I.07-01-022 et al.  ALJ/JLG/tcg


ALJ/JLG/tcg

Date of Issuance 5/11/2009

Decision 09-05-014  May 7, 2009

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Investigation to Consider

Policies to Achieve the Commission’s

Conservation Objectives for Class A Water

Utilities.


	Investigation 07-01-022

(Filed January 11, 2007)



	And Related Matters.
	  Application 06-09-006

(Filed September 6, 2006)

Application 06-10-026

(Filed October 23, 2006)

Application 06-11-009

(Filed November 20, 2006)

Application 06-11-010

(Filed November 22, 2006)

Application 07-03-019

(Filed March 19, 2007)




DECISION GRANTING INTERVENOR COMPENSATION 
TO THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK FOR ITS SUBSTANTIAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DECISION (D.) 08-02-036 AND D.08-08-030

	Claimant: The Utility Reform Network
	For contribution to D.08-02-036/D.08-08-030

	Claimed ($):  $113,460
	Awarded ($):  $110,949.50 (2% reduction)


	Assigned Commissioner:  Bohn
	Assigned ALJ:  Grau


PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES
	A.  Brief Description of Decision: 

 
	These Decisions resolve issues pending in Phase 1A and Phase 1B of this docket.  D.08-02-036 adopted several conservation rate design settlements and two settlements concerning consumer outreach and data collection.  D.08‑08-030 also adopted conservation rate design settlements, consumer and data collection settlement for two water utilities.  TURN was a signatory to several of these settlements.  D.08-08-030 also looked at issues relating to Water Revenue Adjustment Mechanisms (WRAM) and authorized Return on Equity (ROE) for utilities.  The Commission determined that WRAMs cannot be used to adjust authorized ROE and determined that more data is needed before it can fully explore the relationship of the WRAM to the ROE.  




B. Claimant must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Public Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812:

	
	Claimant
	CPUC Verified

	Timely filing of notice of intent to claim compensation (§ 1804(a)):



	1.  Date of Prehearing Conference:
	2/7/07
	Yes

	2.  Other Specified Date for NOI:
	3/19/07 (as set in 3/8/07 Scoping Memo)
	Yes

	3.  Date NOI Filed:
	3/19/07
	Yes

	4.  Was the notice of intent timely filed?
	Yes

	Showing of customer or customer-related status (§ 1802(b)):



	5.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	I.06-06-014
	Yes

	6.  Date of ALJ ruling:
	11/15/06
	Yes

	7.  Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	8.  Has the claimant demonstrated customer or customer-related status?
	Yes

	Showing of “significant financial hardship” (§ 1802(g)):



	9.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	     I.06-06-014
	Yes

	10.
 Date of ALJ ruling:
	11/15/06
	Yes

	11.
 Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	12. 12.  Has the claimant demonstrated significant financial hardship?
	Yes


	Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)):



	13.  Identify Final Decision
	D.08-02-036

D.08-08-030
	Yes

	14.  Date of Issuance of Final Decision:    
	2/29/08

8/25/08
	Yes

	15.  File date of compensation request:
	10/24/08
	Yes

	16.  Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I (use line reference # as appropriate):
	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	15
	TURN
	
	D.08-02-036 directed parties to file their compensation requests for Phase 1A and Phase 1B at the same time upon issuance of a final decision in Phase 1B.  TURN filed this request 60 days after D.08-08-030 was issued on August 25, 2008.


PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION 

A. In the fields below, describe in a concise manner Claimant’s contribution to the final decision (see § 1802(i), § 1803(a) & D.98-04-059) (For each contribution, support with specific reference to final or record.)


