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Investigative ReportSTATE OF IOWACITIZENS’ AIDE/OMBUDSMANINVESTIGATION OF MAQUOKETA’S PIT BULL BANORDINANCE AND ENFORCEMENTTO: Maquoketa City CouncilandChief Brad KorandaMaquoketa Police DepartmentFROM: William P. Angrick IICitizens’ Aide/OmbudsmanRE: Case File 0603634Issued: November 15, 2006Released: December 21, 2006
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Role of the OmbudsmanThe Office of Citizens’ Aide/Ombudsman (Ombudsman) is an independent and impartialinvestigative agency located in the legislative branch of Iowa state government. Itspowers and duties are defined in Iowa Code chapter 2C.The Ombudsman investigates complaints against Iowa state and local governmentagencies. The Ombudsman can investigate to determine whether agency action isunlawful, contrary to policy, unreasonable, unfair, oppressive or otherwise objectionable.The Ombudsman may also decide to publish the report of the findings and conclusions,as well as any recommendations for improving agency law, policy, or practice. If thereport is critical of the agency, the agency is given the opportunity to reply to the report,and the reply is attached to the published report.AllegationsOn September 13, 2006, Kelly Wilslef submitted a complaint to the Ombudsman aboutthe Maquoketa City Council (Council). Ms. Wilslef stated a Maquoketa police officerserved her an abatement notice for violating the city ordinance preventing owners fromkeeping pit bull terrier dogs in the city. The Council subsequently determined her dogwas a pit bull mix, and ordered her to remove the dog from the city. Ms. Wilslef claimedthe Council unreasonably relied on non-expert testimony supporting the city’s positionher dog was a pit bull mix. She further claimed that if her dog was in fact a pit bull mix,the city ordinance did not apply to mixed-breed pit bulls; therefore, the Council actedcontrary to law when it concluded she violated the city ordinance and ordered her toremove her dog from the city.InvestigationThe investigation was assigned to Assistant Ombudsman Andy Teas. For purposes ofthis report, all investigative actions are ascribed to the Ombudsman. The Ombudsmanresearched kennel clubs, dog breeds, city ordinances in Iowa, and relevant case lawrelating to breed bans. In addition, the Ombudsman spoke with officials at the AnimalRescue League in Des Moines, Iowa about identifying pit bull terriers.Background FactsMs. Wilslef’s “Notice to Abate Nuisance” (Notice) was served by Maquoketa Officer PatFier on July 5, 2006. (Appendix A.) The Notice stated she was in possession of a pitbull, and ordered her to remove the dog from city limits. Maquoketa Police Chief BradKoranda held a hearing on Ms. Wilslef’s Notice on July 25, 2006. Chief Koranda foundMs. Wilslef’s dog to be part pit bull, and subject to Maquoketa Ordinance § 4-1-7(22),making it illegal for any person to keep in their possession a “pit bull terrier dog” withincity limits. (Appendix B.)3
Ms. Wilslef appealed Chief Koranda’s decision, and the Maquoketa City Council held apublic hearing on September 5, 2006. At the hearing, city attorney Mark Lawsonquestioned Ms. Wilslef, Officer Fier, and Chief Koranda. Ms. Wilslef was notrepresented by counsel, but she presented evidence supporting her position the dog wasnot a pit bull in the form of veterinarian vaccination billings referring to her dog as a“Rott-Mix.” She testified she did not know what breed her dog was because she receivedit from a man outside of town, and she did not know the parenting.Officer Fier testified to the events leading up to the issuance of the Notice. He stated hewas called to Ms. Wilslef’s neighborhood on a report there was a dog running loose.Officer Fier was able to capture the dog, and take it back to Ms. Wilslef’s house withoutincident. Officer Fier gave his opinion the dog was part pit bull. He based this opinionon photographs of pit bulls he had previously seen. During the Council’s hearing, ChiefKoranda testified he concluded Ms. Wilslef’s dog was a pit bull. He based thisconclusion on an