTHER COPY PLEASE CALL THE CUSTOMER SERVICE 
NUMBER LISTED ABOVE. 

g. It was, and is, Citibank's practice to include a note in customers' Account 

records when statements are returned by the post office. I have checked Citibank's 

records for the Account and there is no record that the post office returned Ms. Hudson's 

October or November 2001 Statements. In addition, if the mail for Ms. Hudson address 

had been returned for two consecutive months, Citibank would have discontinued mailing 

statements until a good address was obtained. Statements for November and December 

2001, and January and February 2002 were mailed to Ms. Hudson. This further confirms 

that the October and November 2001 Statements for the Account were not returned by 

the post office. 

9. Ms. Hudson, like other recipients of the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, was 

permitted, by taking certain steps as set forth in the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, to opt 

out of the arbitration provision. (See Exhibit 2, last paragraph entitled "Non-Accep.tance 

Instructions"). Ms. Hudson did not opt out of the arbitration Change-in-Terms. I can 
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determine this because it was Citibank's practice to include a note in Account records of 

customers who chose to opt out. The records for the Account do not reflect any such 

note. 

10. In addition, there is an indicator on the Account records to indicate if the 

Account is subject to arbitration. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6, to this Affidavit is a true 

and correct copy of the computer screen that shows the arbitration indicator (redacted for 

privacy). That indicator is marked "Y." This means the Account is subject to arbitration. 

The relevant field on Exhibit 6 has been marked. If Ms. Hudson had opted out of the 

Arbitration Change-in-Terms, this field would show an "N." The computer system was 

programmed to place an ''N'' in this field when an opt out was noted on the system during 

the opt out period for the Arbitration Change-in-Terms. 

11. The Arbitration Change-in-Terms provided that the Arbitration Agreement 

would become effective on the day after the Statement/Closing date indicated on Ms. 

Hudson's November 2001 billing statement. See Ex. 2. The Statement/Closing date was 

November 28, 2001. See Ex. 5. Thus, the Arbitration Agreement became effective on 

November 29, 2001. Citibank's records reflect that Ms. Hudson continued using the 

Account after the Arbitration Change-in-Terms became effective. 

12. In February 2005, Citibank caused to be mailed to Ms. Hudson a Notice of 

Change-in-Terms (the "February 2005 Change-in-Terms") for the Account. The 

February 2005 Change-in-Terms made certain amendments to the arbitration provision, 

removing JAMS as an arbitration provider and revising the severability clause. A copy 

of the form of February 2005 Change-in-Terms sent to Ms. Hudson is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 7. Attached as Exhibit 8 to this Affidavit is a copy of the February .2005 
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statement transaction detail for the Account advising Ms. Hudson of the February.200S 

Change-in-Terms (redacted for privacy). As with the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, Ms. 

Hudson had the opportunity to opt out of the changes to the arbitration provision (not the 

arbitration provision itself), but did not do so. Instead, Ms. Hudson continued to use and 

make payments on the Account after receiving the February 2005 Change-in-Terms.· 

13. Citibank's records reflect that, in June 2005, a complete Card Agreement 

was sent to Ms. Hudson in connection with a pricing change on the Account. Attached 

hereto as Exhibit 9 is a copy of the form of Card Agreement sent to Ms. Hudson as a 

result of the pricing change. The Card Agreement contains the same arbitration 

agreement as provided in the Arbitration Change-in-Terms, as modified by the February 

2005 Change-in-Terms. After receiving the complete Card Agreement, Ms. Hudson 

continued to use the Account as reflected in the statement transaction detail sent to Ms. 

Hudson in June and July 2005, copies of which are attached hereto as composite Exhibit 

10 (redacted for privacy). 

FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT. 

STATE OF NEW YORK. 
COUNTY OF Glu ~Ct-/f 

~) (t/:£ 
Cathleen A. Walters 

SWORN AND SUBSCRlBED before me, the undersigned Notary Public, on this -1 $'" M( 

day of August, 2011, by Cathleen A. Walters, as .r.. ... ,~ ~ v,,,< 1""~I;""l"of 
{)r-e""f &-..tvf f~"<c.s 1;... . who is personally known to me or who has provided 
identification. 

