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(Filed on December 5, 2002)




DECISION GRANTING REQUEST OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK FOR INTERVENOR COMPENSATION FOR SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO DECISION 09-07-019
	Claimant:  The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
	For contribution to:  Decision (D.) 09-07-019

	Claimed ($):  $193,183.26
	Awarded ($):  $193,183.26

	Assigned Commissioner:  John A. Bohn
	Assigned ALJ:  Janice L. Grau


PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

	A.
Brief Description of Decision:  


	The Commission opened this rulemaking in 2002 to review and revise the existing service quality measures and standards under General Order (GO) 133-B.  The Decision, issued more than seven years later, finds that while service quality measures need to be streamlined to reflect a more competitive environment, that there is still a need for service quality measures to protect consumers.  The Decision adopts new measures as reflected in GO 133-C.




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:
	N/A
	Yes

	2.  Other Specified Date for NOI:
	None specified
	Yes

	3.  Date NOI Filed:
	May 5, 2003
	Yes

	4.  Was the notice of intent timely filed?
	

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



	5.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	R.02-12-004
	Yes

	6.  Date of ALJ ruling:
	June 27, 2003 
	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:
	A.02-07-050
	Yes

	10.
Date of ALJ ruling:
	March 25, 2003
	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.09-07-019
	Yes

	14.
Date of Issuance of Final Decision:  
	July 16, 2009
	Yes

	15.
File date of compensation request:
	September 8, 2009
	Yes

	16.
Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I:
	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	1
	TURN
	
	TURN has been found to be financially eligible in each year since 2003, most recently in the April 22, 2009 ruling in A.08-05-023.


PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION 
A. Claimant’s description of its contribution to the final decision (see § 1802(i), § 1803(a) & D.98-04-059)
	Contribution
	Citation to Decision or Record
	Showing Accepted by CPUC

	1.  This proceeding was undertaken as an expansive and comprehensive review of the Service Quality (SQ) standards for telecommunications services.  The Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) and subsequent Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling (ACR) (3/7/03) identified numerous issues for parties to comment on. Not all of these issues were ultimately addressed in the final decision.

One of the most important issue categories in this proceeding addressed the broadest issues: whether the Commission should even have any SQ standards and, if so, should it retain existing standards or develop new SQ standards; and to which carriers and services any SQ standards should apply.  The URF carriers as well as wireless and Voice Over Internet Protocol (VoIP) providers argued strenuously that there was no need for any Commission-imposed SQ standards, because consumers would be ensured of high SQ by the marketplace.  TURN vigorously opposed this, arguing that the Commission had a statutory responsibility to ensure the availability of high quality telecommunications services.  TURN also argued that even in a competitive market SQ standards were necessary because the marketplace would not guarantee a minimum level of quality.  In D.09-07-019, the Commission found, consistent with TURN’s arguments, that the Commission “has a statutory duty to ensure customers receive adequate service quality.”  In addition, again consistent with TURN’s arguments, the Commission found that “we do not believe competitive environments completely obviate the need for any service quality measures.” 

The Commission found this in spite of extensive arguments made by the carriers that there was no need for SQ standards because of the small amount of consumer complaints made to the Commission.  TURN provided analysis rebutting the carriers’ assertions on complaints.  While the final decision did not directly address this issue, it is clear from D.09-07-019 that the Commission did not agree with the carriers and adopted an outcome consistent with TURN’s arguments that SQ standards were in fact necessary.

The ACR of March 3, 2003 asked parties to provide a cost/benefit analysis of possible SQ standards.  TURN urged the Commission to be cautious about assessing the cost data that the carriers were asked to submit relating to the potential costs associated with the implementation of SQ standards.  TURN also presented our views on the benefits for consumers associated with mandated SQ standards and the difficulty of attempting to quantify such benefits.  In D.09-07-019, the Commission recognized, consistent with TURN’s advocacy, that “it is difficult to compare tangible, out of pocket implementation costs with benefits that may not easily translate to dollar amounts.  SQ rules were not designed to provide direct financial benefits to consumers.  Benefits are largely intangible, although poor customer satisfaction will certainly increase customer frustration and dissatisfaction.”  The Commission also found, consistent with TURN’s arguments, that contrary to carriers’ assertions, the SQ measures would not result in significant implementation costs. 
	OIR at 1-2.

