
February 20, 2017 
 
 
 
To: hjud.exhibits@oregonlegislature.gov 
 
Chair, Members of the House Judiciary Committee: 
 
 Re: Opposition to HB 2609 
 
My name is Joe DiNicola. I’ve been an Oregon Department of Revenue employee for nearly 30 
years, and currently serve as a senior corporation tax auditor with the department. However, I am 
not representing the position of the department on this bill. I submit this information to you today 
as a private citizen in support of my opposition to HB 2609.   
 
As a state employee, I am represented by SEIU Local 503, OPEU, an Oregon nonprofit 
corporation. For 30 years I’ve been actively involved in my union as a member and a corporate 
officer. I served for 10 years as president of my Revenue sub-local, 12 years as a member of 
SEIU 503’s board of directors, two terms for a total of 4 years as statewide president of Local 
503. I am currently a member of the union’s General Council, the supreme governing body of 
our nonprofit corporation and have been a member of that body for nearly 20 years. I am not 
writing today on behalf of the corporation, but instead provide this information as an informed 
and concerned citizen who is also a member of a corporation that is subject to Oregon laws.   
 
Despite my long history of involvement in the governance of my union, I was not aware until 
2009 that SEIU Local 503, OPEU, in addition being a labor union, is an Oregon nonprofit 
corporation subject to the provisions of ORS Chapter 65. At that time, I became concerned that 
the union was not in compliance with Oregon law, and that certain protections afforded to 
members under ORS Chapter 65 were being routinely ignored by union leaders. I immediately 
brought this information to the attention of union officers, directors and the union’s Supervising 
Attorney. The union leadership responded by stonewalling, and eventually took the position that 
although the union is in fact registered as a nonprofit corporation with the Oregon Secretary of 
State, it was not subject to the current laws, that is Chapter 65, that govern all other nonprofits in 
this state. 
 
With no other recourse, I initiated a lawsuit in 2012 in Marion County Circuit Court to hold the 
corporation accountable and protect the rights of union members under the Oregon Nonprofit 
Corporation Act, ORS Chapter 65. Among those rights are a) the union’s corporate obligation to 
hold an annual member meeting; b) the right of members to inspect and obtain copies of 
corporate union records, including financial records, and c) the right of members to inspect and 
obtain contact information of all members of the nonprofit and to use that contact information to 
communicate about union governance issues and other matters relevant to member interests. The 
court ultimately ruled in my favor that the union is subject to the provisions of ORS Chapter 65. 
The Oregon Court of Appeals recently issued a decision modifying the lower court’s order in 
certain respects; however, the appellate court affirmed and upheld the circuit court ruling that 
SEIU Local 503, OPEU is subject to and must comply with ORS Chapter 65 provisions. As of 
today, that litigation is continuing as the parties await additional rulings of the court. In support 
of my opposition here, please see the attached exhibits incorporated herein in their entirety that 
include court records filed in that active case, DiNicola v. SEIU Local 503, OPEU. 
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Attached as Exhibits 1 and 2 are the July 12, 2012 and April 30, 2013 declarations with my 
sworn testimony in DiNicola v. SEIU Local 503, OPEU, Marion County Circuit Court Case No. 
12C18681.  
 
In the April 16, 2014 opinion letter that reviewed the union/nonprofit corporation’s objection to 
an attorney fee award in my favor, Judge Graves soundly rejected the SEIU Local 503’s 
arguments, awarded me attorney fees, and found that SEIU Local 503 has been trying to chill 
members’ speech. As the Court stated: 
 

“I specifically find that Plaintiff, a member of SEIU, in spite of positions taken by Defendant, 
was able to bring several issues raised in this case before Defendant's General Council, which 
resulted in a vote to reject unification with another union. I further find that Defendant's 
correspondence to Plaintiff and other SEIU members was sent to chill members' use of the 
membership list, which was made available to Plaintiff and other union members through this 
court's Order.” (Exhibit 3, page 2) 

 
Given this history, I am opposed to HB 2609 because the proposed amendments to ORS Chapter 
65 eliminate or substantially diminish certain protections afforded to members of nonprofits 
under existing Chapter 65, which is Oregon’s substantial adoption in 1989 of the ABA model 
nonprofit corporation act.. Based on my personal experience and understanding of the issues in 
my active litigation, HB 2609 would eliminate certain member protections including, but not 
limited to, the following: 
 

1) Eliminates the statutory requirement for an annual meeting of members (see Section 17, 
HB 2609). The annual meeting provides an opportunity for members to come together 
and discuss and decide issues of mutual concern. In my own nonprofit, SEIU Local 503, 
OPEU, it is the only such opportunity afforded to members on a statewide basis. In place 
of the annual meeting, HB 2609 offers the nonprofit the alternative of issuing, what is in 
effect, a press release describing the activities of the nonprofit. This so-called “posting” 
of an annual report does not include any opportunity for member input. Elimination of 
the annual meeting will reduce transparency in governance of the nonprofit, and will 
restrict the rights of members to express or act upon any dissenting views they hold. 
  