~~ 
/ Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 
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MICHAEL E. SCHIFFRES 
Notary Public, State of tJew York 

No. 02SC4967329 
Qualified In Westchester Count'lU 

Commission Expires May }9. 20 d 
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02001 r.ll~n. (So..IIl DA..cllii} N;' 
Mttnnc:. tOn,. 

N~tjce of Change in 
Terms Regarding Binding 
Arbitration to Your Cmbank 
Card Agreement 
£:lIecll\16 on the da~' OlflCf tfiO Stalem~ntlCloslng Date 'inaicated 
on yo ... 1 N"vemt:)Clf !'OO 1 billing Sialemtmt, we are amendIng 
'itllJr e)ri!illng GIl/Dank Card Agreement to Include the following 
PrDVlSlOn regarding tllnchng CirbttratlOt' Tho btndlng arbitral/on 
provis.on does nol appt-{ to lndrvtdoal Clslrro!o 01 J\amed perMS In 
any idWSult ~ on us belote the eflecwe date. 0110 OaJtnS 
t~i' UIl08fT1Ed trolJ1TlDet5i 01 a class III any c&rtl1ted crass action If 
tLCf.=Ci1 nilS ce!':n jjlOll1dOO 10 the ClflS$ Dy court direcllOn before 
Iho efi~clive 0&18 

If you do nCd WI!>r. to nr.cepllhil bindIng arbllrallon prOVISIon, 
nlEl&se :>ee the NON·ACCEPTANCE INSTRUCTIONS on panel 
S 01 this I'o()t~ 

ARBITRATION: 
PLEASE READ THIS PROVISION OFTHE AGREEMENT 
CAREFULLY. IT PROVIDES THAT ANY DISPUTE MAY BE 
RESOLVED BY BINDING ARBrrRATION. ARBITRATION 
REPLACES THE RIGHTTO GOTO COURT, INCLUDING THE 
R1GHTTO A JURY AND THE RIGHTTO PARTlCIPATE IN A . 
CLASS ACTION OR SIMILAR PRoceEDING. IN ARBrrRA­
TlON. A DISPUTE IS RESOLVED BY AN ARBITRATOR 
INSTEAD OF A JUDGE OR JURY. ARBITRATION PROCE­
DURES 'ARE SIMPLER AND MORE UMrTED THAN COURT 
PROCEOURES. 

Agreement to Arbitmte: 
E.,ther you or WE- may, WilhO\JI lI'le other's consent, elect maMa­
IOty. buxflll{) arbttrslion lor any clAm. dispute. Of controversy 
between you U1d us tcalled ·CIBlrrun. 

Claims Covered: 
• What Claims; are subject to arbitration? AR Cla:ms 
relaTing to your accounl. a prior related account, or our rerauon· 
shIp are subject to albllration, IOcluding Claims regarding the 
Hpplicallon enforceabIlity. or IOierpret8Tion of thIS Agroement and 
thiS art:utrahon provision AU Claims are sUbfOCl to arbl:t8\lon, no 
maUE:r wt lal iegallhOOry they are oased on 01 what remedy 
(I1Oni3~ Of tn;..."\CtNe Df deckl/'OtOfy relief) they seek. 1'Ns 
trlClu\.lf:S CIaIlTlS rAsed on CCInIract. 101't (lI'Icluchng intentronal 
IOrtl traua. agency. your or our negligence. statutory or regula-
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• Whoso ClaIms aN subject to arbitration? NOI orgy 
,,,,,:; IJr,(J yoors. JilJ; ,,'S~ rJa,,"~; InClcJlllJ)' or ..tgau1sI anyoop, 
~· ... ·r.'r,;.~:h)(1 wltn In> (U you 01 cl;J,lrnlllg Vvougt, u::s lII' you. SuCh 'J!' 
,; \:'·hIIlPtlC."lI~: (;1 aun~~lltJ mllr 01 yOur 3ccouni. Ill~ ~npIoyOO. 
;';I\~tI:' tl!I)I\..~1,.I':t" II",c . ",tfllt.!tl~d UinparlY. prcdt:ceSSOf 01 St..tC­
\:l::,~:S,l . 'h.111 "~:'l:. 1)1' In~Ic."{: 1/1 nanl<.fUSJlt;y 

• What time frame applies to Claims I&Ubject to 
arbitration? CI.I,:n .. lItU"nu I/llho p,.~t prt.tSlIflt. or Mure. 
.. .,.: I\ld,I\\1 (;i,\""'5 ,lfl!oUllj tJulWf:: Ih~ll1pellll'lY of youl ilCCOlJnI. art) 
~"fllf't:1 i,·.' ,)rbll~ull()r. 