TURN Opening Comments at 6-11 (April 1, 2003); TURN Reply Comments at 12-15 (May 5, 2003); TURN Opening Comments at 2-7 (May 14, 2007); TURN Reply Comments at 1-13 (June 15, 2007).

D.09-07-019 at 3, 12, FOF 10.

D.09-07-019 at 13.

TURN Reply Comments at 5-15 (May 5, 2003).

ACR at 1.

TURN Opening Comments at 11‑15 (April 1, 2003).

D.09-07-019 at 39; 34.


	Yes

	2.  In this proceeding the Commission was specifically seeking proposals from the parties on modifications of the existing SQ standards.  TURN developed and presented a specific set of proposals for wireline and wireless services.  As part of the development of the proposals TURN researched and analyzed the SQ standards that were in effect in other states as well as wireless standards in other countries.  TURN argued that the existing SQ standards were inadequate and proposed significant modifications that would streamline the measures while also providing the Commission as well as consumers with important information on SQ.  TURN’s wireline proposal included standards for installation standards; customer trouble reports; out-of-service repair intervals; and answer time standards.  While the decision did not adopt all of TURN’s proposed measures, the Commission did agree with a significant number of TURN’s recommendations.  For example, D.09-07-019 adopted TURN’s answer time standard.  In addition, the decision agreed with TURN that the existing installation standards are “outdated and ineffective” and thus adopted a new standard based on Automated Reporting Management Information System (ARMIS) data as recommended by TURN (although the decision adopted a five business day interval vs. the three day interval TURN proposed and declined to apply this measure to the URF carriers contrary to the recommendation of TURN).  With regard to customer trouble reports, while the Commission did not adopt TURN’s proposal to replace the existing measure with reporting of complaint data, it agreed with TURN on the need for a consistent definition of trouble reports.  The Commission further agreed with TURN that a new SQ measure for out-of-service intervals should be adopted (although the Decision adopted a 24 hour interval vs. the 36 hour interval TURN proposed).  The decision also embraced TURN’s position that carrier SQ data should be reported.

In specific response to an issue raised in the OIR, TURN had advocated for service guarantees.  Although the Commission ultimately “declined to impose service guarantees at this time…”  TURN’s development of the proposal was directly responsive to the Commission’s inquiry.

TURN’s proposal for SQ standards for wireless services recognized that the SQ standards for wireline would not all be appropriate for wireless providers and thus TURN customized a proposal that was responsive to the major issues that wireless customers have consistently identified:  call success rate; service coverage; voice quality; and call drop-out.  TURN demonstrated that these standards were successfully utilized in other countries.  The Commission declined to adopt SQ standards for wireless or Intellectual Property (IP)-enable services saying it was “premature” and preferring to await clarification of jurisdictional issues by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  However, the Commission did order wireless carriers to provide consumers with wireless coverage maps at the point-of-sale, a position TURN supported.

In addition, the concurrence of Commissioner Grueneich, supporting statements made by Commissioner Bohn, as well as the concurrence of Commissioner Simon indicates that three of the Commissioners did not believe that it was “premature” to adopt wireless and VoIP SQ standards, consistent with TURN’s arguments.

Given that TURN’s efforts on these issues were responsive to the provisions of the 2002 OIR, and given that the Commission’s subsequent decision turned not on the merits of TURN’s proposal but rather on a desire to await clarity from the FCC, and in light of the comments of specific Commissioners suggesting their agreement with TURN’s position, TURN should be found to have made a substantial contribution with its work responding to the issues identified in the OIR on SQ standards for wireless and IP-enabled services.
	TURN Opening Comments at 15‑22; 22-30; 36-40 (April 1, 2003); TURN Reply Comments at 37-42 (May 5, 2003); TURN Opening Comments at 7-11 (May 14, 2007).

D.09-07-019 at 51; 35; 43; 44-45.

TURN Opening Comments at 25 (April 1, 2003); D.09-07-019 at 59‑60.

OIR at 40-42.

TURN Opening Comments at 30‑33 (April 1, 2003); TURN Opening Comments at 14-15 (May 14, 2007).

D.09-07-019 at 80.

TURN Opening Comments at 36‑40 (April 1, 2003); TURN Reply Comments at 37-42 (May 5, 2003); TURN Motion to Supplement Reply Comments (May 7, 2003) submitting a GAO report on Mobile Phone Call Quality.

D.09-07-019 at 57-58.

TURN Reply Comments at 19 (June 15, 2007).  D09-07-019 at 73.

