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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

NORTH SHORE GAS COMPANY 
 
Proposed general increase in rates for gas service.  
 
THE PEOPLES GAS LIGHT AND COKE COMPANY 
 
Proposed general increase in rates for gas service.  
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: 
: 
: 
 

No. 11-0280 
 
(cons.) 
 
No. 11-0281 
 

THE UTILITIES’ VERIFIED MOTION TO PRESERVE THE 
CONFIDENTIAL DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN DOCUMENTS (REVISED) 

 North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”) and The Peoples Gas Light and Coke 

Company (“Peoples Gas”) (together, the “Utilities”) respectfully submit their Verified Motion to 

Preserve the Confidential Designation of Certain Documents, pursuant to substantive and 

procedural law referenced below, Section 4-404 of the Public Utilities Act (the “Act”), 220 ILCS 

5/4-404, Section 200.190 of the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (the 

“Commission” or “ICC”), 83 Ill. Adm. Code § 200.190, and Paragraph 14 of the Order 

Regarding Protection of Confidential and Confidential & Proprietary Information (the 

“Protective Order”) entered on May 4, 2011, in this matter.1 

I. Introduction 

1. The issue at hand is not a “discovery” issue in the sense of whether any 

information or documents should be produced in discovery.  The material at issue, which relates 

to rate case expenses, (1) was filed as part of the Utilities’ original filings on February 15, 2011, 

or (2) has been produced in discovery by the Utilities beginning on March 10, 2011, and on 

various dates thereafter (apart from extremely limited redactions), as discussed below. 

                                                            
1  On April 5, 2011, the Utilities moved for entry of a Protective Order and submitted a draft proposed Protective 
Order.  On May 4, 2011, the Administrative Law Judges (“ALJs”) granted the motions, with revisions to 
Paragraph 20 of the draft order that are not relevant here. 
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2. The issue is whether rate case expense documents filed and produced in whole 

or in part as Confidential under Paragraph 2 of the Protective Order should retain their 

Confidential designation.  The material so designated is confidential (except the Utilities are 

willing, for purposes of and under the facts of the instant Dockets, to withdraw the Confidential 

designations as to certain attachments to two data request responses), as discussed below. 

3. Nonetheless, citing the procedure in Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order, the 

Illinois Attorney General’s Office (the “AG”) sent the Utilities an untimely letter (the “AG 

Letter”, copy attached hereto as Exhibit [“Ex.”] A) emailed at 2:24 p.m. on Friday, August 19, 

2011, challenging the Utilities’ designation as Confidential under the Protective Order of certain 

documents.  The AG Letter listed: (1) the Confidential versions of the Utilities’ Schedules C-10 

filed on February 15, 2011; and (2) the portions (if any) designated as Confidential of the 

Utilities’ responses, supplemental responses, and monthly updated responses to Staff data 

requests JMO 4.01-4.04, 7.01-7.04, 9.03-9.07, 10.01, 11.01-11.08, 12.04-12.05, 13.01-13.08, 

which, as indicated above, the Utilities served beginning on March 10, 2011, and on various 

dates thereafter.  (The AG Letter also purports to apply without specification to any other 

discovery or evidence on rate case expenses designated as Confidential.) 

4. The Utilities responded promptly2 with a letter (the “Utilities Letter”, copy 

attached hereto as Ex. B) emailed at 11:43 a.m. on August 24, 2011, setting forth, in brief, why 

the AG Letter’s objection was untimely, lacked merit, and unfairly interfered with the Utilities’ 

preparation for the evidentiary hearing. 

5. The AG reasserted its objection in an email sent at 5:54 p.m. on August 24th.3 

                                                            
2   Under Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order, the Utilities had 5 business days to respond to the AG Letter.  The 
Utilities responded in 3 business days. 
3   Under Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order, after an unsuccessful attempt to resolve a confidentiality designation, 
the objecting party may file a written objection with the ALJs, which is what triggers the producing party’s 
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6. The materials in question that are designated in whole or in part as 

Confidential should have their designations preserved, except as noted below.  The AG’s 

objection to the Confidential designations remains untimely and incorrect. 