initial veterinarian’s intake form labeling the dog as a “pit mix” and hisown experience with pit bulls.On September 7, 2006, Mr. Lawson sent Ms. Wilslef a letter confirming the Councildenied her appeal, and gave her until September 15, 2006, to remove her dog from thecity limits. (Appendix C.)After receiving Ms. Wilslef’s complaint, the Ombudsman called Mr. Lawson onSeptember 18, 2006. The Ombudsman asked Mr. Lawson about the ordinance and Ms.Wilslef’s case. Mr. Lawson confirmed a police officer issued Ms. Wilslef a citation forkeeping a pit bull within city limits. He stated the officer compared pictures of the dog topictures of pit bulls, and made a determination the dog was part pit bull. Ms. Wilslef hada hearing before the city police chief, and appealed the chief’s ruling to the Council. TheCouncil determined Ms. Wilslef was in possession of a pit bull in violation of the cityordinance based on the officer’s testimony and initial paperwork from Ms. Wilslef’sveterinarian’s office.Mr. Lawson stated the Council had made its decision, and the dog was clearly a pit bullmix in violation of the city ordinance. When asked about whether the city ordinancespecifically bans pit bull mixes, and to what degree, Mr. Lawson affirmed it banned allpit bull mixes, regardless of the amount of the mix. The Ombudsman pointed out theordinance did not mention mixes, only “pit bull terrier dogs.” Mr. Lawson stated hebelieved this language included mixes, and directed any further correspondence with himto be done in writing.On September 19, 2006, this office received a letter from Mr. Lawson. (Appendix D.)The letter stated, in part:Section 4-1-7 makes it unlawful for any person to keep, maintainor have in his possession or under his control pit bull terrier dogs.Since “pit bull terriers” are not a registered breed, the city hastaken the position that this precludes pit bull terrier mixed dogs.4
Mots (sic), if not all pit bulls are – by definition – a mixed breed.Therefore, the City of Maquoketa has taken the common senseposition that mixed pit bull terrier dogs are banned under theordinance.Despite asserting the city took the common sense position that mixed pit bulls werebanned under the ordinance, Mr. Lawson concluded his letter by saying the city was inthe process of reviewing its ordinance regarding pit bull terriers.On October 4, 2006, the Maquoketa Sentinel-Press published an article on the newordinance dealing with the pit bull terrier ban. (Appendix E.) The article stated theordinance had been revised and expanded to include “any dog which has the appearanceand characteristics of being a pit bull terrier.” In addition, Mayor Tom Messerli statedthe city would rely on a veterinarian to determine a dog’s breed.Analysis and ConclusionsThe Ombudsman identified four areas of concern in this case. The Ombudsmanconsidered (1) whether the language of the ordinance satisfied due process rights andadequately provided a dog owner notice against whom the ordinance would be enforced,(2) whether the Council’s reliance on law enforcement officers to determine dog breedswas reasonable, (3) whether the ordinance could legally be enforced against mixedbreeds, and (4) whether the revised city ordinance remedied any problems the previousordinance presented.1. Ordinance Language Unconstitutionally Vague.According to the Maquoketa City Ordinance § 4-1-7, as written when Ms. Wilslef wasordered to remove her dog, it was unlawful for,“any person to keep, maintain, or have in his possession or underhis control within the City any of the following animals:.22. Pit Bull Terrier Dogs.”It is unclear what breed of dog the ordinance is referring to by stating “pit bull terrierdogs.” In an argument that the ordinance’s scope should be read broadly, Mr. Lawsonasserted in his letter to the Ombudsman the pit bull terrier was not a registered breed.The Ombudsman found several types of pit bull terriers recognized by various kennelclubs. A search of kennel clubs’ dog breed listings identifies the following breeds thatcould be considered “pit bull terriers”:1. Bull terriers,2. Miniature bull terriers,3. Staffordshire terriers,5