	Contribution
	Citation to Decision 
or Record
	Showing Accepted by CPUC

	1.  TURN opposed the DRA/Suburban settlement creating a Suburban Low Income Ratepayer Assistance program because it offered a flat rate discount.  TURN advocated for a discount off of the total bill.  The Decision adopted the Suburban/DRA settlement but also acknowledged the merits of a total bill discount and pledged to monitor the impact of the adopted discount on LIRA customer bills.  The Decision also states it will consider the impact of conservation rate designs on LIRA customers and larger households in Phase 2 of the proceeding.
	Ex. 5 (Testimony of Robert Finkelstein); Jt. Consumer Brief (August 27, 2007), pp. 2‑15; D.08-02-036 at pp. 31-33
	Yes

	2.  TURN initially opposed the DRA/CalWater settlement because of concerns over the effect of high meter or service charges for residential customers in certain districts.  TURN entered into negotiations with DRA and CalWater and successfully revised their settlement to reduce the service charge for residential customers for certain districts.  The Decision adopts the amended settlement and acknowledges TURN’s role in negotiating on behalf of residential customers.  The Decision also finds that the settlement accounts for the interests of low-income customers by ensuring average low-use customers see slight decreases or no changes to their bills, a function, in part, of lowering the service charge for some residential customers. 
	Amended Settlement Agreement between TURN, DRA and Cal Water (June 15, 2007); D.08-02-036 at pp. 14‑15, footnote 19, p. 19
	Yes

	3.  TURN worked with other consumer groups to negotiate a data collection and outreach settlement on LIRA and conservation rates with Suburban.  In the Suburban/DRA settlements, the parties left data collection and outreach issues to a subsequent MOU with no concrete deadline.  After coordinating with DRA, TURN entered into negotiations with Suburban to create a concrete commitment on data collection and outreach that could be approved as part of this docket.  The Decision adopts the settlement stating it is “a comprehensive education and monitoring program” and one that “promotes conservation.”  
	Suburban Water Systems Settlement Agreement (attachment to Supporting Motion (August 10, 2007)); D.08-02-038 at pp. 33-36
	Yes

	4.  TURN worked with other consumer groups to negotiate a data collection settlement with Park Water Company.  In the Park/DRA settlement, the parties left data collection and outreach issues to a subsequent MOU with no concrete deadline.  After coordinating with DRA, TURN entered into negotiations with Park to create a concrete commitment on data collection that could be approved as part of this docket.  This Decision adopts the settlement agreement thereby providing additional data to the Commission and stakeholders on the impact of conservation rates on low-income and other residential customers.
	Park Water Company Settlement Agreement and Supporting Motion (August 10, 2007); D.08‑02‑038 at pp. 38-39
	Yes

	5.  TURN worked with other consumer groups to advocate for additional consumer education and outreach on conservation rate issues.  The settlement between Park and DRA addressed this issue only at a very high level.  The Decision notes that Park agrees in principle with the recommendations of TURN and others and notes that Park has agreed to work with CBOs on outreach thereby avoiding a need for the Commission to adopt uniform outreach requirements.  But for the push of TURN’s advocacy on this issue, Park would not have made these concrete commitments.
	Jt. Consumer Brief (August 27, 2007), at 15-18; D.08-02-038 at pp. 36-37
	Yes

	6.  TURN worked with other consumer group to advocate for the application of existing data collection and outreach settlements on Cal Water.  While the Decision declines to impose the Park or Suburban settlements on CalWater, it does discuss commitments to carry out specific customer education and outreach activities and comply with certain reporting requirements.  The Decision explicitly lists those commitments.  The Decision also encourages CalWater to perform specific outreach tasks for its low income population and to work with CBOs as well as providing some data on disconnections to help the Commission monitor the impact of conservation rates on customers.  Those specific tasks listed in the Decision were all elements TURN advocated for in its joint comments and settlement discussions.  But for TURN’s advocacy on this issue, CalWater would not have made those concrete commitments.
	Jt. Consumer Brief (August 27, 2007), pp. 15-23; Jt. Consumer Reply Brief (September 17, 2007), pp. 3-11; D.08-02-038 at pp. 37-38
	Yes