Concurrence of Commissioner Grueneich at 2-3; Concurrence of Commissioner Simon at 2.
	Yes

	3.  A separate issue identified in the OIR and raised by the carriers in their comments was whether the Commission even has the jurisdiction to apply SQ standards to wireless carriers, resellers and IP-enabled services, including VoIP and cable services.  TURN had advocated that the wireline standards should apply to all providers of wireline telephony services including cable, VoIP and resellers.  TURN presented significant analysis demonstrating that the Commission had the requisite jurisdiction to apply SQ standards to these entities.  As discussed above, the Commission stated it was “premature” to decide the jurisdictional issue until the FCC provides further guidance.
	OIR at 27-28; 50

TURN Reply Comments at 26-37 (May 5, 2003); TURN Reply Comments at 13-17 (June 15, 2007).

D.09-07-019 at 57-58.
	Yes


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

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

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

	c. If so, provide name of other parties:  AARP, NCLC, Nextel of California, AT&T Advanced Solutions, California Cable and Telecom Assn, Sprint Spectrum, Sprint Telephony PCS, Working Assets Funding Service, Working Assets Wireless, Inc., SureWest, AT&T, Qwest Communications, Small LECs, Frontier, Cricket Communications, AT&T Wireless Services, Verizon Wireless, Cellular Carriers Assn of Cal, Cox California Telcom, Cal Small Business Assn, Cal Small Business Roundtable, FEA/DOD, Mpower Communications, Allegiance Telecom, Omnipoint Communications, CPSD, West Coast PCS, CWA Dist. 9, DiabRA, Sage Telecom, Foundation for Taxpayer Consumer Rights, Level 3, ISP/VOIP Coalition Net2phone, UCAN


	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 worked closely with DRA and other consumer organizations to avoid duplication.  In some cases TURN divided up the efforts, for example deferring to NCLC and UCAN’s wireless jurisdictional analysis while those parties adopted TURN’s VoIP and cable jurisdictional analysis.  In addition, several of the consumer parties supported TURN’s proposals (see, for example, AARP Reply Comments at 2 (May 5, 2003); NCLC Reply Comments at 9, 14 (May 5, 2003); DisabRA Comments at 1 (May 14, 2007); DRA Reply Comments at 12 (June 15, 2007).  In addition, TURN filed joint comments and reply comments with DRA on the PD in 2009 thereby avoiding duplicative efforts.
	Verified; no unnecessary duplication


PART III:
REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION  
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):
	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 with many quasi-legislative proceedings, the precise benefits to consumers from TURN’s participation in this docket are difficult to quantify.  In fact, D.09‑07-019 specifically notes that the benefits associated with SQ standards, the very subject matter of the proceeding, “may not easily translate to dollar amounts.  Service quality rules were not designed to provide direct financial benefits to consumers.  Benefits are largely intangible, although poor customer satisfaction will certainly increase customer frustration and dissatisfaction.”  (D.09-07-019 at 39).  The issues addressed in this proceeding affect consumers in tangible and direct ways that a consumer can experience every time he/she uses the telephone.  The issues were important enough for the Commission to institute a rulemaking and seek broad public input.  TURN addressed the majority of issues raised in the OIR and supplied significant information on the need for SQ standards as well as developing specific proposals much of which the Commission adopted.  
Under the circumstances here, because of the importance and complexity of the policy issues addressed, the Commission should find TURN’s efforts constituted a substantial contribution warranting compensation for all of TURN’s reasonable efforts addressing those issues.
	Verified


B. Specific Claim:*

	Claimed
	CPUC Award

	ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

	Robert Finkelstein
	2003
	10.00
	$365
	D.03-08-041 at 7
	$3,650.00
	2003
	10.00
	$365
	$3,650.00

	William Nusbaum
	2003
	218.00
	$340
	D.04-12-054 at 31
	$74,120.00
	2003
	218.00
	$340
	$74,120.00

	William Nusbaum
	2007
	85.75
	$405
	D.08-04-019
	$34,728.75
	2007
	85.75
	$405
	$34,728.75

	William Nusbaum
	2009
	19.50
	$435
	Res ALJ 235 (3/12/09)
	$8,482.50
	2009
	19.50
	$435
	$8,482.50

	Christine Mailloux
	2003
	78.75
	$300
	D.04-12-054 at 29
	$23,625.00
	2003
	78.75
	$300
	$23,625.00