4. American pit bull terriers, and5. American Staffordshire terriers.The American Kennel Club (AKC) recognizes each of the breeds listed except the“American pit bull.” However, the United Kennel Club (UKC), the National KennelClub (NKC), and the Continental Kennel Club (CKC) each recognize the American pitbull as a breed. If “pit bull terriers” are not a recognized breed, it would be because theterm generally describes a type of dog, not a breed, and there are several recognizedbreeds under the term “pit bull terriers.” Each of the breeds listed vary in size, shape andcolor.Many city ordinances have breed-specific bans that reference the American pit bull. TheCity of Council Bluffs’ ordinance 4.20.112 references “pit bulls,” but further defines theterm. The ordinance reads:A “pit bull” is defined as any dog that is an American Pit BullTerrier, American Staffordshire Terrier, Staffordshire Bull Terrier,or any dog displaying the majority of physical traits of any one ormore of the above breeds (more so than any other breed), or anydog exhibiting those distinguishing characteristics whichsubstantially conform to the standards established by the AmericanKennel Club or United Kennel Club for any of the above breeds.The City of Des Moines requires owners of vicious dogs to register their pets. DesMoines’ definition for “vicious dog” under ordinance 18-47 includes:(6) Staffordshire Terrier breed of dog;(7) The American pit bull terrier breed of dog;(8) The American Staffordshire terrier breed of dog; or(9) Any dog which has the appearance and characteristics of beingpredominately of the breeds of Staffordshire terrier, American pitbull terrier, American Staffordshire terrier.The City of Des Moines previously tried to incorporate language in its ordinance thatincluded the general term “pit bull.” In 1991, the Iowa Supreme Court held in AmericanDog Owners Association, Inc. v. City of Des Moines, 469 N.W.2d 416 (Iowa 1991), a dogban must reference a dog breed with specificity. In American Dog Owners Association,Inc., the plaintiffs claimed the language of the ordinance was unconstitutionally vague,and sought to enjoin the city from enforcing the ordinance. Though the ordinancespecifically referenced “Staffordshire terriers” and “American pit bulls,” it also includedthe phrase “any other breed commonly known as pit bulls, pit bull dogs or pit bullterriers, or combination of any of these breeds.” American Dog Owners Association,Inc., 469 N.W.2d at 417.6
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The Supreme Court found the ordinance’s language regarding “Staffordshire terriers” and“American pit bulls” did not violate due process requirements because it enabled thereader to determine which dogs were included in the ordinance. The Court did not sharethe same conclusion about the words “pit bulls, pit bull dogs, or pit bulls terriers” andfound this reference to be fatally vague. The Court stated:This language, unlike that discussed earlier, does leave the readerof ordinary intelligence confused about the breadth of theordinance’s coverage. Moreover, this language also givesimproperly broad discretion to enforcement personnel, who arefree to make the ‘ad hoc and subjective’ determinationscondemned by Grayned [v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104(1972)]. Id. at 418.Because the language did not provide sufficient clarity for a reader to determine what wasprohibited, the ordinance did not satisfy the due process requirements. The Court furtherstated there was an unacceptable risk of arbitrary and discriminatory application to theseparts of the ordinance. As such, the Court severed the sections of the ordinance thatreferred generally to “pit bulls, pit bull dogs, or pit bulls terriers.”Maquoketa’s ordinance is similarly vague as the former Des Moines ordinance that theCourt concluded was unconstitutional. It would be difficult for a person in Ms. Wilslef’ssituation to know what was considered a “pit bull terrier,” what breeds it included, andwhat effect it had on mixed breeds.Conclusion. The