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ArticlePublic Employee Strikes in Colorado: The Supreme Court Adopts a New Ruleby Raymond L. Hoglerwith their union, the Montezuma-Cortez Education Association(“MCEA”). The school district refused MCEAs recognitionaldemand, and the teachers subsequently contacted the director ofthe Division of Labor in the Colorado Department of Labor andEmployment to request his intervention in the dispute. When thedirector declined to assume jurisdiction over the matter, theschool district informed the striking teachers that if they failed toreturn to work, they would be deemed to have abandoned theiremployment. A number of teachers were eventually discharged.Raymond L. Hogler, Fort Collins, is a member of the ColoradoBar and a Professor of Management at Colorado StateUniversity.In Martin v. Montezuma-Cortez School District, announcedOctober 26, 1992, the Colorado Supreme Court held that publicemployees in this state have a right to strike under statutory law.1The legislation on which the Court based its decision (theIndustrial Relations Act) was adopted by the Twentieth GeneralAssembly in 1915.2 The Court’s ruling has importantconsequences for public sector labor relations in Colorado. First,it authorizes concerted activities by all state and localemployees, subject only to limited regulation. Second, thedecision invalidates ordinances providing for collectivebargaining by designated municipal employees in several homerule cities. Third, Martin presents important public policy issuesof substantial concern to Colorado citizens.This article analyzes the Martin case and its implications forpublic sector employment. The article begins by examining theCourt’s opinion and the rationale used to justify legalizing publicemployee strikes. The article then explores the shortcomings ofMartin from a labor relations perspective and considers some ofthe legal problems that the case raises for public sectoremployers and workers. Collective bargaining procedures inother states and principles developed under federal labor lawoffer some practical guidance in dealing with Martin. Finally,the article suggests that the General Assembly should addressthe Martin opinion and either clarify or overturn its new legalrule permitting strikes by public employees. This case couldresult in levels of labor relations conflict that may be detrimentalto our governmental system.BACKGROUND OF THE CASEIn January 1981, a group of teachers in the Montezuma-CortezSchool District struck to force the district to recognize and dealThe school district filed an action in state district court seekinginjunctive relief and tort damages against the strikers. Inresponse, the teachers brought suit against the school districtclaiming that the discharges violated their rights under theteacher tenure laws. In late 1984, the trial court ruled that thestrike was legal under Colorado statutory law and grantedsummary judgment against the school district on its tort claim.Following a trial on the wrongful discharge issue, the jury foundfor the school district. Both parties appealed to the ColoradoCourt of Appeals.The Colorado Court of Appeals held that the teachers’ strike wasunlawful.3 Reviewing precedent from other states, the courtconcluded that “under the common law, strikes by publicemployees are illegal.” The court declined to adopt the contraryrule of the California Supreme Court upholding a common lawright to strike.4 Further, according to the appellate court, the trialcourt incorrectly determined that existing Colorado statutesprotected the strike. The appellate opinion states, “Even if weassume that this statute [§ 8-1-126] applies to public employeesit is undisputed that the notice provisions of § 8-1-125 . werenot complied with by the teachers.” Despite the strike’sillegality, the Court of Appeals ruled that no tort liabilityattached to the teachers’ work stoppage. The court explained thatimposing tort liability against workers who unlawfully strike“may be counterproductive to resolving labor disputes.”5Reversing in part, the Supreme Court viewed the thresholdquestion presented in the case to be whether public employeeshave a right to strike under Colorado statutes. That question, theCourt said, “has not been expressly presented to a Coloradoappellate court.” Answering in the affirmative, the Court statedthat the right of Colorado’s public workers to strike is conferredunder the Industrial Relations Act of 1915 (“1915 Act” or“Act”). That law also qualifies and conditions the right to strike.Industrial Relations ActThe Industrial Relations Act, as mentioned, was passed by theTwentieth General Assembly, and it has a precise historicalcontext which is essential to its meaning. It was adopted onApril 10, 1915, slightly less than one year from the date of theinfamous Ludlow Massacre in the coal fields of southern Colora-