~ Broadest interpretation. A,"'y qUfJstl()l'l~ .. bOlIl whether 
(;'" OIS .Ift; •• \ot;j(."\.·11O dru,If.I:".e, Sl\<In be resolved by inlaqltelmg 
'I ,;~; t)tbilrm:ao orov";ron IJ"I the broadesl )'tDy tho law wul allow 1110 
Ill'! l~dotC'r~tI lhl~ arbllml'OM rlfOVlsion IS !)overnl!d hy Ihe Federal 
"'1)110111011 ACI (Ihl! -FAA' ) 

• What about Claims filM In Small Claims Court? 
CJ..)Ilnr. hll;[lII) a 'll'JIoJI; cJalf11s court ale 1101 sUO!ElCII') arbitration. 
:.>0 lOflY .. ~ the nlalllli rf;1l'olJlng In such court and advances ooly an 
tf.u.'Ilclu.\1 hlUn-Clas~ . oon-r~eser.tattve) C~·t1 . 

How ArbitratIon Works: 
• How dDes • party initiate arbitration? TIl~ porly 'Ihnv 
.. 11 ,111/1,1.,\ t'.Il :C'u~.1 ct>"oeu I,n~, ul thl) 'ClhO .... .ng throt! Clrbotratlon 
10m::; '111ef Itll:UW liS rUIHt. wltl pr(J\~t1aUr~S II)( ir,lfi.i1ing and pur· 
'i1l1l1 ' , ,/I •• !rUln ... I,(.!, AW\'t't.;:1/1 ArOllr,'1ln"l At;Socldtian. JAMS. nnd 
101,':: :'1' 101: 1\, r",I! .. ,=o!: hl:' ut11 )'11'1 urlJllri:lllOll htltlflf1g :nat you allend 
Ill.. ! t( •• ·t:ld ~.: .J v..,(';c, ",' I'<)S(JII b)' ~·lV ",'ClllC!\Io.)f1 ',m) In Ihe same 
l·,ly .Ir~ !:"' 1I ~ O.Jo.lr,<.:' (;U"JII cln~ ..... s!!u yOUf rhen current bf,hllg 
~,iWrl·I:":'. ':'" ,\I SUlI'~~ (,,(r,tli place 10 ..... r.ch you and we agree.e, 
.',rtI .. , ~, '(ttl .• rll..l}- c.IJI .. ·rl C(,.lPI~S ollhe cv:renl rlJles cd eaCfl 0' [h9 
11110'': .".IHlI!rlliUJII f·((11,!j ,Ina lullrls and InslruC\10r.s lor inlhntlng lin 
Wb:\f(JiI,1Jl Dy CI)nl,lcllng nl~nl M, fOltowS 

J\III~.:(.( ... I" Arn"'iill''' ' A!-!)OCll1ilon ° Web s-Ie: ..... ww i!ldrorg 
:I~..:) M/lfh!iI'loI1 AVi:""Jt, FlOOr 10 
"11M V('Ilk "JV l(lOl1.·IOf)~ 

1020 M~'n Sl~!;lel Stille 30" 
ltvlne. CA 9?til0 

N.lttOn:ll AtI)1UA11011 Forum. Web sl\e:www arbllt3l('J1"' .. rorurn COtrl 
PO au.e!)Q191 
Mltlooupo.'il>. MN ~';c405 