Ombudsman finds the Maquoketa city ordinance referencing “pit bullterrier dogs” was unconstitutionally vague. The ordinance did not give a reader sufficientnotice of what action was prohibited. If the city wishes to ban specific dogs from citylimits, it should identify the specific breeds of dogs it wishes to include in the ban.2. Procedures Used to Determine the Breed of Dog.Another concern involves the procedures used to identify dogs by their breeds. On July5, 2006 Maquoketa Police Officer Pat Fier gave Ms. Wilslef a notice of abatement. Ahearing before Maquoketa Police Chief Brad Koranda on the alleged violation was heldon July 25, 2006. Chief Koranda found the dog to be a pit bull terrier, and upheld theabatement order. Ms. Wilslef then appealed to the Council. Based on the testimony ofMs. Wilslef’s, Officer Fier, and Chief Koranda, the Council determined on September 5the dog was a pit bull prohibited by the city ordinance. Ms. Wilslef stated she did notknow her dog’s breed or makeup because she had gotten the dog for free as a mixedbreed.The exchange between city attorney Mark Lawson and Officer Fier during this hearingwent as follows:7
Lawson: What, if anything, came up as far as whether or not the dog wasa pit bull in your conversations with her the next morning?Officer Fier: When I talked to her the next morning, in response to thecall we had had. The person that called in reported they thought the dogwas partially a pit bull. And in looking at the dog and pictures I hadseen in the past it looked that it would be a possibility that it could be apit bull.Lawson: Why do you say that? What do you base that on?Officer Fier: I base that on the pictures that I’ve seen like out at thehumane society in the vet clinic with the dog having a big blocky head,big shoulders in the front, and it gets smaller in the back.[emphasis added]Mr. Lawson questioned Maquoketa Police Chief Koranda about his decision to upholdthe abatement notice. Mr. Koranda said he based his decision on pictures of the dog,Officer Fier’s report, and prior knowledge of what pit bulls look like. His most relevantexperience with pit bulls was enforcing the ordinance against three pit bulls in the pastyear.Also introduced during the Council hearing was an intake form from MaquoketaVeterinary Clinic (Clinic) where Ms. Wilslef took her dog. The intake form, filled out bythe Clinic’s receptionist, said the dog is a “pit bull mix.” This was the original intakeform for the dog; subsequent forms issued by the Clinic for billing listed the dog as a“Rottweiler mix.” One of the Clinic’s veterinarians, Dale Risius, D.V.M., drafted a letteron Ms. Wilslef’s behalf, which she presented during the hearing, explaining thediscrepancies between the two forms. (Appendix F.) Dr. Risius did not reveal hisimpressions of the dog’s breed, stating there was no way to determine the animal’sgenetic makeup without DNA testing.The Ombudsman learned that the City of Des Moines contracts with the Animal RescueLeague to determine a dog’s breed when it is seized. A licensed veterinarian determineswhether the dog is a Staffordshire terrier, an American Staffordshire terrier, an Americanpit bull, or a dog that has the appearance and characteristics of being predominantly anyof those breeds. To aid in this determination, the veterinarian follows a 31-pointcharacteristic chart about the dog’s physical appearance. (Appendix G.) A few of thecharacteristics the veterinarian considers include the head, muzzle, back, body, legs, andshoulders. If the veterinarian still cannot determine the breed, he or she consults withother veterinarians on their opinions on the dog.In this case, the Council did not consult or present any testimony from a veterinarian onhis or her opinion of Ms. Wilslef’s dog’s breed. The Council heard testimony the dogwas a pit bull only from Officer Fier, who compared pictures of Ms. Wilslef’s dog withthose of known pit bulls in the veterinarian’s office, and Chief Koranda, who had seized8
