
TO:    Elizabeth Rolando 
 
FROM:   Dave Gilbert, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE:    December 23, 2008 
 
RE:    Docket 08-0175 
 

Citizens Utility Board, Citizen Action/Illinois and AARP 
   -vs- 
Illinois Energy Savings Corp. d/b/a U.S. Energy Savings 
Corp. 
 
Complaint pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/19-110 or 19-115. 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING 

  
 This Ruling addresses several motions filed by parties to this proceeding.  The 
pertinent motions were filed by one of the Complainants, the Citizens Utility Board 
(“CUB”), and the Respondent, Illinois Energy Savings Corp., Inc., d/b/a U.S Energy 
Savings Corp. (“US”).  The motions are: 
 

the Respondent’s Revised Motion to Strike CUB’s 4th Set of Data Requests (“US 
Motion”), filed on October 15, 2008; 

 
the Citizens Utilities Board’s Motion to Compel and Request for Leave to File 
Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony (“CUB Discovery Motion”), filed on November 
24, 2008; 

 
the Citizens Utilities Board’s Motion for Sanctions against USESC (“CUB 
Sanction Motion”), filed on November 24, 2008. 

 
 CUB filed its Response to the US Motion on October 21, 2008.  Staff filed its 
Response on October 27, 2008.  US filed a Reply in support of the Motion on November 
3, 2008. 
 
 US filed a combined Response to CUB’s Discovery Motion and Sanctions Motion 
on December 5, 2008.  CUB filed its combined Reply in support of both Motions on 
December 11, 2008.  
 
 Given their interlocking issues, the US Motion and CUB Discovery Motion will be 
analyzed together.  The CUB Sanction Motion will be assessed separately. 
 
 At various times after the CUB Discovery Motion and Sanction Motion were filed, 
the parties had additional communications regarding discovery, with the result that US 
supplied more information to CUB ostensibly responsive to disputed DRs.  The parties 
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reported this to the ALJ via email on December 19, 2008 (“Post-Motion Email” (attached 
to this Ruling)).  As a result, the parties either expressly abandoned or implicitly waived 
the relief requested in the motions with respect to certain DRs. 
 
 US MOTION/CUB DISCOVERY MOTION 
 
 In its Motion, US contends that CUBs 4th Set of Data Requests (“DRs”) are 
numerically excessive, burdensome, duplicative of previous data requests and/or aimed 
at irrelevant information.  US requests that the ALJ either strike all of the DRs or limit 
their scope (along with a “timeframe” for answers).   
 
 Although the Motion is directed at CUB’s entire 4th Set (containing 41 DRs, many 
with numerous sub-parts), approximately half of the DRs (21) are specifically discussed 
in the Motion.  Insofar as the Motion contends that CUB has served an excessive total 
number of DRs on US, there was no need for US to directly address the content of each 
DR to support its claim.  However, with respect to whether any particular DR is 
burdensome, duplicative or irrelevant, it was necessary for US to present specific 
support.  Each DR has its own implications in the context of the singular litigation in 
which it arises.   What is the burden the DR imposes on the respondent?  What does 
the DR duplicate?  Why is the DR not relevant to the substantive issues in the case?  A 
blanket claim is insufficient.  Therefore, the Motion is denied with regard to all DRs not 
specifically discussed in the Motion, to the extent that the Motion attacks those DRs on 
the basis of burden, duplication or irrelevance. 
 

That leaves the question of whether the unaddressed DRs (along with those that 
are specifically discussed) are numerically excessive under applicable rules.  US points 
to subsection 200.360(c) of the Commission’s Rules of Practices, which states that any 
party may employ “written interrogatories…request for discovery or inspection of 
documents…and other discovery tools commonly used in civil actions in the Circuit 
Courts of…Illinois in the manner contemplated by the Code of Civil Procedure and 
Rules of the Supreme Court of Illinois.”  Supreme Court Rule 213(c) generally limits a 
party to 30 interrogatories.  While US acknowledges that strict application of a 30-DR 
limit in Commission proceedings might not be appropriate (principally because of the 
scarcity of deposition-taking at the Commission), US avers that subsection 200.360(c) 
should be construed in light of other Commission rules ostensibly preventing 
“oppressive or unreasonably expensive” discovery.  US Motion at 2.   

