
2:30 p.m.SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Wednesday, June 4, 2014 EN BANC
Bailiff:  Justice Coats' Chambers

2012SC610 (30 MINUTES)

Petitioner:

Tom Francen,

v.

Respondent:

Colorado Department of Revenue, Division of Motor 
Vehicles.

For the Petitioner Tom Francen:
John Gregory Scott
JOHN SCOTT, ATTORNEY AT LAW, LLC

For the Respondent Colorado Department of 
Revenue, Division of Motor Vehicles:
Cathern H. Smith, Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General

Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2010CA2382
Docketed: August 15, 2012
At Issue: April 7, 2014

ISSUE(S):

Whether the court of appeals erred in holding that a driver cannot rely on the exclusionary rule to raise the illegality of 
initial police contact as a defense in a civil driver's license revocation proceeding conducted pursuant to section 42-2-126.

Whether the express consent statute allows the Department of Revenue to revoke a driver's license pursuant to section 
42-2-126 on the basis of a search that itself is the product of an illegal stop and arrest, regardless of whether the 
exclusionary rule applies in driver's license revocation proceedings.



3:00 p.m.SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Wednesday, June 4, 2014 EN BANC
Bailiff:  Justice Coats' Chambers

2012SC788 (30 MINUTES)

Petitioner:

Andrew Hanson,

v.

Respondent:

Colorado Department of Revenue, Motor Vehicle Division.

For the Petitioner Andrew Hanson:
Chip G. Schoneberger
Christopher Carrington
Daniel Seth Foster
FOSTER, GRAHAM MILSTEIN & CALISHER
and
Shawn Eric Gillum
GILLUM LAW GROUP, L.L.C.
and
Rhidian David Watson Orr
THE ORR LAW FIRM, L.L.C.

For the Respondent Colorado Department of 
Revenue, Motor Vehicle Division:
Carol A Chambers District Attorney
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE
and
Grant Thomas Sullivan
John William Suthers, Attorney General
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

 
 
 
 
Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2011CA1351
Docketed: October 11, 2012
At Issue: April 7, 2014

ISSUE(S):

Whether the express consent statute allows the Department of Revenue to revoke a driver's license pursuant to section 
42-2-126 on the basis of a search that itself is the product of an illegal stop and arrest, regardless of whether the 
exclusionary rule applies in driver's license revocation proceedings.

Whether the court of appeals erred in holding that a driver cannot rely on the exclusionary rule to raise the illegality of 
initial police contact as a defense in a civil driver's license revocation proceeding conducted pursuant to section 42-2-126.



9:00 a.m.SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Thursday, June 5, 2014 EN BANC
Bailiff:  Justice Eid's Chambers

2012SC871 (44 MINUTES)

Petitioners:

City of Littleton, Colorado, Littleton Fire Rescue and 
CCMSI,

v.

Respondents:

Industrial Claim Appeals Office; Julie Christ, surviving 
spouse and Personal Representative of Jeffrey J. Christ, 
Deceased; and Michelle Parris, on behalf of Lauren 
Parris.

For the Petitioners City of Littleton, Colorado, 
Littleton Fire Rescue, and CCMSI:
Anne Smith Myers
Timothy R. Fiene
NATHAN, BREMER, DUMM & MYERS, P.C.

For the Respondent Industrial Claim Appeals Office:
Alice Quinn Hosley
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

For the Respondent Julie Christ, surviving spouse 
and Personal Representative of Jeffrey J. Christ, 
Deceased:
Neil D O'Toole
NEIL D O'TOOLE

For the Respondent Michelle Parris, on behalf of 
Lauren Parris:
Ralph Ogden
WILCOX & OGDEN PC

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2010CA1494
Docketed: November 13, 2012
At Issue: April 7, 2014

ISSUE(S):

Whether the court of appeals erred in holding petitioners' medical evidence, while admittedly persuasive and credible, to 
be insufficient as a matter of law to rebut the statute's presumption.

Whether the court of appeals erred in its interpretation of section 8-41-209, C.R.S., in determining that the statute is 
effectively irrebuttable, contrary to the intent of the General Assembly and the unambiguous wording of the statute.

