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Highlighting Important Issues Facing Today’s Defense Attorneys

COLORADO SUPREME COURT
JPMorgan Chase Bank N.A. v. McClure — Supreme Court finds membership in Colorado
LLC is located in Colorado (SC 04/10/17). The Supreme Court concluded that for purposes
of determining the enforceability of a charging order, a membership interest of a nonColorado citizen in a Colorado limited liability company is located in Colorado, where
the limited liability company was formed. The court further concluded that when, as here,
a judgment creditor obtains a foreign charging order that compels certain action by a
Colorado limited liability company, the charging order is ineffective as against the limited
liability company until the creditor has taken sufficient steps to obligate the company to
comply with that order. In this case, the charging orders obtained by the petitioner did
not become effective until after the respondents had obtained and served their competing
charging orders.
Clean Energy Collective, LLC v. Borrego Solar Systems, Inc. – Supreme Court again
discusses general and specific jurisdiction over a corporate entity (SC 04/17/17). The Colorado
Supreme Court held that, because the trial court did not assess whether Borrego was
essentially at home in Colorado, it did not fully apply the test announced in Magill v.
Ford Motor Co., 2016 CO 57, 379 P.3d 1033, and therefore erred in exercising general
personal jurisdiction over Borrego. The Supreme Court further concluded that Borrego is
not subject to general jurisdiction in this state.
Forest City Stapleton Inc. v. Rogers – Privity is necessary for implied warranty claim (SC
04/17/17). The Supreme Court considered whether privity of contract is necessary for a
home buyer to assert a claim for breach of the implied warranty of suitability against a
developer. The Court concluded that because breach of the implied warranty of suitability
is a contract claim, privity of contract is required in such a case. Here, the home buyer was
not in privity of contract with the developer and thus cannot pursue a claim against the
developer for breach of the implied warranty of suitability.
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McShane v. Stirling Ranch Property
Legal
Updates
Owners Association,
Inc. — Court finds

that exculpatory clause does not preclude
claims against entity not designated in
clause (SC 05/01/17). The homeowner’s
association claimed that it was entitled
to the benefit of an exculpatory clauses in
the community’s declaration and bylaws
when those clauses do not name the
association as a protected party. Because
the plain language of the exculpatory
clauses at issue in this case does not
limit the association’s liability, and the
association, as an entity distinct from
internal boards acting as its agents,
cannot benefit from exculpatory clauses
protecting those agents, the Supreme
Court concludes the petitioners may
bring their claims against the association.

COLORADO COURT OF APPEALS
People v. Valdez – Court of Appeals finds no
abuse of discretion in permitting actual video
replays during deliberation (CA 04/06/17).
Valdez also argued that the district
court erred in admitting a surveillance
camera video of the robbery in progress
depicting the owner’s dying moments
because it was unfairly prejudicial, and
further erred by improperly giving the
jurors unfettered access to replay all of
the videos during deliberations. The
recording of the robbery in progress
showed the actual crime. Therefore, it
was not unfairly prejudicial, and the
trial court did not abuse its discretion by
admitting the surveillance video from the
overhead camera. Additionally, the videos
were played for the jurors only after their
request, and the court clerk supervised
the playback. Therefore, the trial court
did not abuse its discretion in declining
to limit the number of times the jury
could view the videos or in refusing to
impose other restrictions on the jury’s
consideration of them.
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Allison v. Engel – Court of Appeals finds
no jurisdiction under Rule 54(b) (CA
04/06/17). The Court of Appeals ordered
the parties to file supplemental briefs
as to whether the unjust enrichment
counterclaim is a separate claim for
purposes of CRCP 54(b) and whether
there is no just reason for delay of an appeal
pertaining solely to that counterclaim.
Generally speaking, the Court of Appeals
has jurisdiction only over appeals from
final judgments. Thus, jurisdiction over
an appeal from an order the district
court has certified as final under Rule
54(b) depends on the correctness of that
certification. Here, the district court gave
two reasons for concluding that there was
no just reason for delay: (1) “avoid[ing]
duplicative efforts” and (2) obtaining “a
clear sense of direction in terms of the
issues to be considered” at trial. The first