2THE COLORADO LAWYERdo. Ludlow was the site of a tent colony occupied by mineworkers engaged in a strike against the Colorado Fuel & IronCompany and other coal mining concerns in the state. The strikebegan in September 1913 and continued through early 1914 withsporadic episodes of violence. On April 20, 1914, Colorado militia attacked the Ludlow encampment, burning the miners’ tents.Eleven children and two women died of suffocation after takingshelter in a hole beneath one of the tents.6Reaction to the deaths at Ludlow was immediate. On April 21,the Colorado State Federation of Labor issued a “Call to Arms,”which exhorted volunteers “to protect the workers of Coloradoagainst the murder and cremation of men, women and childrenby armed assassins in the employ of coal corporations, servingunder the guise of state militiamen.” Armed conflict eruptedthroughout the state, effectively destroying the civil authority ofthe Colorado government. Within days, irate citizens forcedGovernor Ammons to request the assistance of federal troops inrestoring order, and Ammons telegraphed President WoodrowWilson on April 25 to inquire, “if we cannot control situation inSouthern fields, can we have federal troops?” The federal militiawas sent to Colorado and duly reinstated the power of state andlocal officials.7The 1915 Act was designed to give the state legal authority toregulate industrial conflict such as the one precipitating theLudlow Massacre. Its focus was on private sector employment,which, at that time, was subject to state rather than federalcontrol. Toward the end of ensuring labor peace, the 1915 Actafforded the Industrial Commission of Colorado broad powersover industrial disputes. The Commission was directed toinvestigate the “general condition of labor in the principalindustries in the State of Colorado, and especially in those whichare carried on in corporate forms.” Also falling within theCommission’s scope were other delineated matters; it inquiredintothe effect of industrial conditions on public welfareand into the rights and powers of the community todeal therewith; . into the growth of associations ofemployers and of wage earners and the effect of suchassociations upon the relations between employers andemployees; into the extent and results of methods ofcollective bargaining; into any methods which havebeen tried in any state or in foreign countries formaintaining mutually satisfactory relations betweenemployees and employers; into methods of avoiding oradjusting labor disputes through peaceable andconciliatory mediation and negotiations; into the scope,methods, and resources of existing bureaus of laborand into possible ways of increasing their efficiencyand usefulness .8Pertaining to labor-management relations, the statute aimed at ascheme of state regulation encompassing, but not limited to,collective negotiations and industrial dispute resolution.JanuaryTHE SUPREME COURT’S ANALYSISAfter describing the Act’s historical setting, the ColoradoSupreme Court in the Martin case proceeded with the observation that from the Act’s inception, the term “employer” hasincluded the state, local governments, and all public institutions.The meaning of “employee” likewise was broad and included allpersons “in the service of the state or of any county, city, town,irrigation, or school district.” Under the statutory scheme, employees were required to give notice to the IndustrialCommission before engaging in a strike or lockout. TheCommission had jurisdiction to investigate disputes and toengage in arbitration of disagreements. Following variousamendments, the Act was codified in Article I, Title 8 of the1986 Colorado Revised Statutes.According to the Martin Court, under the revised statutes, mostof the provisions of the original 1915 Act are continued in force.Specifically, the definitions of “employer” and “employee” stillinclude public sector employment. One important change wasthe substitution of the director of the Colorado Division of Laborfor the Industrial Commission and the transfer of theCommission’s regulatory functions to the director. Other provisions of the Act establish certain labor relations principleswhich are still in effect.The Court determined that the director of the Division of Laborhas jurisdiction over employment in the state. CRS § 8-1-125provides that he or she can inquire into labor relations mattersand adjust labor disputes “through peaceable and conciliatorymediation and negotiation” or promote voluntary arbitration.CRS § 8-1-125 also gives the director jurisdiction over “everydispute between employer and employee affecting conditions ofemployment,” which included the 1981 teachers’ strike againstthe Montezuma-Cortez School District. As