2) Eliminates the requirement to maintain actual member contact information (see, e.g., 
Section 5, HB 2609). While HB 2609 retains the requirement to maintain member 
addresses, the bill makes the statute’s default position that the nonprofit can authorize 
substituting the “nonprofit business address” as the “contact information” it must 
maintain for members. This provision will substantially impact operations and 
governance of the nonprofit by restricting the ability of members to communicate directly 
with each other about issues affecting their interests. The only information available will 
be the views of the current nonprofit employees and leaders. There will be no opportunity 
to present alternative or dissenting views that have not been subjected to a filter 
controlled by corporate employees, officers, directors and agents. 
 

3) Sections 47 and 51, HB 2609, revises merger and dissolution voting requirements, and 
when taken together with Section 13 (see item 4 below), eliminate the requirement to 
obtain a two-thirds vote of the members to dissolve the nonprofit corporation or to merge 
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the nonprofit with another entity. Section 13 also provides a means to eliminate 
altogether the statutory right of members to vote at all. If HB 2609 is enacted, mergers 
and dissolutions can be accomplished merely by a majority vote of the Board of 
Directors, without any vote of members. This is a substantial reduction in member rights 
and protections, similar to other and numerous provisions in the bill.  It is important to 
keep in mind that under current law, in the case of a mutual benefit with members 
nonprofit, the members have an ownership interest in all corporate assets. A merger may 
have the effect of diminishing the voting power of current members of the nonprofit 
corporation, as well as diminishing the value of each member’s ownership interest. A 
dissolution has the effect of eliminating the corporation as an entity and distributing any 
remaining assets to members. While a merger or dissolution may be seen as beneficial to 
the interest of employees, agents and/or officers of the nonprofit, such actions may be 
contrary to the actual interests of members. Retaining the requirement to obtain consent 
of a significant number of members for dissolution as well as for any merger is an 
absolute necessity, as established under current law, and this requirement should not be 
weakened or eliminated. 
 

4) Section 13 of HB 2609 eliminates the current explicit Chapter 65 statutory right of 
members to vote on corporate actions such as mergers or dissolutions. If HB 2609 is 
enacted, such member rights and protections are retained only where the nonprofit 
bylaws do not state otherwise. Therefore, Section 13 allows a nonprofit board to vote to 
eliminate such member rights merely by revising the nonprofit’s bylaws. Further, Section 
13 eliminates general terms establishing membership rights including, but not limited to, 
the right to attend annual meetings, to request a court’s rapid intervention to order an 
annual meeting be held, to request a court to rapidly order inspection and copying of 
membership lists in advance of annual meetings and on other occasions, and members’ 
rights to bring derivative actions. Instead this bill creates an explicit list in ORS 65.144 
that can be construed to limit member rights. Section 13 also may have a potentially 
unintended consequence that eliminates or makes ambiguous any additional rights that 
may be asserted under this or other statutes, common law or precedent.  These existing 
regulations require that corporations must provide member rights with access to records 
and information in order to effectively control the business affairs of their corporation. 

 
The specific concerns enumerated above are not the only concerns I have with respect to 
wholesale HB 2609 revisions to ORS Chapter 65. In the main, I believe the entirety of the 
substantive revisions are misguided, unnecessary and will only serve to make Oregon an outlier 
with respect to regulation of nonprofit corporations by disconnecting the statute from the ABA 
Model Act that Oregon adopted in 1989, that has only been minimally amended since then. The 
1989 legislation had the purpose of creating a holistic and not a piecemeal statutory approach for 
nonprofit corporations with the intent that nonprofit corporations should be regulated, as 
appropriate, similarly to our for-profit corporation statutory scheme. 
 
The amendments in HB 2609 do not add in any way to statutory clarity. HB 2609 is in no way a 
truly needed clarification of Chapter 65 because there is no record of demonstrated problems 
with our courts ability to enforce Chapter 65. HB 2609 instead only serves to substantially 
diminish or eliminate existing rights of members of nonprofit corporations. 
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I urge you to vote NO on moving HB 2609 out of this committee and plan to do everything I can 
to stop this bill from being passed. Please contact me with any questions. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my written testimony.  
 