 
Staff and CUB respond that a DR limit would run counter to Commission practice 

and to Section 200.340 of its Rules of Practice, which declares a Commission policy “to 
obtain full disclosure of all relevant and material facts to a proceeding.”  Thus, Staff 
notes, in a recent ComEd rate proceeding, a proposal to limit each party to 250 DRs 
was rejected.  Staff to US Motion at 3.   

 
US cited no Commission proceeding in which the Supreme Court’s 30-

interrogatory limit has been applied.  The ALJ has yet to see that occur in over ten years 
with the Commission.  That is likely attributable, in part, to practical differences between 
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judicial and Commission practices.  For example, in cases like this one, the parties file 
rounds of written testimony, with intervals between the rounds.  Consequently, there is 
time between filings to review other parties’ positions and frame written inquiries.  Also, 
Commission matters are often highly technical, complex and devoid of the eyewitness 
observations common in many civil actions.  Written inquiries (along with written 
testimony) enable the participants to address issues with precision and depth.   

 
As a result, there are sound reasons to construe subsection 200.360(c) in a 

manner that reflects customary Commission practice.  The directive to conduct 
discovery “in the manner contemplated by” the CCP and Supreme Court Rules is broad 
enough to accommodate the rational differences between Commission and Circuit 
Court proceedings.  Stating that in the obverse, it is not a sufficiently narrow directive to 
require application of the 30-interrogatory limit or, indeed, any specific numerical limit. 

 
That does not mean that, in the context of a particular Commission proceeding, 

the number of DRs propounded by a party can never be excessive.  But that potential 
for excess is not best addressed by reading a precise DR-limit into subsection 
200.360(c).  Instead, it should be remedied by reference to the prohibitions in the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice against discovery “harassment” (Section 200.340) and 
against “unreasonable annoyance, expense, disadvantage or oppression” (subsection 
200.370(a)), as well as the more general discovery control procedures embodied in the 
RCP and Supreme Court Rules.  Indeed, US is using those more general discovery 
rules and principles to challenge CUB’s DRs as burdensome, duplicative and irrelevant. 

 
Accordingly, US’s Motion is denied to the extent it asserts that CUB’s DRs are 

numerically excessive.  In combination with the earlier denial of the Motion with respect 
to DRs not specifically discussed in the Motion, only the DRs that are expressly 
discussed in US’s Motion remain at issue. 
 

Additionally, on the day US filed its Motion, it also provided CUB with responses 
to CUB’s 4th Set.  CUB Response, Attach. B.  Some of US’s responses were 
substantive and some were limited to objections.  Insofar as US has provided a 
substantive response to a DR in the 4th Set, it has waived its claim that the DR is 
burdensome.  Thus, the Motion is denied with regard to the claim that answering any 
such DR constituted burden. 

 
After the US Motion was filed, US apparently furnished additional substantive 

responses to some of the DRs specifically discussed in the US Motion (including DRs 
4.02(b), 4.29, 4.34, 4.37 and 4.41(c)).  US Response to CUB Discovery Motion at 7.  
Further, in the Post-Motion Email, US states that it furnished initial or supplemental 
answers to DRs 4.02(a), 4.02(c)-(i), 4.07, 4.16, 4.18, 4.22, 4.27 and 4.28.  Additionally, 
in the Post-Motion Email, US acknowledges that it has already responded to DRs 4.04 
and 4.21 (and CUB does not disagree).  By answering these DRs, US has, in effect, 
abandoned its assertion that they are burdensome, duplicative or irrelevant.  Also in the 
Post-Motion Email, US asserts that it has prepared, and intends to produce, responses 
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to DRs 4.05, 4.06 and 4.241.  Therefore, the US Motion is denied as to the DRs 
mentioned in this paragraph.   
 
 The DRs in CUB’s 4th Set that US has specifically challenged in the Motion - and 
has not abandoned its opposition to - are 4.12, 4.13, 4.25, 4.33 and 4.39. 
 