noted by the Court,that section was subsequently modified in 1990 to confer jurisdiction over disputes “only when the employer and theemployee request such intervention or when the dispute as determined by the executive director, affects the public interest.”9The Act, in CRS § 8-1-125, states that both parties have theobligation to maintain relations without altering terms andconditions of employment until the director makes a “finaldetermination,” nor may the parties “do or be concerned in doingdirectly or indirectly anything in the nature of a lockout or strikeor suspension or discontinuance of work or employment.” Thedirector is required to proceed “with reasonable diligence” inhearing all disputes and “shall render a final award or decisiontherein without unnecessary delay.”Regarding the rights of labor and management to utilizeeconomic weapons, CRS § 8-1-126 states that nothing in the Actprohibits the employer from declaring a lockout, or employeesfrom going on strike, after the dispute has been investigated andheard or arbitrated. CRS § 8-1-129 specifies penalties foremployees and employers who undertake strikes or lockoutscontrary to the Act’s terms. For employees, any violation is amisdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than 50 or byimprisonment in the county jail for not more than six months, orboth. Employers are subject to fines of not more than 1,000,
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1993PUBLIC EMPLOYEE STRIKES IN COLORADOimprisonment of not more than six months in county jail, orboth. Each day of a strike or lockout is a separate offense.In interpreting the Act, the Court cites several principles ofconstruction. Initially, it says, the history of the legislationshould be considered in discovering the legislative intent. Allportions of a law must be construed together consistently withthe statutory scheme. Where the language of a statute is clearand unambiguous, that language must be followed. Also,“[a]bsent constitutional infirmity, it is not within the judicialpower to exclude from a statute that which the legislatureexpressly includes.” By its plain terms, the Act “grants the rightto strike to all employees, private and public, and concurrentlyplaces conditions on the exercise of that right.” In so providing,the Colorado legislature “clearly departed from the generalpractice in other jurisdictions of dealing with the two spheres oflabor relations differently.” The legislature, nevertheless, had thepower to make a choice at variance with prevailing patterns oflabor relations; and the Court reiterates that “public employeeshave a qualified or conditional right to strike, as do privateemployees. Disputes in the public sector, particularly thoseleading to strikes, are subject to the authority of the director ofthe division of labor.”10Chief Justice Rovira and Justice Erickson each wrote dissentingopinions in Martin. Justice Lohr joined both dissents. The majorpoints of those opinions are incorporated into the next section ofthis article, which discusses the Court’s reasoning and exploressome of the more important implications of the case.SCOPE AND CONSEQUENCES OF MARTINSeveral objections can be made to the Court’s interpretation ofthe Act; those objections, in turn, are linked to an assessment ofthe decision’s potential impact on Colorado’s public employers.In the author’s opinion, contrary to the Court’s view, thecircumstances of the law’s enactment show that the TwentiethGeneral Assembly never contemplated nor condoned publicsector bargaining; the inclusion of public employers andemployees in the definitional section is attributable mainly to theAct’s central purpose of establishing workers’ compensation andsecondarily to careless drafting. Legislation since 1915 at boththe federal and state levels has nullified the provisions of the Actdealing with strikes. Finally, and related to the first two points,public policy does not warrant granting public employees a rightto strike without clear legislative standards to protect civicinterests.Historical BackgroundIn 1915—and indeed, until the middle of this century—collective bargaining by public workers was neither protectednor encouraged. As one authority notes,There was a time-spanning several decades beforeWorld War II-when even the act of joining orattempting to form a union for the purpose of selfprotection was viewed with grave misgivings in manyparts of the public sector.113There were no laws authorizing collective negotiations by publicsector unions, and statutes and common law in some states wentso far as to prohibit labor agreements between workers and theirgovernmental employers.12 Even where the existence ofemployee organizations was tolerated, formal labor contracts between public employers and public workers were