/s/ 
 
 
Joe DiNicola 
PO Box 1002 
Salem, OR 97308 
presidentjoe.0408@gmail.com 
 
Marion County Circuit Court Case No. 12C18681 Documents: 
 

Exhibit 1: July 12, 2012 Declaration of Joseph DiNicola 
Exhibit 2: April 30, 2013 Declaration of Joseph DiNicola 
Exhibit 3: April 16, 2014 Opinion Letter of Judge Dennis J. Graves   



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 1 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 2 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 3 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 4 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 5 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 6 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 7 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 8 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 9 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 10 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 11 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 12 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 13 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 14 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 15 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 16 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 17 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 18 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 19 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 20 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 21 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 22 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 23 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 24 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 25 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 26 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 27 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 28 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 29 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 30 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 31 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 32 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 33 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 34 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 35 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 36 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 37 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 38 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 39 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 40 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 41 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 42 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 43 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 44 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 45 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 46 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 47 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 48 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 49 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 50 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 51 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 52 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 53 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 54 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 55 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 56 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 57 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 58 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 59 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 60 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 61 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 62 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 63 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 64 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 65 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 66 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 67 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 68 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 69 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 70 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 71 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 72 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 73 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 74 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 75 of 76



DiNicola HB 2609 House Judiciary Committee Page 76 of 76



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 1 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 2 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 3 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 4 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 5 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 6 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 7 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 8 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 9 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 10 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 11 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 12 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 13 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 14 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 15 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 16 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 17 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 18 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 19 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 20 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 21 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 22 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 23 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 24 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 25 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 26 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 27 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 28 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 29 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 30 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 31 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 32 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 33 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 34 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 35 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 36 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 37 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 38 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 39 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 40 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 41 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 42 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 43 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 44 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 45 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 46 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 47 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 48 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 49 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 50 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 51 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 52 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 53 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 54 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 55 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 56 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 57 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 58 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 59 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 60 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 61 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 62 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 63 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 64 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 65 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 66 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 67 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 68 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 69 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 70 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 71 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 72 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 73 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 74 of 75



Joe DiNicola HB 2609 House Judciary Committee Exhibit 2, Page 75 of 75



I 
I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
I 

I 

1 

1 
1 
I 

\ 
i 

i 

DENNIS J. GRAVES 
Circuit Court Judge 
(503) 585-4939 
Fax: (503) 588-5114 

Nathan Rietmann 
Attorney at Law 
1270 Chemeketa St NE 
Salem OR 97301 

Gregory Hartman 
Attorney at Law 
210 SW Morrison St 
Suite 500 
Portland OR 97204 

... --:. .. 

CIRCUIT COURT OF OREGON 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

MARION COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
P.O. BOX 12869 

SALEM, OREGON 97309-0869 

April 16,2014 

RE.: .;DiNicola'v·.·SEiU, et at. '" 
Mario~ County Cin;uit Court Case No .. 12C18681 

Dear Counsel: 

This matter came before the court for a decision regarding Plaintiff s attorney fees and 
costs. I received an Objection from counsel for Defendant, several Declarations, and a Reply to 
Defendant's Objection. I have reviewed all of those pleadings carefully and arrived at a 
decision. 

I find that there is a legal basis for an award for attorney fees and costs based upon the 
statutes and case law cited in Plaintiffs Statement. I have considered each of the factors 
pursuant to ORS 20.075(1). I specifically find that Defendant's defenses in this case were not 
objectively well-founded. In particular, Defendant repeatedly filed Notices of Appeal from 
obviously non-appealable Orders. It is my hope that an attorney fee award would deter 
Defendant from meritless defenses in the future. 

I have also considered the factors described in ORS 20.075(2) in making this decision. 
There was significant time and labor required by Plaintiff s counsel. Plaintiff s counsel showed 
great skill in performing the legal services necessary to preserve his client's interests. Given the 
complexity and length of time involved in this case, I am certain that there was a limitation on 
other employment Mr. Rietmann could undertake. I find that his fees are within the range of 
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those customarily charged in this community and that he obtained an excellent result for his 
client. For an attorney with 8.5 years of experience, it is obvious that Mr. Rietmann has had 
substantial experience in civil litigation as described in Exhibit A to Plaintiffs Statement of 
Attorney Fees. 

I do not find that Plaintiff needlessly extended argument and delayed resolution of this 
case as argued in Defendant's Objection. I do not find that any of Plaintiffs fees were excessive 
or unreasonable in terms of hours spent on this case. I specifically find that Plaintiff, a member 
of SEIU, in spite of positions taken by Defendant, was able to bring several issues raised in this 
case before Defendant's General Council, which resulted in a vote to reject unification with 
another union. I further find that Defendant's correspondence to Plaintiff and other SEIU 
members was sent to chill members' use of the membership list, which was made available to 
Plaintiff and other union members through this court's Order. 

Plaintiffis awarded costs in the amount of$977.50 and attorney fees in the amount of 
$63,075. I deny awarding plaintiffs claimed litigation expenses in the amount of$233.75, since 
those do not qualify as costs and disbursements as defined in ORS Chapter 20. 

It is requested that Mr. Rietmann prepare a form of Supplemental Judgment and submit it 
to the court for signature within 10 days. 

Sincerely, 

--
DJG: mlh 
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