 DR’s 4.12 and 4.13 concern contracts between US and customers that were 
executed using, respectively, a power of attorney or an authorized representative.  In its 
Motion, US contends that these DRs are both irrelevant and burdensome.  As stated in 
the ALJ’s August 22, 2008 Ruling on a previous discovery motion, information is 
discoverable if it is reasonably related to a claim or defense asserted by a party to the 
case.  US’s asserted burden (at para. 12 of the Motion) does appear considerable, if US 
would, in fact, have to manually review its contracts.  Nevertheless, that burden might 
be overcome if the requested information were adequately related to a party’s claim or 
defense in this case.  However, US is correct that improper use of powers of attorney 
and authorized representatives is not alleged in the Amended Complaint.  CUB and 
AARP have alleged specific categories of conduct that they believe to be both unlawful 
and reflective of management failure.  Those categories establish the boundaries of the 
dispute and do not include misuse of powers of attorney or unauthorized 
representatives. 
 
 As this litigation continues, such matters could enter the boundaries of the case 
(if, say, US contended that powers of attorney or authorized representatives justified 
actions that might otherwise be improper).  Responsive discovery might be warranted 
then.  At present, though, the US Motion is granted with respect to DRs 4.12 and 4.13. 
 
 DRs 4.25 and 4.33 both address customer feedback or complaints regarding the 
use of utility bills by US sales agents.  Although US attacks these DRs under the 
heading of “burdensome requests,” it characterizes them as a “fishing expedition,” 
which suggests a relevancy objection.  In fact, however, these DRs are reasonably 
related to paragraphs 18(b) and (c) and 21 of the Amended Complaint, which allege 
false promises of bill savings or constrained price increases.   Unless US is willing to 
declare that customer bills are never used in solicitations, it is entirely reasonable for 
CUB to ask whether references to customer bills during sales presentations have 
elicited customer concerns2.   
 

As for burden, while it is likely true that US would have to review its complaint 
files, this case is, after all, about customer complaints (both with respect to the specific 
charges in the Amended Complaint and the general charge of management failure).  It 
is not credible to imply that US can defend itself in this proceeding without the burden of 
culling its complaint files.  Indeed, US is already engaged in that process, in order to 

                                                 
1
 US substantively replied to subparts 4.02(d)-(f) in its initial response to CUB’s 4

th
 Set.  Therefore, insofar 

as the US Motion claimed burden in responding to these subparts, it is denied for the additional reason 
(already discussed in this Ruling) that its burden claim has been waived.   
2
 The ALJ does not intend to imply, however, that the answer to the first sentence of DR 4.25, and all of 

DR 4.33, must be in the affirmative.  This Ruling addresses the propriety of the DR, not of the response.  
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answer other DRs, such as CUB 4.02.  If the files are not already organized, in some 
fashion, by the specific content of the complaints, that was US’s choice.  That does not 
excuse US from the burden of classifying its complaint files in response to litigation.  
The US Motion is denied with regard to DRs 4.25 and 4.333. 
 
 DR 4.39 pertains to US’s calculation of its lost profits, in connection with early 
contract termination by a customer.  Staff had originally queried US about the 
relationship between liquidated damages and “actual damages or losses,” in the context 
of such termination (Staff DR CSD 2.32).  US employed the term “lost profits” in its 
response.  Subsequently, through its DR 2.32, CUB sought US’s average lost profits in 
Illinois residential contracts, which US quantified, on a cents-per-therm basis, in its 
answer.  Then, in its DR 3.20, CUB asked how US calculates lost profits and requested 
“an example that reflects the prices charged to Illinois customers in 2008.”  In response, 
US provided a chart that included “factors” and “rates,” with the explanation that it was 
“attempting to answer what [CUB] seeks.”  DR 4.39 asks US to define the factors in the 
chart, document their bases, and identify how they are derived from US’s books.   US 
asserts that this is a burdensome request that would require an “audit” to answer.   
 
 By employing the concept of lost profits to answer Staff’s original DR (as a 
measure of its damages or losses), then by quantifying lost profits in response to CUB 
DR 2.32, US had to expect to justify its calculation, if challenged to do so.  That is what 
the first sentence in CUB DR 3.20 requested.  The intention of the second sentence in 
that DR is not, however, entirely clear to the ALJ.  Nor is US’s responsive chart, which 
(assuming it is expressed on a per-therm basis) does not equal the cents-per-therm loss 
quantified in response to CUB DR 2.32 and does not define its terms.  Hence, DR 4.39 
is a predictable follow-up to an imperfect answer to an imperfect question.   
 