Here, the district court gave
two reasons for concluding
that there was no just reason
for delay: (1) “avoid[ing]
duplicative efforts” and (2)
obtaining “a clear sense of
direction in terms of the issues
to be considered” at trial.

reason is plainly insufficient to justify
certification because the same could be
said about any case involving multiple
claims or parties as to which a dispositive
ruling is entered on one claim, or as to
one party, before trial. The second reason
is also insufficient to justify certification
because it is not a proper function of Rule
54(b) certification to assuage a district
court’s doubts about its decision or to

provide “guidance” in the resolution of
claims. The district court’s reasons do not
show that any party will suffer hardship
or injustice unless an immediate appeal
of the default judgment on the single
counterclaim is allowed. The district
court abused its discretion, and the Court
of Appeals lacks jurisdiction.
International Network, Inc. v.
Woodard – Court affirms verdict against
broker where seller acted improperly (CA
04/06/17). Woodard (seller) owned a
100-acre ranch. In 2006, he signed an
exclusive right-to-sell listing agreement
with International Network, Inc.
(broker). The agreement was for a sixmonth listing period and provided for
a percentage commission to be paid to
broker upon sale. Seller had the absolute
right to cancel the agreement at any time
upon written notice.
Approximately
four months into the listing period, seller
began negotiating with an attorney who
represented a group of potential buyers.
Seller did not disclose his negotiations
to broker. About a month after
commencing these discussions, seller
abruptly cancelled the listing agreement
without cause. Broker ceased marketing
the property. After the listing period had
expired, but within the 90-day holdover
period set forth in the agreement, seller
and the buyers finalized an agreement
resulting in the sale of the property. Seven
years later, broker initiated this action
against seller for breach of contract based
on seller’s failure to comply with the
referral provision, which required seller
to conduct all negotiations for the sale
of the property through broker and refer
to broker all communications received
from prospective buyers. Following
trial, a jury found in favor of broker and
awarded damages in the amount of the
commission that would have been owed
under the listing agreement. On appeal,
seller argued that the trial court erred in
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denying his motion for directed verdict
and his post-trial motion for judgment
notwithstanding the verdict because
the statute of limitations barred broker’s
breach of contract claim. CRS § 13-80101(1)(a) states that a breach of contract
claim must be commenced within
three years after accrual of the cause of
action, and accrual occurs when the
breach is discovered or should have been
discovered. It was undisputed that seller
breached the referral provision in 2006.
Seller argued that under the facts, broker
should have realized there might have
been a breach of the referral provision
and through the exercise of reasonable
diligence should have discovered it in
2006. Broker asserted it had no knowledge
of seller’s duplicity until broker’s agent
heard seller’s testimony in another
lawsuit in 2011 in which seller testified
he had violated the listing agreement and
intentionally concealed his negotiations
to avoid paying a commission. Therefore,
in commencing this action in 2013 broker
was within three years of its discovery
of the breach. Based on the record, the
Court of Appeals could not conclude that
the evidence, viewed in the light most
favorable to broker, compelled a different
result. Seller also argued that it was error
to not give a jury instruction on the
elements of liability for recovery on a real
estate commission claim, contending that
the broker was not the procuring cause of
the sale. Here, seller breached the referral
provision and cannot use his intentional
concealment of his negotiations to
prevent broker from obtaining damages
in the form of a commission. Seller
contended the trial court erred by
rejecting seller’s proposed jury instruction
on the affirmative defense of laches. The
trial court ruled, and the Court agreed,
that seller’s improper conduct precluded
his assertion of a laches defense.
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In re Marriage of Roth – Death of
arbitrator before conclusion of proceedings
requires appointment of new arbitrator
(CA 04/06/17). The parties agreed to
arbitrate the permanent orders issues
in their dissolution of marriage. The
agreement provided that the Colorado
Uniform Arbitration Act governed the
proceedings; the arbitrator would reserve
jurisdiction for 20 days after issuing
an award to allow the parties to seek
clarification, correction, or modification
of the award; and if jurisdiction was
reserved on an issue, the arbitrator
would hear it unless he was unavailable.
The arbitrator issued an award, and
both parties submitted timely requests
for modification and clarification of the
award. During the process of submitting
these requests, the arbitrator died. Five
days later, wife moved in district court to
appoint a replacement arbitrator under
CRS § 13-22-215(5). A week later
husband moved to confirm the arbitrator’s
award under CRS § 13-22-222. The trial
court found that wife was essentially
seeking to relitigate the permanent