AI Jny ume yt)!.l ", we rnay aSk an appropriate COUfI 10 (~pet 
~rbtlrnllor, 01 Claims. or 10 Slay Itle !iligallon ot C'aims pending 
arbilrilllon. even II such Cltlims are pall of a iawsull. unlp.ss <llrial 
!'as bogun or ~ Finnl ludgment has been enlercd. Evel1 II a party 
lalls 10 exerCIse Ihase rIghts 81 any particUlar time. or In can· 
nectio1 with any partICular Cl<llms. thai party can still reqUIre 
artlitr8!tOf'i ill a lalOI lime or In connecOOn wilh any other Clallns. 
• What procedure. and law .... appllc.ble In 
arbitration? A SII'IQIe. neutrul arbitrator wUI resolve Ctaims The 
arbitratOr WIll be either a lawyer with at leasl ren years m:perienco 
or a re.:ired or former JUdge, selecled In accordance wllh the rull:ts 
of Ihe arbitration Ilfm. The arbi1.talion WIll follew procedures and 
rules 0( 1M 31b1\l'allon f,rm In affect onlhe dale It'll! 8rtultalion 
IS filed unless lhose procedures and rules are Incon.otislent WIth 
this AQteetnent irI which c:ase lhis Agteemttnt wi! previlll Those 
procedures and rules may limit lhe discovl!fy available 10 you 
or us nl8 arbitrator win lake reasonable steps to Plotc:lct cus· 
tomer .1ccounl infOlmaliun and olhor confidentIal Information if 
requeslsc1 to do so by you or us. The arbItrator w1ll apply applic· 
able subslan!lve law consisle", wilh lhe FAA and applicabltl 
statutes of hmltallOlls, wdt honor claims of privilege rec.'Ogni7.ed 
QI raw, \lOO wrll have lhe power to award to a party any damages 
(II' other roNal prCMded lor under appf'lCabkl ifIw. You 01 we may 
choose to have a hearflO and be represented by counsel. The 
arbtlrfJlQ( \\lib make any award in wriling enct. il requesled by you 
or us. 'HlIl prOVIde a brlof slelement oltha reasons 101 the award. 
An award In arbitration shan determine the rights and obllgations 
belwean Ihe named parlles only and only in raspecl Of Ihe 
ClaimS III arbitral/on. and shall nOI he .... e any beeting on the rights 
and OOllgalions of any other persO'l. ()( on the resolutlOrl 01 any 
Qthfll disputE!. 

• Who pays? 'Nhoever Wei the arbitration pays !he milia! tiling 
tee If we hie. we pay. if you IdEl:. you pay. unless you get a lee 
weivel under Ihe appbcable rules of Ihe arbitration hrm. II you 
have paid the Inltlsl filing fee end you prevail. wfl will reimburse 
you lor Ihe: fee. Ir there is a nearIng. we will pay any lees ollhe 
arblln:not .I1nd arbiTration Ilrm lor the fllst day or thaI hearing 
All other tees will be allocaled as provided by the rules 01 Ule 
nrbi1r3110n firm 3nd a~pllCable IHw. However. we wil advance 01' 

... __ • ' .0- _ •..• ~_ ..... __ ••.• _. _ •.....•. ___ .. _ ... ____ _ 

lhere IS gOO(J reaso'llor r~q(.j(lf~U us !'I Ufl)"O tH .1 YI)U '''.i1\, 'IS. 
and WEI ClelOtrTlinE' 1hore IS ljUCIlJ rt!asclIl lor (10" l~) SO I:..;~ch party 
..... 111 be.::.r me expenm:: nll"at p.:.tty·s atlOlfleys. ~)tPt!'ls Cl'ld y.,l­
nesses o.rnd other expcrll,':h. relJaldit'ts~ at wlhCr. DArly rJ1t . .'vJ!ls . 
but a p3fty mav lecovc:r any or :.ln t?JlJ.k ~ Jocs Ilnlll JMIII(:( pcl.fly 
II the arb-I·ator. applyutg <lPf.1h< .... llJln law. ~ Oul(;rfll,tu,!.t. 