Since the Complaint alleges unreasonable liquidated damages by US (Amended 
Complaint, para’s 32-33), DR 4.39 is on a relevant course.  The parties will present 
evidence relating to this allegation and the ALJ will have to resolve their dispute.  
Accordingly, a brief description of the factors identified in response to DR 3.20 is 
warranted, so that the chart will be intelligible if offered as evidence.  Moreover, US had 
to derive the numbers in its response to DR 3.20 from somewhere.  Presumably, US did 
not have to conduct an “audit” to get these numbers.  It follows that US can identify its 
internal sources with sufficient particularity to facilitate carefully targeted document 
requests later (if appropriate).  That would be a sufficient response to DR. 4.39.  To that 
extent, the Motion is denied with respect to DR 4.39. 
 
 Turning to CUB’s Discovery Motion, CUB lists 13 DRs (or sub-parts thereof) in its 
4th Set for which it requests responses (4.02(b), 4.03, 4.05, 4.06, 4.23(e), 4.24(a), (b) 
and (c), 4.26, 4.29, 4.30, 4.34, 4.37, 4.40, and 4.41(c)).  However, in its Reply, CUB 
indicated that, in view of additional information supplied by US, it no longer seeks to 
compel answers to DRs 4.02(B)(i), 4.26, 4.29, 4.30, 4.40 and 4.41.  In the Post-Motion 

                                                 
3
 Insofar as the two DRs overlap, US can provide a single response applicable to each.  The only 

apparent difference between them is that DR 4.25 requests documents. 



08-0175 

6 

Email, CUB stated that further responses to DRs 4.03 and 4.23(e) are also no longer 
being sought.  Thus, CUB’s Discovery Motion with respect to those DRs is abandoned.   
 

CUB’s remaining demand for the 4th Set, therefore, concerns DRs 4.02(b)(ii) & 
(iii), 4.05, 4.06, 4.24(a), (b) and (c), 4.34, 4.37. 

 
CUB’s Discovery Request also seeks further responses to the following DRs in 

its 2nd Set: 2.36, 2.43, 2.46, 2.53, 2.54, 2.57, 2.69 and 2.70.  In its Reply, however, CUB 
dropped its request with regard to DRs 2.36, 2.43, 2.46 and 2.69.  In the Post-Motion 
Email, CUB It also abandoned its request for additional response to DR 2.70, and 
tentatively shelved its request regarding DR 2.53 pending additional review4.  Therefore, 
CUB still wants to compel answers to DRs 2.54 and 2.57. 
 

DR 4.02 concerns a customer feedback data base maintained by US.  The Post-
Motion Email indicates that US has responded to DR 4.02(b)(ii) and that the volume of 
information related to that sub-part is quite large.  That apparently obviates the need for 
a compulsion ruling on sub-part (ii).  According to the Post-Motion Email, CUB believes 
that sub-part (iii) ought to be answered with a narrative directly responsive to the 
question posed.  This Ruling agrees.  There is no remaining objection to DR 4.02, which 
is plainly related to claims and defenses presented by the parties regarding US’s 
marketing and management.  Moreover, a clear answer to sub-part (iii) would enhance 
the parties’ (and, if offered as evidence, the ALJ’s) understanding of the other 
information produced in response to DR 4.02.  The Motion is therefore granted with 
respect to sub-part 4.02(b)(iii). 

 
Although US avers in the Post-Motion Email that it intends to produce responses 

to DRs 4.05 and 4.06, these actions will occur too late to be reflected in this Ruling on 
CUB’s Discovery Motion.  The ALJ will, therefore, address these DRs now, and if US 
does, in fact, respond appropriately to the DRs (in a manner consistent with this Ruling), 
nothing further will need to be done. 

 
In DR. 4.05, CUB asks whether US communicates with other Illinois utilities 

regarding where US’s contractors will perform door-to-door selling.  Assuming that the 
answer to 4.05 is affirmative, DR 4.06 seeks details.  In its Motion, US characterizes 
these DRs as irrelevant, but does not expand on this point.  US Motion at 3.  CUB, in 
turn, does not specifically address these DRs in its response to the US Motion.   

 
In its Discovery Motion, CUB avers that the requested information is relevant to 

the allegations in the Amended Complaint that US targets seniors and non-English 
speakers and lacks managerial control of its sales personnel.  Moreover, CUB 
contends, the requested information concerns US’s defense that US does not control, or 
even know before-the-fact, its contractors’ marketing locations.  CUB’s apparent theory 
is that prior contacts with utilities about marketing locations will contradict US’s 
contention. 