orders, and it denied her motion and
granted husband’s motion to confirm the
award and entered a dissolution decree
incorporating the award. On appeal, wife
argued that under the CUAA, the district
court lacked subject matter jurisdiction to
confirm the arbitration award while the
parties’ requests to modify or correct it
were pending before the arbitrator. She
contended that upon the death of the
arbitrator, the court had subject matter
jurisdiction only to appoint a replacement
arbitrator. Under the CUAA, a valid and
enforceable arbitration agreement divests
the district court of jurisdiction on all
matters submitted to arbitration pending
the conclusion of the arbitration. Here,
due to the timely requests for modification
or correction of the award, the arbitration
proceedings had not concluded at the
death of the arbitrator and subject matter
jurisdiction to confirm the award was not
in the district court. Under the CUAA,
the district court only had subject matter
jurisdiction to appoint a replacement
arbitrator to complete the proceedings.
Wife further contended that the district
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court erred by denying her motion to
appoint a replacement arbitrator. Because
it is undisputed that the parties’ chosen
arbitrator could not act, the district court
was required to appoint a replacement
arbitrator.
Malpica-Cue v. Fangmeier – Jury
mistake requires evidentiary hearing (CA
04/06/17). Malpica-Cue sued Fangmeier
for damages resulting from a car accident.
After trial, the jury filled out a Special
Verdict Form B that included three
different damages amounts. All six jurors
signed the form, and the judge read the
verdict and each separate amount of
damages aloud in open court. The jury
foreman confirmed the verdict. Counsel
for both parties declined to poll the
jury. Fangmeier filed a post-trial motion
averring that while the jurors were still
in the courthouse, defense counsel spoke
with some of them about the amount
of damages they had awarded. They
said they had intended to award $2,500
for noneconomic losses, $18,373.38 for
economic losses, and $0 for physical
impairment or disfigurement. The
total damages intended, $20,873.38,
had mistakenly been added together
and inserted on the line for physical
impairment and disfigurement, making
the total damages $41,746.76. Defense
counsel told the court clerk that all six
jurors agreed they had made a mistake
on the verdict form and wanted to fix
it. The judge denied counsel’s request
to reconvene the jury that day and told
him to file a motion. Fangmeier filed a
motion asking the court to vacate the
jury verdict awarding $41,746.76 and
enter judgment awarding $20,873.38.
The motion included an affidavit from
the jury foreman saying the jury had
made a mistake. The district court
denied the motion, stating that CRE
606(b) precluded it from considering the
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foreman’s affidavit. On appeal, Fangmeier
argued that the foreman’s affidavit should
not have been precluded because an
exception to Rule 606(b) allows jury
testimony regarding “whether there was
a mistake in entering the verdict onto the
verdict form.” Here, all the jurors agreed
that there should have been no recovery
for physical impairment or disfigurement
and the foreman misread the jury form, so
the exception applies. While the affidavit
by itself does not require the verdict to
be changed, Fangmeier is entitled to an
evidentiary hearing on the issue. Thus, it
was error to not reconvene the jurors on
the day the trial ended and in later failing
to reconvene the jurors to ascertain the
true verdict in response to the post-trial
motion.
Dolan v. Fire and Police Pension Ass’n
– Challenge to regulations found time-barred
(CA 04/13/17). Dolan joined North
Metro Fire Rescue in 1986, and in 2007,
he sustained an injury that prevented
him from passing the physical tests for
firefighting duties. After approximately
two years of attempted rehabilitation,
North Metro terminated Dolan. Dolan
promptly filed for occupational disability
benefits with the Fire and Police Pension
Association (FPPA). Dolan initially
received disability benefits, but these
were later revoked based on a finding that
because his position at Elk Creek had
involved fire protection, he was ineligible
for benefits under the Policemen’s and
Firemen’s Pension Reform Act. Dolan
sought leave to amend his complaint
on August 30, 2013, approximately one
year after he filed his initial complaint,
seven months after the district court
initially found in favor of the FPPA,
and four months after the district court
finalized its CRCP 106 order. Because
Dolan presented the district court
with an as-applied challenge to the