three pit bulls that year. According to an October 4, 2006 Maquoketa Sentinel-Pressarticle on the most recent version of the city’s dog ordinance, Mayor Tom Messerli saidthe city would begin relying on a veterinarian to make determinations whether a dog wasa pit bull or pit bull mix. This provision is not in the revised city ordinance.Conclusion. The Council relied only on the testimony of two law enforcement officers todetermine the dog’s breed. The Ombudsman finds the Council unreasonably concludedMs. Wilslef’s dog was a pit bull mix without consulting a veterinarian or other expert ondog breed bans. The Council did not have sufficient evidence to determine the dog’sbreed. It appears the Council recognized this as a problem when Mayor Messerliannounced, a month after the hearing, that the city would begin relying on a veterinarianto determine a dog’s breed.3. Applying the Ordinance to Mixed Breed Dogs.At the time of Ms. Wilslef’s public hearing before the Council, the city ordinanceprevented a person from keeping pit bull terriers within the city. The ordinance did notspeak of dogs that were mixed breeds or those that had only some pit bull terrier in itsgenetics. During the Council’s hearing, Ms. Wilslef stated she did not know her dog’sbreed. She claimed she “got him from someone outside of town.” When Mr. Lawsonasked her what she knew about the parenting of the dog, she replied, “I know nothingabout him.”When introducing the issue before the Council, Mr. Lawson, on behalf of the city, stated:The issue before the city council today is whether or not KellyClark’s (aka, Kelly Wilslef) dog is a pit bull terrier or a pit bullterrier mix. If you find by a greater weight of the evidence, or51%, that the dog is a pit bull terrier or a pit bull terrier mix, thenyou should uphold the abatement because the ordinance doesrequire all pit bulls be removed from the city.[emphasis added]The City never asserted Ms. Wilslef’s dog was a pure pit bull. At most, it was only partpit bull. When Mr. Lawson questioned Officer Pat Fier about how he came to concludethe dog was a pit bull, Officer Fier responded:They (veterinarian clinic) have charts on their walls that show thedifferent breeds of dogs and stuff and I could take the pictures thatI had and compare them to the pictures on the board they have ofthe different breeds of dogs, and it was my conclusion that Ibelieve that that dog that I took pictures of was of a pit bull mixedbreed.9
Mr. Lawson also questioned Chief Koranda about his conclusion of the dog. When askedwhether it was his opinion the dog was a pit bull, Chief Koranda replied, “It’s got pit bullin it – it’s a mix.”Mr. Lawson stated the city took the common sense position that since pit bulls are mixedbreeds, mixed pit bull terriers are banned under the ordinance. However, if the citywanted to ban mixed pit bulls from the city, it should have explicitly stated this positionin the ordinance. Mr. Lawson’s position is further called into question since the citychanged its ordinance to specifically include mixed pit bulls, discussed below.Conclusion. The city ordinance did not address the issue of mixed breed dogs or dogswith part pit bull genetics or characteristics. Had the city intended the ordinance toinclude such dogs, it should have included language to that effect in the ordinance as thecity has since done. The Ombudsman finds the Council acted contrary to law when itconcluded Ms. Wilslef’s dog, as a mixed breed pit bull, was included in the ordinance. Ifthe Council concluded the dog was a mixed breed, it should not have found the dog wascovered by the ordinance.4. Continued Concerns with Revised Statute.After Ms. Wilslef’s hearing, and after Mr. Lawson sent a letter to the Ombudsmandefending the ordinance and the Council’s conclusions, Maquoketa changed its ordinancedealing with banning pit bulls. Maquoketa City Ordinance § 4-1-7 was expanded toinclude pit bulls and mixed breeds of pit bull. The ordinance now bans “Pit bull terrierdogs, or mixed pit bull terriers, or any dog which has the appearance and characteristicsof being a pit bull terrier.”Though the ordinance has been changed to include mixed breed pit bulls, it continues