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STATEMENT OF LEGAL ISSUES

I. HAS APPELLANT STATED A CLAIM UPON WHICH RELIEF
MAY BE GRANTED?

The District Court held in the affirmative.

Apposite Authority:

Minnesota Rule of Civil Procedure 12.02(e)
Elzie v. Commissioner ofPublic Safety, 298 N.W.2d 29 (Minn. 1980)

II. ARE APPELLANT'S CLAIMS TIME-BARRED BY THE STATUTE
OF LIMITATIONS?

The District Court did not address this issue.

Apposite Authority:

Minnesota Statutes § 541.07
Wild v. Rarig, 234 N.W.2d 775,793 (Minn. 1975)

III. ARE RESPONDENTS ENTITLED TO ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY FOR
DISCLOSURES MADE AS LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS?

The District Court did not address this issue.

Apposite Authority:

Bol v. Cole, 561 N.W.2d 143 (Minn. 1997)
Carradine v. State, 511 N.W.2d 733 (Minn. 1994)

IV. WERE DISCLOSURES BY RESPONDENTS IN COMPLIANCE
WITH MINNESOTA STATUTES § 244.052?

The District Court held in the negative.

Apposite Authority:

Minnesota Statutes § 244.052
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V. ARE RESPONDENTS ENTITLED TO THE PROTECTION OF
OFFICIAL IMMUNITY?

The District Court held in the affirmative.

Apposite Authority:

Anderson v. Anoka Henn. Ind. Sch. Dis. 11, 678 N.W.2d 651 (Minn. 2004)
Sletten v. Ramsey County, 675 N.W.2d 291 (Minn. 2004)
Dokman v. County o/Hennepin, 637 N.W.2d 286 (Minn. App. 2001)
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