FPPA regulations, the court correctly
determined that claim was time barred by
CRCP 106(b). Further, even if Dolan’s
claim presented a facial challenge to the
FPPA regulations, the court’s denial of
his claim was not error because Dolan
failed to show that his delay in bringing
the claim was justified.
Cox v. Sage Hospitality Resources,
LLC. – Trial court erred in dismissing suit
for forum non-conveniens (CA 05/04/17)
Cox, a Colorado resident, stayed at a
hotel in California owned by defendant
Sage Hospitality Resources, LLC.
Sage’s members are Colorado residents,
and its principal place of business is in
Denver. WS HDM, LLC (WS HDM),
incorporated in Delaware and licensed
to do business in California, owns and
operates the hotel. Cox fell on the hotel
property and fractured his femur. Cox
sued Sage in Denver District Court and
WS HDM in California state court.
Sage’s motion to dismiss the action
in Denver District Court under the
doctrine of forum non conveniens was
granted. On appeal, Cox argued that the
Denver District Court erred in granting
Sage’s motion to dismiss because there
were no unusual circumstances sufficient
to overcome the strong presumption in
favor of Colorado courts hearing cases
brought by Colorado residents. Colorado
law is clear that the doctrine of forum
non conveniens has “only the most
limited application in Colorado courts.”
Thus, unless there are “most unusual
circumstances,” a Colorado resident’s
choice of a Colorado forum will not be
disturbed. Cox is a Colorado resident and
claims to prefer to sue Sage in Colorado.
Even though Cox filed a related suit
in California state court, the existence
of that lawsuit does not trump Cox’s
choice of forum in Colorado. Further,
the California state court suit is against
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a different defendant, and the record
does not indicate that the joinder of Sage
in Cox’s California state court suit is
mandatory. Nor does the risk of double
recovery overcome the presumption in
favor of Colorado courts hearing suits
filed by Colorado resident plaintiffs. The
Denver District Court erred in dismissing
Cox’s action.
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grant of summary judgment to UNM,
the Tenth Circuit affirmed dismissal of
Pompeo’s case.

TENTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS
Pompeo v. Board of Regents – 10th
Circuit affirms right of college to restrict
inflammatory speech Docket: 15-2179
(10th Cir. 03/28/17). Monica Pompeo, a
student in a graduate-level course at the
University of New Mexico (“UNM”),
claimed that UNM officials retaliated
against her in violation of her free
speech rights because they disagreed
with viewpoints she expressed in an
assigned class paper. In “Axson-Flynn
v. Johnson,” (356 F.3d 1277 (10th Cir.
2004)), the Tenth Circuit held courts
may not override an educator’s decision
in the school-sponsored speech context
“unless it is such a substantial departure
from accepted academic norms as to
demonstrate that the person or committee
responsible did not actually exercise
professional judgment” and instead used
“the proffered goal or methodology [as]
a sham pretext for an impermissible
ulterior motive.” Here, Pompeo asked
the Tenth Circuit to draw an analogy
between the religious discrimination at
issue in “Axson-Flynn” and the viewpoint
discrimination she complained of in this
case. “Yet our court has specifically held
that precedent ‘allows educators to make
viewpoint-based decisions about schoolsponsored speech’ and may restrict speech
they believe contains ‘inflammatory
and divisive statements.’” Finding no
reversible error in the district court’s