condemned asantithetical to the foundations of our political system. Accordingto the leading case of Mugford v. Mayor and City Council ofBaltimore, decided in 1944:There is an abundance of authority, too numerous forcitation, which condemns labor union contracts in thepublic service. The theory of these decisions is that thegiving of a preference [to unions] is against publicpolicy. It is declared that such preferences, in whateverform, involve an illegal delegation of disciplinaryauthority, or legislative power, or of the discretion ofpublic officers; that such a contract disables them fromperforming their duty; that it involves a divided allegiance; that it encourages monopoly; that it defeatscompetition; that it is detrimental to the public welfare;that it is subversive of the public service; and that itimpairs the freedom of the individual to contract forhis own services.13Until very recently, then, workers’ organizations in the publicsector always were differentiated for labor relations purposesfrom those of private sector workers. Consequently, the notionthat the Colorado legislature envisioned in 1915 a set ofprocedures for bargaining by public employees, as well asprivate ones, is an extraordinary conclusion that conflicts withthe existing common law rules and labor relations practices ofthe time.To be sure, as the Martin opinion repeatedly emphasizes, the Actcovers public employers and public employees in its definitions.To find that the 1915 law continues to operate in 1992 as apositive grant of rights for public employees, however, the Courtignores five decades of labor relations law. In 1935, the U.S.Congress enacted the National Labor Relations Act (“WagnerAct”), which protected collective bargaining activities of privatesector workers. Section 2(2) of the Wagner Act specificallyexcluded public sector employers from coverage under the law;as a consequence, states remained free to regulate labor relationsfor state and local workers.14 In an effort to undermine theWagner Act, the Colorado legislature in 1943 enacted theColorado Labor Peace Act (“Peace Act”). That statute imposedimportant restrictions on unions and workers, but, by its terms, itexcluded state and local employees from its coverage.15In 1947, the federal Taft-Hartley amendments pre-empted thePeace Act in its entirety, with the exception of the Peace Act’sprovisions relating to union security. Since § 14(b) of the TaftHartley amendments authorized state legislation in this area,existing Colorado law on that point was not displaced.16 TheMartin opinion proceeds as if neither federal law nor the PeaceAct has any bearing on the 1915 statute. In fact, the combinedeffect of those two laws is that the Industrial Relations Act canapply neither to public nor to private employees.
4THE COLORADO LAWYERThe Peace Act is a comprehensive regulation of labor relationsin this state. It originally excluded all public employees from itscoverage. The law was amended later to provide for collectivebargaining by regional transportation workers and employees inmetropolitan sewage districts.17 The rule of construction is thatas a law later in time and covering the same subject matter as theIndustrial Relations Act, the Peace Act’s provisions arecontrolling in the event of an interpretive conflict. Moreover, itmust be assumed that the Colorado legislature considered thequestion of bargaining rights for public workers, but rejected abroad application of the Peace Act to all public employees, sincethe inclusion of some employees is an implied exclusion of allothers.18By the same reasoning, the legislature probably did not believeat the time of the subsequent amendments that the 1915 Actallowed public sector bargaining or the legislature would nothave specifically modified the Peace Act to include two groupsof public employees. If all public workers already enjoyed thoserights, the Peace Act amendments would be redundant. Becausethe National Labor Relations Act preempts state laws regulatingthe concerted activities of private sector workers and the PeaceAct excludes all but two groups of public sector workers from itscoverage, the 1915 Act appears to have no application to collective bargaining and strikes by any class of employees—publicor private—in Colorado.A more convincing explanation for the General Assembly’sdefinition of “employer” in the 1915 Act is found in the bill’sorigins. By its title, Chapter 179 of the 1915 Session Laws dealtwith compensation for injured workers. Protection against lostwages due to industrial injury is appropriate to both private andpublic sector workers, since the underlying policy considerationof income replacement is the same in either case. Chapter 180,the source of the “Industrial Relations Act,” is captioned“Workmen’s Compensation Acts,” and it