	7.  In Phase 1B, TURN along with other consumer groups negotiated very similar settlement agreements with Golden State Water and San Jose Water focusing on data collection and outreach.  The settlements between these companies and DRA addressed the outreach and data collection issues only at a very high level.  TURN and the consumer groups pushed San Jose and Golden State to commit to similar data collection and outreach requirements as set out in Phase 1A.  The Decision approves these settlements as providing a “comprehensive consumer education program” and as requiring “a comprehensive data collection and reporting that will assist in monitoring the impact of the trial program.” 
	Jt. Consumer Comments on San Jose Water Company/DRA Proposed Settlement (December 14, 2007); San Jose Water Company’s Settlement Agreement with consumer groups (attachment to Supporting Motion (June 12, 2008)); D.08-08-030 at p. 18, p. 26
	Yes

	8.  TURN, along with other intervenors, filed comments on the OII issued in this docket.  The comments addressed procedural issues such as scope splitting the docket into phases relating to rate-regulation issues and non-rate-regulation issues.  The comments also included discussion on the treatment of ongoing settlement negotiations between DRA and the utilities. The Scoping Memo and resulting procedural path for the docket reflects TURN’s advocacy in its comments and at the PHC.  For non-rate regulation issues, TURN advocated broadening the inquiry regarding several specific issues and created a separate Phase 2 for these higher-level policy issues.  The Scoping Memo agrees to TURN’s suggestions.  The Scoping Memo also allows settlement discussions to continue, as supported by TURN, but includes specific criteria each settlement must include to ensure parties such as TURN have sufficient opportunity to comment on the settlements and influence final outcomes, also as requested.  


	Jt. Consumer Response to Preliminary Scoping Memo (January 29, 2007); Scoping Memo at pp. 3-4, 5
	Yes


B. Duplication of Effort (§§ 1801.3(f) & 1802.5):
	
	Claimant
	CPUC Verified

	a.
Was DRA a party to the proceeding? (Y/N)
	Y
	Yes

	b.
Were there other parties to the proceeding? (Y/N)
	Y
	Yes

	c. If so, provide name of other parties:

Multiple water utility respondents, California Water Association, National Consumer Law Center (NCLC), Disability Rights Advocates (DisabRA), Latino Issues Forum (LIF), Consumer Federation of California (CFC).


	Yes

	d. Describe how you coordinated with DRA and other parties to avoid duplication or how your participation supplemented, complemented, or contributed to that of another party: 

TURN coordinated its work in this proceeding very closely with DRA and the other intervenors.  At the time of TURN’s intervention, DRA had already conducted extensive settlement discussions with several of the Applicants.  TURN discussed the possibility of its intervention with DRA to ensure there would be minimal duplication and that its efforts would be coordinated.  Because of DRA’s expertise, it took the lead on the conservation rate design negotiations and settlement filings.  TURN, along with the other intervenors, analyzed the settlements to ensure they were in the best interest of consumers but did not take the lead in any settlements.  Where TURN saw a concern with one of the settlements, it discussed those concerns with the settling parties and achieved a successful three-party amendment.  While DRA was focusing on rate design issues, TURN and the other intervenors instead focused on data collection and consumer education and outreach issues achieving several joint settlements with the water utilities.  TURN also protested the settlement between Suburban and DRA regarding Suburban’s LIRA program, creating no opportunity for duplication on that issue.

TURN also worked very closely with the other intervenors.  TURN coordinated its litigation and settlement strategy, conducted joint teleconferences with the settling parties and filed joint pleadings.  For the joint pleadings, one organization would normally take the lead and coordinating role, with others contributing sections or reviewing the work.  While each intervenor participated in as many of the settlement discussions as possible, the individual members tried to focus on different aspects of the discussions and coordinated drafting and editing work on the settlements.  Each intervenor brought their own expertise to the coalition; NCLC’s familiarity with national issues and its work on water policy, DisabRA’s knowledge of outreach methods to the disability community, Latino Issues Forum’s greater familiarity with issues concerning limited English proficiency customers, and TURN’s California ratemaking experience and overarching regulatory policy knowledge.  Far from any duplication of effort, the coordinated participation of multiple intervenors in this docket allowed each individual intervenor to spend less time and be more efficient while still making a significant contribution to this docket.