	Christine Mailloux
	2007
	4.50
	$360
	D.08-04-037
	$1,620.00
	2007
	4.50
	$360
	$1,620.00

	Christine Mailloux
	2009
	1.00
	$390
	Res ALJ 235 (3/12/09)
	$390.00
	2009
	1.00
	$390
	$390.00

	Regina Costa
	2002
	1.50
	$200
	D.03-06-010 at 10
	$300.00
	2002
	1.50
	$200
	$300.00

	Regina Costa
	2003
	47.50
	$215
	D.04-12-054 at 30
	$10,212.50
	2003
	47.50
	$215
	$10,212.50

	Regina Costa
	2007
	20.00
	$255
	D.08-04-037
	$5,100.00
	2007
	20.00
	$255
	$5,100.00

	Subtotal:
	$162,228.75
	Subtotal:
	$162,228.75

	EXPERT FEES

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

	Gayatri Schilberg
	2002
	3.64
	$130
	D.02-11-017 at 9
	$473.20
	2002
	3.64
	$130
	$473.20

	Gayatri Schilberg
	2003
	126.09
	$140
	D05.04-031 at 44

	$17,652.60
	2003
	126.09
	$140
	$17,652.60

	Gayatri Schilberg
	2007
	36.85
	$185
	D.08-08-024 at 10
	$6,817.25
	2007
	36.85
	$185
	$6,817.25

	Gayatri Schilberg
	2009
	.32
	$200
	D.09-04-027 at 11
	$64.00
	2009
	.32
	$200
	$64.00

	Subtotal:
	$25,007.05
	Subtotal:
	$25,007.05

	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 $

	 [Person 1]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subtotal:
	
	Subtotal:
	

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

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

	William Nusbaum
	2003
	1.50
	$170
	D.04-12-054 at 31

Reduced by 50%
	$255.00
	2003
	1.50
	$170
	$255.00

	William Nusbaum
	2009
	16.00
	$217.50
	Res ALJ 235 (3/12/09) Reduced by 50%
	$3,480.00
	2009
	16.00
	$217.50
	$3,480.00

	Subtotal:
	$3,735.00
	Subtotal:
	$3,735.00

	COSTS

	#
	Item
	Detail
	Amount
	Amount

	
	Copies
	Various Pleadings
	$738.80
	
	$738.80

	
	Lexis
	Legal Research
	$1,245.88
	
	$1,245.88

	
	Phone
	Conference Calls
	$179.30
	
	$179.30

	
	Postage
	Mailing Pleadings
	$48.48
	
	$48.48

	Subtotal:
	$2,212.46
	Subtotal:
	$2,212.46

	TOTAL REQUEST $:
	$193,183.26
	TOTAL AWARD $:
	$193,183.26

	*  We remind all intervenors that Commission staff may audit their records related to the award and that intervenors must make and retain adequate accounting and other documentation to support all claims for intervenor compensation.  Claimant’s records should identify specific issues for which it requested compensation, the actual time spent by each employee or consultant, the applicable hourly rates, fees paid to consultants, and any other costs for which compensation was claimed.  The records pertaining to an award of compensation shall be retained for at least three years from the date of the final decision making the award. 

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


C. Attachments or Comments Documenting Specific Claim (Attachments not attached to final Decision):
	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	1.
	Certificate of Service

	2. Attachment
	Time sheets detailing attorney and consultant hours

	3. Attachment
	Expenses

	4. Comment
	TURN has allocated its time entries by activity codes.  The list of codes and their description:

GP - General Preparation:  time for activities necessary to participate in the docket.

J - Issues associated with the justification and rationale for new SQ standards; how such standards are necessary even in a competitive marketplace; the relevance of complaints and how relatively small number of complaints does not mean SQ standards are unnecessary; cost/benefits associates with SQ standards; SQ standards in other states.

P - Issues associated with specific SQ proposals and development of TURN’s SQ proposals.

L - Issues associated with the Commission’s jurisdiction to impose SQ standards on all carriers including IP-enabled and wireless service providers. 

# - Where time entries cannot easily be identified with a specific activity code.  For these entries, the allocation of time spent on activities can be broken down as such:  J 40%, P 45%, L 15%.

	5. Comment
	The Commission should find TURN’s requested hours reasonable, in light of the unusual course this proceeding took and TURN’s voluntary reduction of many of the hours devoted to its work in the proceeding. 