repeated the definitionof “employer” found in Chapter 179. Because the bills were arevision and consolidation of two identical measures, theGeneral Assembly probably relied on the same coverage in bothinstances without intending that the state’s public employeescould by its provisions engage in collective bargaining activities,which were virtually unknown at the time. What is moreprobable, as the Colorado Supreme Court itself noted in 1921, isthat Chapters 179 and 180 began as separate but identicalmeasures which were later combined. In People v. United MineWorkers of America, District 15, the Court said:It would seem that House Bill 177 and Senate Bill 99were identical-that each was cut in two, that which wascut from one remaining in the other. The latteremerged as chapter 179, providing workmen’scompensation, and the former as chapter 180 of theActs of 1915, establishing an Industrial Commission toadminister and enforce the other, each withamendments of more or less importance, but nonewhich altered the original purpose. That was, andcontinued to be, to provide for workmen’scompensation and an industrial commission.19JanuaryChapters 179 and 189 were patchwork legislation. Moreover, bycontemporary accounts, they were produced carelessly andunder pressing time constraints. The Denver Post repeatedlycriticized the Twentieth General Assembly for its incompetenceand ineptitude, often referring to that body as the “SillyTwentieth.” With specific reference to Chapters 179 and 180, thePost said:The Silly Twentieth general assembly is together onthe industrial relations bill and workmen’scompensation act. After dickering and dawdling thelong session thru, the legislature got together in a finalconference yesterday and agreed to give Coloradothese highly important laws.20In fact, the Post added that the General Assembly did not attendto the details of the law, but hired an outside consultant namedCyrus W. Phillips to finish the drafting. His task completed,Phillips declared his bills “to be superior to the original measureintroduced by the Republicans and stolen by the senate Democrats.” In light of the haphazard process that produced theIndustrial Relations Act, it is unlikely that the General Assemblypresciently inserted definitional provisions in Chapter 180 whichwere so innovative as to be unheard of in this country foranother half-century.Conflict with Other Laws and PoliciesEven if the Twentieth General Assembly wanted to provide forpublic sector negotiations, further problems arise. The MartinCourt’s observation that the director has authority to engage in“arbitration” and enter a “final award” resolving disputes isinconsistent with labor relations practices and with the SupremeCourt’s own interpretation of the Colorado Constitution. Inaddition, the Martin opinion effectively invalidates localschemes of labor-management relations and allows publicworkers to strike without any of the safeguards usually presentin bargaining legislation.CRS § 8-1-123 states that the director shall “promote thevoluntary arbitration” of disputes under an existing writtenagreement, and § 8-1-125 allows the director to retainjurisdiction of a dispute until a “final hearing” and the entry of a“final award.” In January 1991, Governor Roy Romer relied onthose provisions to intervene in a threatened strike of Denverteachers. Romer and executive director John J. Donlon held aseries of hearings, drafted a labor agreement, and ordered thattheir agreement was to “govern wages, hours, and terms ofemployment” between the teachers and the district. Romer citedCRS § 8-1-125 as authority for his action.21 The Martin decisionapprovingly notes the Governor’s intervention, therebyindicating that the Governor correctly followed the proceduresof the Industrial Relations Act.Although CRS § 8-1-123 does refer to arbitration, the director’slegal authority to issue an award binding on the parties to adispute is highly debatable. A number of states currently rely onbinding compulsory arbitration to resolve public employeebargaining impasses, but that procedure certainly was not