	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part II (use line reference # or letter as appropriate):
	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	2-4, 7
	TURN
	
	Many hours of TURN’s time reflect participation in settlement negotiations.  While the Commission has held that mere “participation in settlement negotiations” may not, standing alone, be sufficient to guarantee productive participation, it has also recognized that active participation in settlements does justify compensation, especially when it contributes to the development of a record that assists the Commission. D.00-07-046, mimeo. at 6; D.00-07-015, mimeo. at 5. For example, the Commission granted TURN full compensation for its work on the SoCalGas rate case, A.02-12-027, which was likewise resolved by a Settlement Agreement. D.05‑08-016. In this case, TURN was part of a consumer coalition that coordinated its settlement efforts and negotiated on very specific issues relating to data collection and outreach.  These negotiations resulted in concrete and approved settlements or direct commitments from the utilities to perform increased outreach and data collection regarding the effects of conservation rate design.




PART III:
REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION  
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):  (claimant completes)
	Concise explanation as to how the cost of claimant’s participation bears a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through participation (include references to record, where appropriate)
	CPUC Verified

	As discussed above, TURN made several significant contributions to this proceeding both as an individual intervenor and also as part of the Joint Consumer Coalition.  Of those contributions, perhaps the most significant are the consumer outreach and data collection settlements negotiated and entered into with four of the water utilities.  While the benefits of increased monitoring capability or customer education and outreach are difficult to quantify, in both Decisions the Commission acknowledges the value of those settlements to the success of the conservation rate trial program.  Providing for easy access to key pieces of data including usage and shut off data (among others) could save consumers significant money if by using the data the Commission determines the conservation rates are set incorrectly or constitute too much burden on any single demographic group.  

In addition, TURN specifically advocated for a reduction in the service charge for several Cal Water districts.  Rebalancing the quantity charge/service charge percentages could result in lower bills for customers with low water usage because their fixed quantity charge will be lower and a higher quantity charge should not significantly impact a customer with low water usage.

TURN’s advocacy for a revised LIRA program for Suburban also has significant merit to Suburban’s low income customers.  While the Commission may not have been willing to reject a DRA/Suburban settlement on this issue, the Commission is now pledged to monitor the impact of conservation rate designs on low income customers and to address this issue on a broader scale in Phase 2.
	Yes


B. Specific Claim:

	Claimed
	CPUC Award

	ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Bob Finkelstein   
	2007
	10.75
	$435
	D.07-12-026, p. 24
	 4,676.25
	2007
	10.75
	$435
	4,676.25

	Bob Finkelstein
	2008
	1.50
	$470
	D.08-08-027, p. 5.
	 705.00
	2008
	1.50
	$470
	705.00

	Marcel Hawiger
	2007
	83.25
	$300
	D.07-12-026, p. 24
	 24,975.00
	2007
	83.25
	$300
	24,975.00

	Marcel Hawiger  
	2008
	5.75
	$325
	D.08-08-027, p. 5
	 1,868.75
	2008
	5.75
	$325
	1,868.75

	Christine Mailloux
	2007
	174.25
	$360
	D.08-04-037, p. 16
	 62,730.00
	2007
	174.25
	$360
	62,730.00

	Christine Mailloux
	2008
	16.75
	$390
	D.08-04-010; principles; 3% COLA plus 5% “step increase” applied to 2007 authorized rate of $360, rounded to the nearest $5
	 6,532.50
	2008
	16.75
	$390
	6,532.50

	Hayley Goodson
	2007
	2.75
	$210
	D.07-12-026, p. 24
	 577.50
	2007
	2.75
	$210
	577.50

	Nina Suetake
	2007
	20.00
	$210
	D.07-12-026, p. 24
	 4,200.00
	2007
	20.0
	$210
	4,200.00