This proceeding followed a somewhat unusual course.  At the time it was instituted in late 2002, it was highly controversial and active for many months.  Then, after TURN and numerous other parties had devoted substantial time and resources to it, the proceeding lay dormant for a lengthy period of time.  In 2007 there was another period of substantial effort devoted to the proceeding, as a new round of pleadings was requested by the Commission to “refresh the record.”  The following period of dormancy was briefer, as D.09-07-019 was issued after two more years.  This history resulted in TURN recording more hours and outside consultant expenses to the proceeding than we would have had there been no periods of dormancy, as some amount of time and effort was required to get up the learning curve not just when the Rulemaking first issues, but gain in 2007 and to a lesser extent, again in 2009. 

This proceeding was among the first for Mr. Nusbaum after he joined TURN’s staff in early 2003.  While he came to TURN with extensive and varied experience in the telecommunications field, Mr. Nusbaum was getting up a personal learning curve as he began learning how to be an effective and efficient consumer advocate in CPUC proceedings.  The hourly rate for Mr. Nusbaum is set lower than would otherwise have been appropriate in recognition of this.  (In D.04-12-054 (p. 31), the Commission agreed with TURN that Mr. Nusbaum’s credentials on paper compare favorably with Mr. Finkelstein’s.  As noted in the table above, the hourly rate TURN requested for Mr. Nusbaum’s 2003 work was $25 below the rate for Mr. Finkelstein’s work in the same year.)  

Mr. Nusbaum’s relative inexperience at TURN during the earliest stages of this proceeding appears in two ways in the hourly records attached hereto:  some of his daily entries do not contain sufficient detail regarding the more specific nature of his work on that date, and some of the underlying tasks entailed more hours than a seasoned CPUC advocate might require to perform the same task.  In recognition of this, TURN has voluntarily reduced attorney Nusbaum’s time in 2003 by 20%.  The table above requests compensation for 218 hours of his work in 2003, while the daily time sheets attached hereto indicate he recorded 273 hours in 2003.  

	6. Comment
	Some of the same factors discussed in the preceding comment resulted in TURN devoting more hours to preparing this Request for Compensation than would likely have been the case had the proceeding run a more standard course (rather than periods of intense activity interspersed with long periods of dormancy).  TURN has voluntarily reduced from (approximately 25 to 18) the requested hours for preparation of the Request for Compensation.  Under the circumstances, the Commission should recognize that this figure is extremely reasonable. 


D. CPUC Disallowances & Adjustments (CPUC completes):
	#
	Reason

	
	

	
	


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))

	A.  Opposition:  Did any party oppose the claim (Y/N)?
	No


If so:

	Party
	Reason for Opposition
	CPUC Disposition

	
	
	


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


If not:

	Party
	Comment
	CPUC Disposition

	
	
	


FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Claimant has made a substantial contribution to Decision (D.) 09-07-019.

2. The claimed fees and costs 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 $193,183.26.

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 $193,183.26.

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, TURN’s award shall be paid from the intervenor compensation program fund, as described in Decision 00-01-020.  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 November 22, 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. Rulemaking 02-12-004 is closed.

5. This decision is effective today.

Dated ____________________, at San Francisco, California.  

APPENDIX

Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	
	Modifies Decision?  No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D0907019

	Proceeding(s):
	R0212004

	Author:
	ALJ Janice Grau

	Payer(s):
	CPUC


Intervenor Information

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

	The Utility Reform Network
	9/8/09
	$193,183.26
	$193,183.26
	No
	N/A


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 
	$365
	2003
	$365

	William
	Nusbaum
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network
	$340
	2003
	$340

	William
	Nusbaum
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$405
	2007
	$405

	William
	Nusbaum
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$435
	2009
	$435

	Christine
	Mailloux
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$300
	2003
	$300

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

	Christine
	Mailloux
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$390
	2009
	$390

	Regina
	Costa
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$200
	2002
	$200

	Regina
	Costa
	Attorney
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$255
	2007
	$255

	Gayatri
	Schilberg
	Expert
	The Utility Reform Network
	$130
	2002
	$130

	Gayatri
	Schilberg
	Expert
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$140
	2003
	$140

	Gayatri
	Schilberg
	Expert
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$185
	2007
	$185

	Gayatri
	Schilberg
	Expert
	The Utility Reform Network 
	$200
	2009
	$200


(END OF APPENDIX)






































































�  This citation is in error.  The correct citation is D.05-11-031 at 44.
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