1993PUBLIC EMPLOYEE STRIKES IN COLORADOadopted in Colorado in 1915. According to one commentator,the Twentieth General Assemblygave to Colorado a system which provided for thecompulsory investigation, not the compulsoryadjudication, of industrial disputes. No writs were torun in aid of these declaratory judgments. The publicand not the police were to be the officers of theIndustrial Commission.22The legislature, in other words, believed that “it was wrong forgovernment to impose the award of a government tribunal uponthe parties to an industrial dispute.” Therefore, the director’slegal right to undertake a process of arbitration and to make a“final award” determining the wages, hours, and workingconditions of Colorado public employees must be regarded withskepticism—despite the Denver teachers’ contract.Even disregarding industrial relations usages of 1915, the plainlanguage of the Act makes clear that arbitration is simply apreliminary step in the resolution of disputes, and not the finalone. The Act specifically states that the director “shall do all inhis power to promote voluntary arbitration,” and § 8-1-126provides by its terms:Nothing in this article shall be held to restrain anyemployer from declaring a lockout, or any employeefrom going on strike in respect to any dispute after thesame has been duly investigated, heard, or arbitrated,under the provisions of this article.Logically, if the Act allows the state to assume jurisdiction overpublic sector impasses, then it also gives employees the right tostrike and employers a right to engage in a lockout once the staterenders its order. Quite simply, there is no means of preventingpublic employees from striking if they so desire; the state’spower is limited to delaying the strike while its procedures are inprogress.A further dilemma raised by the Martin Court’s interpretation ofthe arbitration provisions is that arbitration of publicemployment disputes may violate the state constitution. TheColorado Supreme Court declared binding interest arbitration bya neutral adjudicator to be unconstitutional in Greeley PoliceUnion v. City of Greeley.23 The Colorado Constitution provides:Every person having authority to exercise or exercisingany public or governmental duty, power or function,shall be an elective officer, or one appointed, drawn ordesignated in accordance with law by an electiveofficer or officers.24Relying on that provision, the Court stated that certain basicprinciples of representative government must be vigorouslyprotected:Fundamental among [those principles] is the preceptthat officials engaged in governmental decisionmaking (e.g., setting budgets, salaries, and other termsand conditions of public employment) must be5accountable to the citizens they represent. Bindingarbitration removes these decisions from the aegis ofelected representatives, placing them in the hands of anoutside person who has no accountability to thepublic.25Because the director is an official acting under the direction ofthe governor, it might be argued that the Greeley Police Unionrule is inapplicable to public sector disputes and would notpreclude the director from issuing a “final award” under theMartin case. In this author’s opinion, to the contrary, stateintervention in the relationship between, for example, a localschool board and its teachers is more constitutionally repugnantthan a delegation of authority to a private citizen. The director’susurpation of a local legislative body’s authority supplants thedecisionmaking function of the duly elected body havingpolitical accountability and obliterates the distinction betweenstate and local control over labor relations matters. At the least,any attempted issuance of a “final and binding” award offersgrounds for protracted litigation to determine the constitutionaland statutory validity of the award.Administrative IssuesLeaving aside all of the objections above, Martin poses practicaldifficulties. Every public sector worker, including police,firefighters, and any other individual employed by state or localgovernment entities, is covered by the Industrial Relations Actand entitled to its protections. Contrary to the statutes in mostother states permitting public sector strikes, the Act does notrequire that workers be represented by a union before striking.During the 1920s, the Industrial Commission typically treatedtrade union officials as the representative of workers, but unionorganization was not essential to the rights conferred under thestatute; indeed, the Commission“continuously recognized the right of both employersand employe[e]s to appear by committees so long assaid employe[e]s appear to be regularly appointed,whether said employe[e]s or employers arepermanently organized for the purpose of appointingsaid representatives and transacting other business, oronly temporarily organized for such purpose.”26Accordingly, a group of employees only “temporarilyorganized” are afforded all rights under the Act, even if thoseemployees represent only a small minority of the workforce.Furthermore, although the Martin opinion correctly notes thatsome states do permit public employee strikes, those strikes areregulated by detailed schemes of public sector employeebargaining. The bargaining laws typically provide for unionrecognition procedures, specify the steps to be followed inresolving impasses, and contain numerous procedural andsubstantive safeguards to protect public employers andcitizens.27 The Colorado Act contains no limitations as to unioncertification, mandatory impasse procedures, and exclusion ofpublic safety personnel—such as prison guards, firefighters,police and court employees. Instead, the state may assumejurisdiction, act with “reasonable diligence” to render an award