	
	Subtotal:
	$ 106,265
	Subtotal:
	$106,265.00

	OTHER FEES

Describe here what OTHER HOURLY FEES you are claiming (paralegal, travel, etc.):



	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Christine Mailloux  
	2007
	4.50
	$360
	D.08-04-037, p. 16, reduced time entry by 50% for travel time
	1,620.00
	2007
	-0-
	-0-
	-0-

	
	Subtotal:
	$ 1,620
	Subtotal:
	-0-

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Marcel Hawiger
	2007
	.25
	$150
	D.07-12-026, p. 24, reduced by 50%.
	 37.50
	2007
	.25
	$150
	37.50

	Christine Mailloux
	2007
	4.75
	$180
	D.08-04-037, p. 16, reduced by 50%
	855.00
	2007
	4.75
	$180
	855.00

	Christine Mailloux  
	2008
	13.50
	$195
	D.08-04-010; principles; 3% COLA plus 5% “step increase” applied to 2007 authorized rate of $360, rounded to the nearest $5 and reduced by 50%
	2632.50
	2008
	13.50
	$195
	2,632.50


	Bob Finkelstein  
	2008
	2.50
	$235
	D.08-08-027, p. 5, reduced by 50%
	 587.50
	2008
	2.5
	$235
	587.50

	Nina Suetake
	2007
	2.00
	$105
	D.07-12-026, p. 24, reduced by 50%
	 210.00
	2007
	2.0
	$105
	210.00

	
	Subtotal:
	$4,322
	Subtotal:
	$4,322.50


	COSTS

	#
	Item
	Detail
	Amount $
	Amount $
	

	1
	Copies
	TURN Pleadings and Briefs
	69
	 69
	

	2
	Research
	Lexis/Nexis Research
	102
	102
	

	3
	Supplies
	Paper for Brief
	 20
	 20
	

	4
	Phone/Fax
	Long distance and conference calls
	171
	171
	

	5
	Attorney Travel
	Airfare
	251
	-0-
	

	6
	Attorney Travel
	Parking/BART
	 64
	-0-
	

	7
	Attorney Travel
	Hotel/Meals
	576
	-0-
	

	Subtotal:
	$1,253
	Subtotal:
	$              362

	TOTAL REQUEST $:
	$113,460
	TOTAL AWARD $:
	$110,949.50

	When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.

*If hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach rationale.

**Reasonable claim preparation time typically compensated at ½ of preparer’s normal hourly rate.




C. Attachments or Comments Documenting Specific Claim:  (claimant completes)
	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	1
	Certificate of Service

	2.
	TURN hours related to D.08-02-036 and D.08-08-030

	3.
	TURN expenses related to D.08-02-036 and D.08-08-030

	4.
	Excel spreadsheet allocating Attorney time by issue

	Comment – Allocation by Issue
	TURN has allocated its hours into several activity codes, as reflected in the attached time sheets.  TURN has also attached a spreadsheet breaking down its hours by code by attorney. The codes are:

GP-General Preparation

GH-General preparation and participation in hearings

LR- Low Income Programs

SC- Service Charge Reductions

DC- Data Collection

CE- Consumer Education

RD- Rate Design.  Entries coded with RD represent work necessary to analyze the rate design settlements, coordinate with DRA on the rate design settlements and coordinate with consumer groups.  In some ways, it is the equivalent of “general preparation” work (that otherwise would have been coded GP) for the general heading of rate design issues.  Familiarity with those rate design settlements was necessary to participate in discussions regarding the scope of the docket and discussions related to the settlements where TURN was a party.  