People for Ethical Treatment v.
U.S. Fish & Wildlife - Tenth Circuit
affirms regulation as proper in challenge
from property owners - Docket: 14-4151
(10th Cir. 03/29/17). People for the
Ethical Treatment of Property Owners
(“PETPO”) challenged a regulation
promulgated by the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) pursuant
to the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”).
The challenged regulation prohibited the
“take” of the Utah prairie dog, a purely
intrastate species, on nonfederal land.
The ESA defined “take” as meaning “to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, trap, capture, or collect.” The district
court granted summary judgment for
PETPO on the ground that neither the
Commerce Clause nor the Necessary
and Proper Clause of the Constitution
authorized Congress to regulate take of
the Utah prairie dog on nonfederal land.
FWS appealed the grant of summary
judgment, arguing that the challenged
regulation was authorized by both the
Commerce Clause and the Necessary
and Proper Clause, and that PETPO
lacked standing. After its review, the
Tenth Circuit held that the district
court correctly concluded that PETPO
had standing, but erred in concluding
that Congress lacked authority under
the Commerce Clause to regulate (and
authorize the Service to regulate) the take
of the Utah prairie dog.

Upcoming CLEs & Events
All CLEs are free to members and
include adult beverages and appetizers
(unless you are attending a webinar, we
don’t deliver, ha!). Please take advantage
of the committees’ dedicated efforts to
present quality and timely CLEs for their
respective substantive areas of practice.
Click the CLE title for easy registration.
Changes in Federal Law - Medicare
denial of payment
May 24, 2017, 5 - 6:00 PM
ViewHouse Centennial
CDLA-CTLA Joint Happy Hour
May 25, 2017, 5:30 - 7:30 PM
ViewHouse, Denver
Boot Camp for New Lawyers
June 23, 2017, 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM
Markusson Green & Jarvis
2017 Annual Conference Tom Rice,
Conference Chair Senter Goldfarb & Rice
July 27, 2017, 6:00 PM
through July 29, 2017
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Since 1983, Rimkus Consulting Group,
Inc. has built and maintained a reputation
of quality, reliability, and integrity in
service to its clients. Our staff of forensic
professionals is dedicated to fast, efficient
response and delivering a product of
uncompromising quality. We have a local
office in Denver, and 29 offices across the
country to assist you with your forensic
needs. Please contact us at 720-488-8710.

Western Engineering & Research
Corporation
(WERC)
provides
forensic engineering investigation for
the insurance and legal industries.
Our engineers conduct analyses and
provide testimonies related to structural,
electrical and mechanical failures;
fires and explosions; vehicle accident
reconstruction; and construction site and
personal injury incidents.

www.rimkus.com

www.werc.com

JAMS mediators and arbitrators
successfully resolve cases ranging in
size, industry and complexity, typically
achieving results more efficiently and
cost effectively than through litigation.
JAMS neutrals are skilled in alternative
dispute resolution (ADR) processes
including mediation, arbitration, special
master, discovery referee, project neutral,
and dispute review board work.
www.jamsadr.com

Summit Litigation Support has been
designed to help attorneys navigate
throughout the course of litigation. Our
eDiscovery, scanning, printing, video
editing, and evidence capture services are
all valuable tools we have available to aid
in the identification and outlining of the
case. Summit’s experienced trial support
team implements the latest technologies
to succinctly convey your message to the
court and jury. Our goal is to streamline the
workload and allow attorneys the freedom
to devote attention to the message and
meaning of the dispute.
www.summit-litigation-support.com

As one of the oldest, most successful
private judicial services in the country,
JAG provides the legal and business
communities with cost effective, efficient
dispute resolution programs, including
mediation and arbitration. In addition to
providing alternative dispute resolution
methods, JAG arbiters also conduct mock
appellate arguments and review; serve in
court-appointed functions such as receivers,
liquidators, trustees, special masters and
statutorily appointed judges; and conduct
mock jury trials and focus groups. JAG
is composed exclusively of former trial
and appellate judges, each of whom was
a distinguished leader during service on
the bench. Each judge brings to JAG a
commitment to case resolution based upon
a depth of knowledge and experience with
litigants and the legal process.