tolack clarity as it does not describe what appearance or characteristic will be consideredfor each dog. It is not clear whether the city will limit its consideration to four legs and atail, or if it is going to consider a similar 31-point characteristic list like that used by DesMoines. In addition, like the ordinance before the revision, it does not list the specificdog breeds the city is trying to ban.A more specific law should include the specific dogs the city wishes to ban and languagethat directly affects dogs that share characteristics only found in breeds the city is tryingto ban. Council Bluffs uses terms such as “any dog displaying the majority of physicaltraits.” Similarly, Des Moines uses the language “any dog which has the appearance andcharacteristics of being predominantly of the breeds . . . .” [emphasis added]. Like theordinance’s use of “pit bull terrier,” the current language for mixed breed dogs is fatallyvague since it leaves the reader confused about what the law encompasses, andimproperly gives enforcement personnel broad discretion.10
Summary and RecommendationsMaquoketa did not have a valid ordinance to ban pit bulls from the city because theordinance was too vague and did not make reference to specific breeds of dogs. Further,the ordinance did not address mixed breeds of dogs. It only attempted to address aspecific kind of dog. The city did not rely on testimony from a veterinarian or otherprofessional with extensive experience in dog breeds. The witnesses whose testimoniesthe city did rely on had compared the suspect dog to pictures of dog breeds at aveterinarian’s office, or had very limited exposure to pit bulls.The city has taken some steps to more accurately describe the dogs that are banned fromthe city, and efforts to identify those dogs. However, there are still fatal flaws in thelanguage of the ordinance and the procedure used to determine if an owner is in violationof the ordinance.The Ombudsman makes the following recommendations:1. The present dog ban ordinance is unconstitutionally vague. If the Council wishesto ban certain dogs from city limits, the Council should draft an ordinanceidentifying the specific breeds it wishes to ban.2. If the Council wishes to ban mixed breeds, it should incorporate language banningdogs that share characteristics predominantly found in those breeds banned by thecity and provide guidelines detailing the characteristics looked for in thesuspected dog.3. The city should consult with a veterinarian in each case where the city considerswhether a specific dog is a banned breed or a dog with the predominatecharacteristics of a banned breed.4. The city should vacate its decision against Ms. Wilslef. The city should allow herto have physical possession of her dog within city limits. If the city still believesthere is a factual and legal basis to serve Ms. Wilslef with an abatement notice, itshould do so after the city has revised its ordinance to conform with the aboverecommendations.11
Ombudsman’s CommentThe Ombudsman issued his Report on November 15, 2006. Along with the Report, theOmbudsman enclosed a “Notice of Intent to Reply” form to the Maquoketa City CouncilChair and the Police Chief. Iowa Administrative Rule 141-2.12(3)(b) directs an agency,officer or employee to notify the Ombudsman within 7 days from the date a report isreceived of any decision to make a reply, and 30 days from receipt to submit a writtenreply to the Ombudsman. Neither a notice of intent to reply nor a reply from either theCity Council Chair or the Police Chief was received as of December 21, 2006.12
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Nov 15, 2006 · The American Kennel Club (AKC) recognizes each of the breeds listed exceptthe “American pit bull.” However, the United Kennel Club (UKC), the National Kennel Club (NKC), and the Continental Kennel Club (CKC) each recognize the American pit bull as a breed. If “pit bull terriers” are not a recognized breed, it would be becausethe
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Report of the Iowa Antibiotic Resistance Task Force 