                                                 
4
 Accordingly, this Ruling not address DR 2.53.  CUB can ask for a ruling later if its assumption about the 

contents of US’s response is not correct.  
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CUB’s Discovery Motion is granted with regard to DRs 4.05 and 4.06.  CUB’s 

theory of the relevance of the requested information is sufficiently and reasonably linked 
to the Complaint and US’s defenses.  While the fact that US has contacted Illinois gas 
utilities about marketing (if it has) would not, by itself, constitute any of the unlawful 
behaviors alleged in the Complaint, CUB has placed such contacts in a context that - at 
least in reasonable theory - could support a CUB allegation or tend to refute a US 
defense.   

 
Regarding DR 4.24, US states in the Post-Motion Email that it intends to produce 

an additional response, but, as with DRs 4.05 and 4.06, this action comes too late to be 
reflected in the Ruling on CUB’s Discovery Motion.  Also, CUB notes in the Post-Motion 
Email that, in view of US’s intention to provide answers, it wants additional responses to 
sub-parts (d)-(f) of DR 4.24.  This Ruling will not consider that request.  It was not part 
of the Motion, as CUB recognizes, and it is not clear to the ALJ how sub-parts (d)-(f) 
could be supplemented, given the content of US’s answers to those questions in its 
original response.  CUB can propound a supplemental data request if that seems 
appropriate after CUB receives the additional information US purports to be sending in 
response to DR 4.24.   

 
This Ruling will address subparts (a)-(c) of DR 4.24, which pertain to field visits 

by US and US-affiliated personnel.  The information sought is patently relevant to CUB’s 
allegations and US’s defenses.  Indeed, its relevance is sufficient to overcome the 
burden of production US claimed in its own Motion, then waived by declaring that it 
would supply answers.  US’s oversight of its employees and contractors is at the heart 
of the dispute formed by the parties’ pleadings.  Moreover, such oversight is an inherent 
attribute of management.  Describing that oversight should not be a burden, but an 
ordinary component of doing business as an alternative gas supplier.   

 
DR 4.37 also refers to sales office visits (albeit for a specific purpose).  US has 

apparently responded, although the ALJ cannot discern whether that response went 
beyond US’s initial response that it knew of no pertinent visits and was still investigating.  
The ALJ also cannot discern whether the parties are still in dispute about this DR.  In 
any event, US argued in its own Motion that the requested information is irrelevant.  
This Ruling concludes, however, that the information is patently relevant and a definitive 
answer is required.  Accordingly, insofar as the parties’ dispute about DR 4.37 
continues, the Motion to compel is granted. 

 
DR 4.34 seeks information regarding Paul Goddard, who was apparently an 

employee of US or its affiliates (and may still be – his current status is part of the 
information requested).  In particular, the DR seeks information about Mr. Goddard’s 
termination of employment with US (assuming such termination actually occurred).  US 
asserts that it has “produced information responsive to” DR 4.34.  US Response at 7.  It 
is not clear that this information supplements US’s initial response to DR. 4.34, which 
consisted of an objection and a reference to US’s answer to Staff DR. 5.34(j).  (That 
answer was not attached to any of the discovery pleadings, so the ALJ cannot assess 
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its responsiveness to DR. 4.34).  In any event, in the Post-Motion Email, US maintains 
that it will not further supplement its response to this DR, and CUB states that it still 
wants more information.   

 
In support of its demand, CUB points to US’s responses to Staff and CUB DRs 

concerning Mr. Goddard, which indicate that he visited US sales offices, found 
“unapproved” documents at each, and took no disciplinary action.  CUB emphasizes 
that Mr. Goddard’s sales office visits were the only ones specifically identified in US 
discovery responses and testimony, and that Mr. Goddard was apparently terminated 
from employment with US.    

 
As stated above, the ALJ concluded in a previous Ruling that information is 

discoverable if it is reasonably related to a claim or defense asserted by a party to the 
case.  DR 4.34 is sufficiently related to CUB’s claims to warrant discovery.  CUB’s (and 
AARP’s) Amended Complaint alleges misleading sales practices (e.g., para’s 18-21) 
and related management failure (e.g., para. 26a.).  It is certainly reasonable, in pursuit 
of those allegations, to inquire about the termination of a management-level employee 
with direct knowledge of conditions and documents at sales offices.   