With
over
90
scientific
and
engineering disciplines, Exponent’s
staff of approximately 900, located
in 20 offices throughout the nation
and 5 international offices, combines
unparalleled technical expertise with
the ability, when necessary, to focus
this knowledge in extremely short time
frames. Our multidisciplinary team
of engineers, scientists and regulatory
consultants will perform either in-depth
scientific research and analysis, or very
rapid-response evaluations, to provide
our clients with the critical information
that both day-to-day and strategic
decisions can require.
www.exponent.com

www.jaginc.com
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A powerful resource in
litigation for more than
45 years, S-E-A, Ltd.
is a multi-disciplined
engineering and fire
investigation
company
specializing in failure analysis. Our fulltime, court qualified staff consists of over
200 mechanical, biomechanical, electrical,
metallurgical and civil engineers, as well
as fire investigators, industrial hygienists,
environmental/health & safety specialists,
as well as an in-house visualization
services group. These disciplines interact
to provide thorough and independent
analyses that will support any subsequent
litigation. Losses can be assigned 24 hours
a day to any of our 11 offices by calling
800-782-6851.

LexisNexis® is a leading global provider
of content and technology solutions
that enable legal professionals to make
informed decisions and achieve better
business outcomes. LexisNexis harnesses
leading-edge technology and world-class
content to help professionals work in
faster, easier and more effective ways.
www.lexisnexis.com

www.robsonforensic.com

Lukava strives to be your firm’s sole
resource for information technology.
Lukava is well versed in the applications
and workflows most law firms use. We
offer monthly, fixed rate IT services that
save law firms thousands of dollars per year.
We offer the latest technologies to ensure
disaster recovery, IT compliance, business
continuity, office collaboration, universal
access to your critical data, 24 x 7 relentless
support and enhanced security. Not only
do we support your IT infrastructure but
we support the applications that ride on it.
From Worldox to Quickbooks we support
what you use. Our goal is to make you
forget about IT and focus on your business.
For more information call 303.351.0293.

Martin/Martin, Inc. is a full-service
consulting civil and structural engineering
firm, built on experience and industry
leadership cultivated since the 1940s.
We provide engineering design and
construction administration across a
variety of market sectors - healthcare,
education, site development, office
and residential, industrial, and federal/
municipal. This real-world expertise
allows us to provide detailed, evidencebased consulting and litigation. We have
specialized expertise in investigation and
testimony related to alleged construction
defects, foundation movement, fire and
wind damage, historic structures, building
envelope, fall protection, site drainage,
grading, and related structural and civil
engineering issues. Our engineers also
serve in leadership positions on national
committees including ACI, ASTM,
ANSI, AISC, and NCSEA, to influence
and remain knowledgeable of changes and
trends impacting the A/E/C industry.

www.lukavalabs.com

www.martinmartin.com

www.sealimited.com

Robson Forensic Inc. is an integrated team
of forensic engineers, architects, scientists
and fire investigators. Our experts include
civil, construction, mechanical, structural
and electrical engineers, architects and
certified fire investigators. Our firm
is dedicated to providing high quality
investigations, reports and testimony to
assist in the resolution of disputes and
litigation. In every area of our practice, we
believe our clients are best served by the
truth. Sound technical solutions lead to
satisfactory case resolutions.

Vocational Diagnostics,
Inc. is the authority
in vocational damages
assessment and life care
planning. Specializing
in catastrophic injury
cases, we are the experts in the assessment
of children and adults in a wide range
of cases, including personal injury,
divorce, medical malpractice and labor/
employment. For more than 28 years, VDI
has developed a well-deserved reputation
for its unbiased expertise. The fact that
both plaintiff and defense counsel routinely
retain our services indicates the high level
of respect VDI has on both sides of the
aisle for the quality of our work. We are
proud to provide unparalleled professional
consulting and expert witness services
to the legal and insurance communities
throughout the U.S. and Canada.
www.vocationaldiagnostics.com
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Agren Blando offers court reporting,
videography,
transcription,
videoconferencing, document services,
streaming, online repository and
ediscovery services.
We host depositions, arbitration,
mediation and conferences in our four
beautiful and fully equipped conference
rooms. With offices in Denver, Boulder,
Fort Collins, Colorado Springs and the
western slope, we serve the entire state of
Colorado.
For nearly fifty years, Agren Blando Court
Reporting & Video, Inc. has steadily grown
into one of the largest and most reputable
court reporting firms in Colorado. We
work closely with individual practitioners
as well as the world’s most prestigious law
firms and corporations. Agren Blando
has developed a reputation for accuracy,
innovation, and dedicated service.
National and International Coverage
We have a network of thousands of court
reporters available anywhere from coast to
coast and internationally. We are proud
to be large enough to handle the most
challenging litigation demands, yet staffed
adequately to give personal and careful
attention to each individual client.
www.agrenblando.com