Iowa Chapter, American Academy of Pediatrics Iowa Dental Association Iowa Department of Public Health Iowa Health Care Association Iowa Hospital Association Iowa Medical Society Iowa Nurses Association Iowa Pharmacy Association Iowa Veterinary Medical Association Iowa‘s Statewide Epidemiology Education and Consultation Program State Hygienic .









53 Views




2y ago






















U.S. Navy Enlisted Aide Handbook - United States Army 


1-5 Senior Enlisted Aide Community Manager Duties pg 11 1-6 Location and Contact Information pg 11 . UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY THE WHITE HOUSE STATE DINING ROOM. 10 CHAPTER 1 ENLISTED AIDE OVERVIEW: 1-1. Enlisted Aide Management . Is a position that advises and manages all aspects of the Navy Enlisted Aide Program. 1-5. Enlisted Aide .
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Iowa Pest Resistance Management Plan 


Agricultural Biotechnology Stewardship Technical Committee (ABSTC), Iowa Corn Growers Association (ICGA), the Iowa Chapter of the American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers (ASFMRA), Iowa Farm Bureau Federation (IFBF), Iowa Independent Crop Consultants Association, Iowa Institute for Cooperatives (IIC), Iowa Soybean Association (ISA),
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Employer Instructions for Use ODH Form 805 ... - Oklahoma 


If the facility has an approved nurse aide temporary emergency waiver, the applicant must be trained and certified within four (4) months of hire date. Category: List any CNA training received in the past by type of training: Long Term Care Aide (LTCA), Home Health Aide (HHA), Adult Day Care Aide (ADCA), Residential Care Aide (RCA)
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Nurse Aide I Training Program Application - Nc Dhhs 


The Nurse Aide I Training program is designed to provide entry level Nurse Aide students with nurse aide skills essential for providing resident care under the general supervision of a registered nurse per 42 CFR §483.152(a)(5)(i) and to successfully meet the competency requirements for listing on the Nurse Aide I Registry.
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Iowa Department of Public Health Text4baby Iowa State Contact 515-778-2212 Kelly.Schulte@idph.iowa.gov Let’s work together to promote this terrific resource to pregnant women and new mothers in Iowa! Approximately 1.8% of estimated pregnant women and new moms in Iowa have enrolled in Text4baby since its launch.
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IOWA ENERGY CENTER 


AERLP Description Created by Iowa legislature in May 1996 1997 Iowa Code, Section 476.46 Amendment to the 1990 Iowa Energy Efficiency Act Funded via Iowa’s investor-owned utilities Competitive application process Eligibility All individuals and groups except Iowa’s gas and electric utilities that are not required to be rate regulated
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Iowa Department of Public Health-Bureau of Emergency ... 


c. Commitment to Iowa Trauma System and EMS activities, for example Iowa Trauma Coordinators, American College of Surgeons (ACS), Iowa Chapter Committee on Trauma, Iowa Chapter of American College of Emergency Physicians (ACEP), Iowa Emergency Medical Service Association (IEMSA),Trauma System Advisory Council (TSAC), System Evaluation Quality
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Case 580 Sl Backhoe Service Manual

series b, 580c. case farm tractor manuals - tractor repair, service and case 530 ck backhoe & loader only case 530 ck, case 530 forklift attachment only, const king case 531 ag case 535 ag case 540 case 540 ag case 540, 540c ag case 540c ag case 541 case 541 ag case 541c ag case 545 ag case 570 case 570 ag case 570 agas, case
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12 PUBLIC LAW AND PRIVATE LAW - Home: The National .

INTRODUCTION TO LAW MODULE - 3 Public Law and Private Law Classification of Law 164 Notes z define Criminal Law; z list the differences between Public and Private Law; and z discuss the role of Judges in shaping Law 12.1 MEANING AND NATURE OF PUBLIC LAW Public Law is that part of law, which governs relationship between the State
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Dr. Ram Manohar Lohiya National Law University, Lucknow
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Law 1 of 1971-15th December, 1970 Law 7 of 2000- 20th July, 2000 Law 7 of 1973-28th June, 1973 Law 5 of 2001-20th April, 2001 Law 24 of 1974-22nd November, 1974 Law 10 of 2001-25th May, 2001 Law 25 of 1975-9th December, 1975 Law 29 of 2001-26th September, 2001 Law 19 of 1977-10th November, 1977 Law 46 of 2001-14th January, 2002
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It’s the Law!