 
The ultimate implications of Mr. Goddard’s (possible) termination cannot and 

need not be determined now.  Whether his (possible) termination reflects favorably on 
US (perhaps he was discharged for failing to correct unlawful conditions), or unfavorably 
(perhaps he was discharged for interfering with profitable but unlawful conditions), or 
reflects nothing meaningful to this case, is beside the point at this procedural stage.  
Discovery is the mechanism for probing those circumstances, and it is permissible 
when, as here, it reasonably relates to a party’s claims or defenses.  The Motion is 
granted with regard to DR 4.34.   

 
Regarding CUB’s 2nd Set of DRs, DR 2.54 is associated with DR 2.53, which US 

has apparently answered.  Both DRs are reasonably (indeed, directly) associated with 
the parties’ claims and defenses.  With no objection posed to either DR, there is no 
reason why a substantive answer to 2.54 should not also be provided.   DR 2.57 is 
similarly pertinent to the parties’ claims and defenses and has elicited no objection.  
Accordingly, the Motion is granted with regard to both DR 2.54 and 2.57 and 
substantive answers to each must be produced.   

 
In summary, the US Motion and the CUB Discovery Motion are granted in part 

and denied in part, as specifically described above in this Ruling. 
 
US is hereby directed to provide the responses compelled in this Ruling by no 

later than the close of business on January 6, 2009.   
 
CUB SANCTION MOTION 
 
CUB requests that US be sanctioned for its dilatory responses to DRs contained 

in CUB’s 2nd and 4th Sets.  CUB asserts that US’s conduct has “significantly hampered 
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CUB’s ability to prepare its case.”  CUB Sanction Motion at 4.  CUB specifically 
proposes that US be restricted from supporting any claims or defenses “relating to 
information in has failed to produce in response to” CUB DRs 2.36, 2.43, 2.46, 2.53, 
2.54, 2.57, 2.69, 2.70, 4.23(e), 4.26, 4.30, 4.37, 4.40, and 4.41(c).  Id.   

 
US rejoins that it has acted with adequate diligence, that its litigation resources 

have been strained, and that it is willing “to allow CUB time and procedural opportunity 
to respond as needed” to disadvantage caused by the timing of US’s discovery 
responses.  US Response at 6.  Further, US argues, its conduct does not reflect the 
“deliberate and pronounced disregard” typically required to justify sanctions.  Id. 

 
A Commission ALJ has the authority to impose CUB’s requested relief under the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice, particularly as described in Sections 200.370, 200.420 
and 200.500.  In the ALJ’s view here, US has been unacceptably slow in responding to 
several DRs, and has delayed CUB’s testimonial preparation by continuing its internal 
investigations far beyond the time allotted for discovery responses.   

 
That said, relief can take two forms – additional time for CUB and restriction for 

US.  The former is warranted and CUB is granted (as requested in its Reply) two 
calendar weeks to review the additional information produced by US after the filings on 
the parties’ Motions were completed.  That two-week period will commence on the date 
US produces the information required by this Ruling on CUB’s Discovery Motion.  At the 
end of that period, CUB shall propose to the ALJ specific measures concerning its 
testimony, with service upon all other participants. 

 
As for restrictions on US, the ALJ cannot, at this stage, perceive how to 

implement CUB’s proposed sanction.  That would require reviewing all of the 
information produced and correlating that with the pleadings already filed and the 
testimony yet to be admitted.  Furthermore, the ALJ’s purpose in imposing sanctions 
would not be to punish US, but to do what the Commission’s Rules principally intend – 
preventing disadvantage for an aggrieved party.   

 
Accordingly, this Ruling will impose no restrictions now.  Instead, as this litigation 

moves forward, CUB can assert and explain where and how it has been disadvantaged 
by US’s untimely response to a specific DR listed in CUB’s request for relief.  This can 
be done orally or in writing, with a commensurate opportunity for reply by US.  If the ALJ 
determines that disadvantage has occurred, appropriate relief, including restrictions on 
US, will be granted.   

 
In summary, CUB’s Sanction Motion is granted as described above in this Ruling. 