Whether the court of appeals failed to defer to the Administrative Law Judge's Findings of Fact, thereby committing 
reversible error in contravention of the mandates of appellate review.



9:45 a.m.SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Thursday, June 5, 2014 EN BANC
Bailiff:  Justice Eid's Chambers

2013SC560 (44 MINUTES)

Petitioner:

Mike Zukowski,

v.

Respondents:

Town of Castle Rock and CIRSA.

For the Petitioner Mike Zukowski:
Neil D O'Toole
NEIL D O'TOOLE

For the Respondents Town of Castle Rock, and 
CIRSA:
T Paul Krueger
Alana Michelle McKenna
RITSEMA & LYON, P.C.

For Amicus Curiae Colorado Self Insured 
Association
Francis Maurice Cavanaugh
RUEGSEGGER SIMONS SMITH & STERN, LL
 
For Amicus Curiae Pinnacol Assurance
Harvey D Flewelling
PINNACOL ASSURANCE

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2012CA2190
Docketed: July 22, 2013
At Issue: April 7, 2014

ISSUE(S):

Whether the court of appeals improperly equated 'risk' with 'cause,' by holding that showing 'risk' or 'precursor' factors can 
sufficiently establish a preponderance of the medical evidence that a firefighter's cancer did not occur on the job, thereby 
rejecting statutory presumption created by the Colorado Legislature that petitioner's skin cancer (melanoma) was, in fact, 
caused by his job.

Whether the court of appeals in Town of Castle Rock and CIRSA v. Industrial Claim Appeals Office and Mike Zukowski, 
2013 CA 2190, misconstrued the application of the statutory presumption found at section 8-41-209, C.R.S., by holding 
that legislative presumption of cancer causation for fighters 'can be overcome by establishing that the risk of cancer from 
other sources outweighs the risk created by firefighting.'



10:30 a.m.SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Thursday, June 5, 2014 EN BANC
Bailiff:  Justice Eid's Chambers

2014SC123 (44 MINUTES)

Petitioners:

City of Englewood and Colorado Intergovernmental Risk 
Sharing Agency,

v.

Respondents:

Delvin Harrell and Industrial Claim Appeals Office.

For the Petitioners City of Englewood and 
Colorado Intergovernmental Risk Sharing Agency:
Paul David Feld
T Paul Krueger
Alana Michelle McKenna
RITSEMA & LYON, P.C.

For the Respondent Delvin Harrell:
Neil D O'Toole
NEIL D O'TOOLE

For the Respondent Industrial Claim Appeals Office:
Industrial Claim Appeals Office

 
 
 
 
Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2013CA858
Docketed: January 30, 2014
At Issue: February 24, 2014

ISSUE(S):
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Did the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) incorrectly apply the presumption set forth in C.R.S. §8-42-209 by refusing to consider medical evidence submitted by respondents challenging the causal connection between firefighting and melanoma?
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1:30 p.m.  SUPREME COURT, STATE OF COLORADO
Oral Argument: Thursday, June 5, 2014 EN BANC

2014SC123 (44 MINUTES)

Petitioners:

City of Englewood and Colorado Intergovernmental Risk 
Sharing Agency,

v.

Respondents:

Delvin Harrell and Industrial Claim Appeals Office.

For the Petitioners City of Englewood and 
Colorado Intergovernmental Risk Sharing Agency:
Paul David Feld
T Paul Krueger
Alana Michelle McKenna
RITSEMA & LYON, P.C.

For the Respondent Delvin Harrell:
Neil D O'Toole
NEIL D O'TOOLE

For the Respondent Industrial Claim Appeals Office:
Industrial Claim Appeals Office

Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, 2013CA858
Docketed: January 30, 2014
At Issue: February 24, 2014

ISSUE(S):

Did the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) incorrectly apply the presumption set forth in C.R.S. §8-42-209 by refusing to 
consider medical evidence submitted by respondents challenging the causal connection between firefighting and 
melanoma? 

b000ctr
Text Box
    Public Hearing    Proposed repeal and re-adoption of Colorado Rule of Professional Conduct 1.15.