ciples stated in Boyle’s Law, Charles’ Law, Gay-Lussac’s Law, Henry’s Law, and Dalton’s Law. Students will be able to explain the application of Boyle’s Law, Charles’ Law, Gay-Lussac’s Law, Henry’s Law, and Dalton’s Law to observations or events related to SCUBA diving. MateriaLs None audio/visuaL MateriaLs None teachinG tiMe
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WHAT LAW IS ? An Introduction to Law

common law system civil law system!! sources of law in civil law !! a1. primary: statutes (written law) enacted by legislative power are the principal source of law. ! a2. two subsidiary sources of law: ! a2.1 administrative regulations a.2.2 customs!! ! sources of law in common law !!! b1. two primary sources of 
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GENERAL SELECTION GUIDE - LOADER - Combi Wear Parts
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Your one stop shop for deli container packaging - Pactiv

12oz Container Dome Dimensions 4.5 x 4.5 x 2 Case Pack 960 Case Weight 27.44 Case Cube 3.21 YY4S18Y 16oz Container Dome Dimensions 4.5 x 4.5 x 3 Case Pack 480 Case Weight 18.55 Case Cube 1.88 YY4S24 24oz Container Dome Dimensions 4.5 x 4.5 x 4.17 Case Pack 480 Case Weight 26.34 Case Cube 2.10 YY4S32 32oz Container Dome Dimensions 4.5 x 4.5 x 4.18 Case Pack 480 Case Weight 28.42 Case Cube 2.48 YY4S36
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Ohm ’s Law

Ohm ’s Law Ohm's law states that, in an electrical circuit, the current passing through most materials is directly proportional to the potential difference applied across them. 3-1—3-3: Ohm ’s Law Formulas There are three forms of Ohm’s Law: I V/R V IR R V/I where:File Size: 1MBPage Count: 40Explore furtherOhm's Law Quiz MCQs with Answers Ohm Lawohmlaw.comOhm’s Law Worksheet - Basic Electricity - All About omohms law worksheet - eering.orgOhm’s Law Worksheet - Richmond County School Systemwww.rcboe.orgOhm's Law with Examples - Physics Problems with Solutions ended to you b
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Intermediate Law Law and You Worksheet 3: Australian law - Home Affairs

4. There are different kinds of law to deal with different kinds of problems. Four important kinds of law are civil law, criminal law, family law and administrative law. Civil law deals with disputes between individuals; for example, if someone sells you goods that are faulty, or that cause you injury or damage, you can take that person to court.
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PRINCIPLES OF BUSINESS LAW - DPHU

ABE Diploma in Business Administration Study Manual PRINCIPLES OF BUSINESS LAW Contents Study Unit Title Page Syllabus i 1 Nature and Sources of Law 1 Nature of Law 3 Historical Origins 6 Sources of Law 9 The European Community and UK Law: An Overview 13 2 Common Law, Equity and Statute Law 23 Custom 25 Case Law 26 Nature of Equity 32
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WHARTON CONSULTING CLUB - Wall Street Oasis

Case 4: Major Magazine Publisher 56 61 63 Case 5: Tulsa Hotel - OK or not OK? Case 6: The Coffee Grind Case 7: FoodCo Case 8: Candy Manufacturing 68 74 81 85 Case 9: Chickflix.com Case 10: Skedasky Farms Case 11: University Apartments 93 103 108 Case 12: Vidi-Games Case 13: Big School Bus Company Case 14: American Beauty Company 112 118
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WRITING CASE NOTES AND CASE COMMENTS1 - The Open University Law School

Jessica Giles, Law Lecturer, The Open University Contents 1. Introduction Learning outcomes 2. Writing case notes 2.1 How to start 2.2 Common law, civil law, international law and supranational law legal systems and types of judgment 2.3 Deconstructing and reconstructing a case 2.2.1 Organising the pieces 2.2.2. Reconstructing legal argument
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A Trail Guide to Careers in Environmental Law

law, constitutional law, property law, bankruptcy law, criminal law, food and drug law, land use planning law, and international law. A distinctive aspect of environmental practice is the role of science in advocacy efforts.
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