Advanced Professional Investigations
is a local investigator-owned company
centrally located and serving all of
Colorado. Years of in-field experience
in insurance defense, fraud and worker’s
compensation claims investigations, and
family law investigations have enabled
API to put together one of the most
specialized and highly skilled team of
licensed investigators in Colorado.
Our services include: Surveillance,
Insurance
Defense
Investigations,
Employee Misconduct Investigations,
Cyber Media Profiles, Background
Investigations, Asset Checks, Witness
Interviews
and
Photography/
Videography.
We are Diligent! You can count on us
to give a constant and earnest effort
to accomplish what we undertake.
Whether we are conducting surveillance
or any other type of investigation, our job
is to observe objectively and document
precisely.
We maintain the highest integrity and
consistency, ensuring our methods,
techniques and documentation will be
upheld in a legal setting. We find timely
solutions to our clients’ objectives. When
you partner with Advanced Professional
Investigations, you partner with a leader
in the profession.
www.apisurveillancespecialists.com
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Nelson Forensics is a multi-discipline
investigation and consulting firm
specializing in forensic engineering
(architectural,civil,structural,mechanical
and electrical), forensic architecture,
chemistry and environmental science,
and cost estimating. With licensed and
registered experts nationwide, Nelson
Forensics offers unparalleled support to
the insurance and legal arenas. Please
call us at 877-850-8765.
www.nelsonforensics.com

The licensed engineers and consultants
at Advanced Engineering Investigations
Corporation have over 100 years
combined experience in the forensic field.
Founded in 2005, our experts have
performed investigations in all 50 States.
We have technical expertise in areas
including explosions, electrical failure
analysis, fires, fire suppression systems,
civil and structural assessments and carbon
monoxide incidents - just to name a few!
Our clients include propane and
natural gas companies, gas appliance
manufacturers, law firms, insurance
carriers and the transportation industry.
www.aeiengineers.com
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Since 1986, clients have turned to Ninyo
& Moore for innovative solutions to
complex geotechnical and environmental
challenges. As a leading geotechnical
and environmental sciences engineering
and consulting firm, Ninyo & Moore
provides specialized services to clients
in both the public and private sectors.
With offices in California, Nevada,
Arizona, Colorado, and Texas, the firm
is fully committed to being responsive,
cost-efficient, and thorough in meeting
its clients’ project needs and objectives.
www.ninyoandmoore.com

BRC specializes in the forensic analysis
of how injuries are caused. Using
engineering and medical science, we
objectively answer two primary questions:
did an injury occur and, if so, did the
injury occur as alleged? In this effort,
BRC employs qualified biomechanics
who have MD and/or PhD degrees
and extensive experience in collision
investigation and injury tolerance as
well as professional engineers trained
in crash reconstruction. Recognizing
that many are facing increasing financial
pressures, BRC provides a broad range
of qualified consultants to accommodate
most working budgets.

CDLA 2017
FOUNDATION
DONORS
DONOR
PRIMUM

Bill Meyer,
Judicial Arbiter Group, Inc
Patterson & Salg

www.brconline.com
Forensic Pursuit provides expert
computer
forensic
investigation,
preventative
forensic,
e-discovery
and educational services to attorneys,
businesses and individuals worldwide.
Established in 2006, Forensic Pursuit
has become a leader in emerging
forensic technology, setting standards of
excellence at every level.
From Kuwait to London, Denver to
Dallas, Forensic Pursuit follows strict
procedures with every investigation to
ensure future admissibility of evidence.
All Forensic Pursuit are CHFI and
EnCE certified computer forensic
investigators.