• Who can be> • party? r.1;t.nlS mu\llx. blO\XJhl .n the f\\)"l'll'i 
of an 1I1CIIIICfu31 persull ()l cll'lly ""Kl'rt'oUsI flrno::e£l(1 ( :-I'. an lI'dl~"d· 
ual (non·class. no.'1·!epreSPJ"II<'I!lva) DaSIS ~c 3rt..lllr~for .... 111 r10: 
award (ellelto' OT Agam:;l on~onc who I.~ no! a pelfly II you or 
we reQwre 6rbilration Of ~ ClAtn. neilhpo ~'Ou. WOo no. any other 
person may pur,;uc Ihl'! C"'tm it'l arbitrC'll'on as" c:t l\."5 ",1:01'1. 
pr,valt:! allompv gen9f;>J ttehlJll N O!he' rOOref.P.n13t:VP i1r.tion. "'01 
may sue" CL.'lm bI'! pur::lIl'l(l Of' VClUf '" ow bct,,JU U"1 .,...'v Migat=t)"I 
in any court {~Ialn!$ JlX'ILKfr"'g ;I~::i n!".!li Claim" (II'.·..., II' rr,l/rc! 
perStms m3y not 1)(' :OU1(!'ri ur c:nrl!j(lhclUtC"lr ,(I !'If~ ,...,!lIf! i1r~ll'rn· 
tion Howevel. apphcsn:s.. {:r""prJhChl~lL. CililhotJIOd u.jC'~ on.'l 
sJOgIP. aCCOt.lnl I;lI1(Jior lC!iatad U ... L·OUf1I!o 01 ("( ... wr~':" .. !II:I,~ltlS :!II~ 
hera:: l:ol1s,dl'lrl!d m:> or.~ ueT:'\On 

• When Is an arbitration .wanl fl"_I? T~ ~fb!\!011,)( S 
award.$ IlOa' uno I:) ... a.o:y OIllhn pwllc"IA'IkY'.:.-, ~ fl~lItJ' ,'f'llHillli ;1 
;n wlltlng!1,) tt,~ art:)1\ra!II1r. h:rnwllh,IlI·I:ee.1 dolys "I r ,,"'~ r. olUI(I I 
aW31d it'le apoeal nh.I~1 mquc.!u iJ Ilew arbltrallUtI IJn!.'l/I: a punal "r"'" 
olll1rp,o (.(I\llr/ol1 arbitral0rs r1NIIOf\iJlerl hy Iht~ Slim" ,,'".1'1'1111)0 <D 
firm lhu nnllet wi'i con!l,llm ;,,11 t~c!ua; i:l,rlU IC{l<tIIS<,uns :lnn..... ""¢ 
lont,w the ~;"n'le rules 11131 fippty 10 11 pmceedltlU \ISII'1(J ~ Single 
arbitrator. 3110' /'l'IDJo..P tlf"CISt()l'l~ bllSQd ('Ill tlll~ vole IJlll1l,' 'T13r(.lrIly 
Costs wd' be OItiocal~d rn (l'll'" SM'IEI Wlrr lhoy OliU ~oc.'lco tor 
arbnlahoo belore a slnglR ar1;)r'iltor At· :lWcud UV a o.."\f'Ct lS Ilf\3t 
W"Cl btndlOQ OI llhe parloes IJfier liheen days has pm.serl A hn .. t 
and b'ndlno 03ward IS sub!et:t 10 judll~ul revcp.w And I ~\!nrc~c,,! 
as provlueo ny UIC FAA ~'I ulhoJ' nppl't~;Jbl(' Iinv 

SunrJtI~/.nd $e.".I'.blJlty 01 Terms: 
• Th.~ .lI.fb'lrilllOfl Prnvl~1 ~!11l11 );U! .... 'Vl il) !f:IIl"'''l..I!rVI/JI 
changes In V'II.! Agrecrncn:'lhc :teC(.1IK':! :u,(I II-e Irl:' t".)ll$I"11 
bclWP.efl yuu 30d l:S conc:O<'nulg Inc .lCC(),I'11. , .. I U"',,-' hru"'-tuPtcy 
at any pany. ilnd (lI' l any tro"s!(u. S,1ia 'Jf l1::;SIQ'omflltt o! ,/UI,/I 
account 01 ~ny an~.Junls oW'CId 1m your lIC!.:.)::I'1. I" orly CInar 
parser or e()lily I' any (.Jon·on OlliliS ;1II'I!r~lIlt.ln pruVls.on IS 
deemed ,nvAlid or IJn(!nII)!C~i1t)le, !I'e remaulll\~ pOI/Ions ShAll 
neverlheless temalll en forr.e A"y dlHt!rcnt d91P.~"ICr;1 'oI,l8rdll'9 
Drbl\l(lhnn O\\ISI be AgrE!P.<1 !O , .... wlI"n~ 
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www.c~tlcards . com 