6THE COLORADO LAWYERand, thereafter, employees are authorized to strike; the usualadministrative apparatus of collective bargaining is altogetherlacking. Although the Peace Act, as noted above, does containsuch provisions, it only applies to two groups of publicemployees. Conceivably, the director could issue regulationscovering matters of recognition, bargaining and unfair laborpractices. However, the administration of a bona fide system ofbargaining would require substantial state resources.This author believes that local governmental authorities arepowerless to curtail or limit the effect of the Industrial RelationsAct. The Denver firefighters, for example, previously had a rightto negotiate collective bargaining contracts with Denverpursuant to city charter amendment.28 Under the Martin Court’sinterpretation of the Act, the Denver provision would be invalid,because local government law is overridden by laws on the sa
Court of Appeals. The Colorado Court of Appeals held that the teachers’ strike was unlawful.3 Reviewing precedent from other states, the court concluded that “under the common law, strikes by public employees are illegal.” The court declined to adopt the contrary rule of the California Supreme Court upholding a common law
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Colorado Wage Withholding Tax 1 Revised December 2021 Every employer making payment of Colorado wages is subject to Colorado wage withholding requirements. In general, Colorado wages are any wages that are either paid to an employee who is a Colorado resident or paid to any nonresident employee for services performed in Colorado.
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Colorado (Colorado's Medicaid program) and Child Health Plan Plus (CHP ). A comprehensive list of all our programs is on our website. Health First Colorado covers members in every county of our state. From rural Colorado, where in many counties the enrollment is higher than the state average, to the front range. Health First Colorado
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POWERS OF ATTORNEY ACT 2003: A COMMENTARY 6 POWERS OF ATTORNEY ACT 2003: COMMENTARY The commentary is provided in black text. Reference to the "Act" is a reference to the Powers of Attorney Act 2003 as amended. Reference to the "Regulation" is a reference to the Powers of Attorney Regulation 2011, recently amended by the Powers of Attorney Amendment Act 2013 and the Powers of
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STATUTORY POWER OF ATTORNEY - eForms

repudiated the power of attorney; and the power of attorney still is in full force and effect. 5. I/we make this affidavit for the purpose of inducing _ to accept delivery of the above described instrument, as executed by me/us in my/our capacity of attorney(s)-in-fact for the Principal. _, Attorney-in-fact
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John J. Hoffman Acting Attorney General of New Jersey

JOHN J. HOFFMAN ACTING ATTORNEY GENERAL OF NEW JERSEY Division of Law 124 Halsey Street — 5th Floor P.O. Box 45029 Newark, New Jersey 07101 Attorney for Plaintiffs By: Jah-Juin Ho - #033032007 Deputy Attorney General 973-648-2500 JOHN J. HOFFMAN, Acting Attorney General of the State of New Jersey, and ERIC T.
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Options in Oregon to Help Another Person Make Decisions

Power of Attorney A “Power of Attorney” is a legal document that allows a person to give another person (called an “agent”) the right to act on the person’s behalf. A “Power of Attorney” in Oregon can only be used for financial decisions. The way a “Power of Attorney” is written is important. The authority given to the agent can
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FRESNO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT By DEPT.402 JAN SCULLY District Attorney, County of Sacramento RUTH YOUNG, State Bar No. 133606 Deputy District Attorney 906 G Street, Suite 700 Sacramento, CA 95814 Telephone: (916) 874-6174 JACKIE LACEY District Attorney, County of Los Angeles STUART C. LYTTON, State Bar No. 114241 Deputy District Attorney
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Non-Attorney E-File Registration

your motion for e-filing access. Instructions to submit the Non-Attorney E-File Registration: 1. Register for a Non-Attorney Filer Account on the PACER website at www.pacer.uscourts.gov. If you already have a PACER Account, login to Manage My Account, select Non-Attorney E-File Re
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