MCD Professional Consulting offers
expert engineering services in the fields
of civil/geotechnical and environmental
engineering. We take pride in serving
both insurance and attorney clients with
professionalism, honesty, and integrity.
www.mcdproconsulting.com

www.forensicpursuit.com
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CDLA 2016-2017 BOARD

JOHN R. CHASE, ESQ.
President
Montgomery Amatuzio Dusbabek
Chase, LLP
4100 East Mississippi Avenue, 16th
Floor
Denver, Colorado 80246
Phone: (303) 592-6600
JChase@madc-law.com
GREGG RICH, ESQ.
Vice President
Markusson Green & Jarvis
1660 Lincoln Street, Suite 2950
Denver, Colorado 80265
Phone: (303) 572-4200
rich@mgjlaw.com

THOMAS S. RICE, ESQ.
Treasurer & 2017 Conference Chair
Senter Goldfarb & Rice, LLC
3900 East Mexico, Suite 700
Denver, CO 80210
Phone: (303) 320-0509 phone
trice@sgrllc.com

CHRISTOPHER R. REEVES, ESQ.
Secretary
Waltz \ Reeves
1660 Lincoln St., #2510
Denver, CO 80264
Main: (303) 830-8800
Direct: (303) 573-2915
creeves@waltzreeves.com

KRISTIN A. CARUSO, ESQ., MSCC
Immediate Past President
Ritsema & Lyon, PC
999 18th Street, Suite 3100
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-297-7290
Kristin.Caruso@Ritsema-Lyon.com

THE CDLA UPDATE

KATHERINE OTTO, ESQ.
Communications Director

CASEY QUILLEN, ESQ.
Legislative Director

McElroy, Deutsch, Mulvaney &
Carpenter
5600 South Quebec Street, Suite C100
Greenwood Village, Colorado 80111
Phone: 303-293-8800
kotto@mdmc-lawco.com

Ruebel & Quillen, LLC
8501 Turnpike Drive # 106
Westminster, CO 80031
Phone: 888-989-1777
casey@rq-law.com

KAREN H. WHEELER, ESQ
DRI State Rep

JANUARY D. ALLEN, ESQ.
At-Large Director – 2017 Trial
Academy Chair

Levy, Wheeler, Waters P.C.
6465 S. Greenwood Plaza Blvd., Ste. 650
Englewood, CO 80111
Phone: 303-796-2900
kwheeler@lwwlaw.com

Overturf McGath & Hull
625 E 16th Ave
Denver, CO 80203
Phone: 303-860-2848
jda@omhlaw.com

KEVIN RIPPLINGER, ESQ.
Diversity / Outreach

JASON R. YOUNG, ESQ.
Ex-Officio

Patterson & Salg
5613 DTC Parkway, Suite 400
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
Phone: 303-741-4539
kripplinger@frankpattersonlaw.com

Pearl Schneider LLC
999 18th Street, Suite 1850
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 720-542-7667
jyoung@pearlschneider.com

DAVID MAYHAN, ESQ.
At-Large Director

MATTHEW BRODERICK, ESQ.
New Lawyer Director
Gordon & Rees
555 Seventeenth Street
Suite 3400
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-200-6892
mbroderick@gordonrees.com

Wells, Anderson & Race, LLC
1700 Broadway, Suite 1020
Denver, CO 80290
Phone: 303-813-6531
dmayhan@warllc.com

ANN SMITH, ESQ.
Southern Chapter & Civil Rights &
Government Employee Committee
Vaughan & DeMuro CS Office
111 S Tejon St, Suite # 545
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
Phone: 303-691-3737
asmith@vaughandemuro.com

CDLA OFFICES
643 Dexter St
Denver, CO 80220
Phone: 303-263-6466
bo@codla.org
glenna@codla.org
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