o 
00 

CITt CARDS 
PO BOX 668901 
O£S WOtKES. IA 
50)6a-890l 

Citt Driver's Edge ' 
Platinum Select Card-Options Rbts 

rIM C"'fG .... ' ",.,Ie., cd., ... Ilt 
1'800-950-5114 

!i!i!i!~~ .. ~~~.!.~ " ':00 'II lOCA~ 11"( OM L"~O/lOOl 
~I01_~rc_..I"" Oa,. 
10!l6!2001 

f"" .. ~ ... lItl'" 

$4400 HSl1 
.!omGIWIOw. 
C ... I!. ... 

• ctTl DRIVER ' S [OCE CARD opTIONS REBATES 
L~st Month's S.lance 
E~rned t"s Won\h 
Redcemed/Expfr~d 
Current 8ahnee 

r •• ..-4 ... r..I ___ I .. 

1 ....... -. . ..... -.............. ,.....-

CHAleE-PERIODtc RlTE 
CHAReE-PERIOOIC RATE , 

TOTAL 
204 .61 

0.00 
0 . 00 

H.61 

PLEASE SEE THE ENCLOSED CHANGE JK TER"S NOTIC[ 
FDA JMPOATAMT IHrORWATtOK ABOUT THE 8JKOIHG 
ARBITRATtON PROVISION wE ARE ADDIKC TO YOuR 
clfla~K CARD ACR([~EH1. 

The Cttiqroup Relief FUnd will proYlde ,cnolarships 
(or children or vleth,t 0' the Septltll'lber 11th 
tr~QedV_ Help make thalr future ~re Secure with a 
tQ.-d~uctiblc Contribution. Complele inform~tlon is 
available at www _citiqroup.co. or 1·8ae- •• L-CITI. 

St.lV In. tOUCh with r.c:. feoltures 3f\d bcnet1ts. or your 
c.:Jrd thO' e.:ny wOJV. Just provide your Itlll<Jil address 
011 your pay~nt stut. or rc.qis.ter .1t 
........... VIM I I .CI t icards .com 

eet ~ ~5 st~t f!«cnl Crt:di I ,or Qoinq paperless' Do 
.,I"el.,. WI tn r~PClr st~ternents .lnd do It .,11 onl. nc 1f\t ft 
AeCOuftt On t~c '~ All (Icetroftic option. 
Yhit w ..... ".citlcolrdS . com loday! 

. --.. . .. '~-. '-' 
StaD H'''l~1J IO l 
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www.cttlcardS .c om 

00 A1 0499 I lie " 

JANET HUOSON 

Account Summary 

PURCHASi.S 
ADVANCES 
TOTAl. 

PURCHASES 
Stan.dard PUf'ch 
BollolncC! Z 

ADVANCES 

prc .... ous ,,,j p\I(ctlasu t-) Plym."fs 
!hrlnS! , Adv.nc-!S " Otcits 

Sl,OSl.49 r· OD $",° ' °8 !o.oo 0.00 $2~jO H,o t.4.9 0.00 

6.'lnn svb,.d fO Panod .. : 
r!l'jll'\S! Chl(ql R&U 

171 1.61 Q . 0449l~fDl 
24 5 .l] D,0161U 0 

$0 .00 0.OS471~ 0) 
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t+J fiNANC£ 
CHARGE 

$11.05 
$0 . 00 

$11.05 

Nom"'.! 

effr 

........ 
,.) H.w 
e"."e:! 

$861.54 
$0.00 

$862.54 

ANNUAL 
APR PERceNTAGE RAoIE 

16. 400~ 16 ."00" 
S.900", 5 , 900" 

19.990"' t9 .990" 
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