Scope- Issues related to the phasing of the docket and procedural treatment of settlements

@ - Entries where work on data collection and consumer education could not be separated

# -Work where the issues cannot be separated. For this code a rough breakdown of the allocation of time to each code would be: LR 30%; DC 25%; CE 20%; SC 15%; Scope 10% 



	Comment- Attorney Travel
	TURN’s lead attorney traveled from San Diego to San Francisco to attend several days of hearings.  TURN seeks recovery of the costs and half of the related travel time of that trip here.  Similar to travel claims for the expenses of outside counsel, the trips meet the criteria set forth in D.07-10-014:  the amount of travel time and expense was reasonable, both when considered in isolation (one trip to San Francisco  and in context of this compensation request ($891 of travel costs compared to a total request of over $110,000); the travel was not routine commuting, but rather a trip that would not have occurred but for TURN’s participation in this proceeding; the expenses were reasonably incurred; and there was no less expensive way to participate in the proceeding.  Even if a Bay Area-based TURN representative had been available to cover these hearings, the costs associated with the time that Ms. Mailloux and that representative would have devoted to getting him or her prepared would have greatly exceeded the amount of travel expenses.  Therefore, the Commission should grant compensation for the requested travel time and expenses.




D. CPUC Disallowances and Adjustments (CPUC completes):

	#
	Reason

	2007-Mailloux
	Disallowance of 4.5 hrs. of travel time (1/2 rate).  Travel deemed to be related to routine commuting and non-compensable, despite TURN’s rationale.  See D.07-05-043 and D.07-10-014.

	Costs
	Disallow costs for attorney airfare, parking, BART, hotel and meals, also deemed to be related to routine commuting and non-compensable, despite TURN’s rationale.  (reduced $891)


PART IV:
OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS

Within 30 days after service of this claim, Commission Staff

or any other party may file a response to the claim (see § 1804(c))

(CPUC completes the remainder of this form)
	A.  Opposition:  Did any party oppose the claim (Y/N)?
	No


	B.  Comment Period:  Was the 30-day comment period waived (see Rule 14.6(c)(6)) (Y/N)?
	Yes


FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Claimant has made a substantial contribution to Decision (D.) 08-02-036 and D.08-08-030.

2. The claimed fees and costs, as adjusted herein, are comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable training and experience and offering similar services.

3. The total of reasonable contribution is $110,949.50.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

1. The claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Public Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812.
ORDER

1. Claimant is awarded $110,949.50.

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company, shall pay claimant the total award.  We direct Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company to allocate payment responsibility among themselves, based on their California‑jurisdictional water revenues for the 2007 calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily litigated.  Payment of the award shall include interest at the rate earned on prime, three-month commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve Statistical Release H.15, beginning January 7, 2009, the 75th day after the filing of claimant’s request, and continuing until full payment is made.

3. The comment period for today’s decision is waived.

4. This proceeding remains open.

This decision is effective today.

Dated May 7, 2009, at San Francisco, California.








MICHAEL R. PEEVEY
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DIAN M. GRUENEICH








JOHN A. BOHN








RACHELLE B. CHONG








TIMOTHY ALAN SIMON









       Commissioners

APPENDIX

Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	D0905014 
	Modifies Decision?   No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D0802036 and D0808030

	Proceeding(s):
	I0701022

	Author:
	ALJ Janice L. Grau

	Payer(s):
	Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company.


Intervenor Information

	Intervenor
	Claim Date
	Amount Requested
	Amount Awarded
	Multiplier?
	Reason Change/Disallowance

	The Utility Reform Network
	10-24-08
	$113,460
	$110,949.50.
	No
	Disallowance of routine travel and related travel expenses.


Advocate Information

	First Name
	Last Name
	Type
	Intervenor
	Hourly Fee Requested
	Year Hourly Fee Requested
	Hourly Fee Adopted

	Robert
	Finkelstein
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$435
	2007
	$435

	Robert 
	Finkelstein
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$470
	2008
	$470

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$300
	2007
	$300

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$325
	2008
	$325

	Christine
	Mailloux
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$360
	2007
	$360

	Christine
	Mailloux
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$390
	2008
	$390

	Hayley
	Goodson
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$210
	2007
	$210

	Nina
	Suetake
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$210
	2007
	$210


(END OF APPENDIX)
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