II. Background 

7. On February 15, 2011, the Utilities filed the proposed tariffs, direct cases, and 

“Part 285” materials that initiated these rate cases.  The Part 285 materials included, among other 

things, public and Confidential versions of the Utilities’ Schedules C-10, and also their 

Schedules C-10.1 (entirely public).  The Schedules C-10 also were filed as attachments to the 

direct testimony of Sharon Moy (NS and PGL Exs. 6.0), as NS and PGL Exs. 6.2 (public and 

Confidential versions).  Copies of the public Schedules C-10, and the Schedules C-10.1, are 

attached hereto as Ex. C.  These Schedules provided high level and total rate case expenses 

information. 

8. As the AG Letter reflects, there since has been a great deal of discovery on the 

subject of rate case expenses, including but not limited to ICC Staff data requests JMO 4.01-4.04 

(served March 8, 2011), JMO 7.01-7.04 (served March 17, 2011), JMO 9.03-9.07 (served May 5, 

2011), JMO 10.01 (served May 9, 2011), JMO 11.01-11.08 (served June 8, 2011), JMO 

12.04-12.05 (served July 18, 2011), and JMO 13.01-13.08 (served July 21, 2011). 

9. The Utilities have served timely responses and in some instances supplemental 

responses and monthly updated responses (where requested) to those data requests.  Portions of 

the responses have been designated as Confidential.  A large majority of this material also has 

been placed in the evidentiary record.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                
obligation to file a motion to uphold the confidentiality designation.  The AG asked if the Utilities would agree to 
the AG’s not filing a written objection.  Without waiving any rights, the Utilities have not insisted on the AG’s filing 
a written objection as a pre-requisite to this Motion. 
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a) To begin with, the Utilities served their responses to Staff data requests JMO 

4.01-4.04 on March 10 (4.02 and 4.03) and March 23, 2011 (4.01 and 4.04).  The 

answers to JMO 4.01 and 4.02 included public4 and Confidential versions of their 

attachments.  The 4.01 attachments included agreements with consultants, for affiliate 

staffing for rate case support, and with an independent expert, and support for outside 

counsel fee estimates.  The 4.02 attachments are additional detail regarding the 

Schedules C-10 and portions were marked Confidential consistent with the original 

Schedules C-10.  The responses to 4.03 and 4.04 were not designated as Confidential. 

b) Staff data requests JMO 7.01 to 7.04 were addressed to North Shore.  North Shore’s 

responses, served on March 24 (7.01) and March 28, 2011 (7.02-7.04), were not 

designated as Confidential, except there were public and Confidential versions of the 

attachments to 7.02 that are additional detail regarding the Schedules C-10 and thus 

portions were marked Confidential consistent with the original Schedules C-10. 

c) The Utilities’ responses to Staff data requests JMO 9.03-9.07, served on May 24, 

2011, were not designated as Confidential. 

d) The Utilities served their original public and confidential responses to Staff data 

request JMO 10.01, on June 2, 2011.  The narrative answers were entirely public.  

The attachments consisted of updated Schedule C-10.1s (Attach_01); invoices from 

outside consultants, witnesses, and counsel (Attach_02); and information on 

inter-company billings (Attach_03).  The attachments were marked as Confidential 

(the public versions only pointed to the Confidential versions.)  Although the updated 

Schedule C-10s were marked as Confidential, the Utilities are willing, for purposes of 

                                                            
4  In some instances, public versions are redacted documents.  In others, they are essentially notices that identify 
(reference) the Confidential versions. 
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and under the facts of the instant Dockets, to withdraw the Confidential designations 

as to those attachments, including the versions attached to the original response and 

the versions attached to the supplemental responses referenced below.  The outside 

counsel invoices in Attach_03 were redacted to remove payment method information 

(i.e., bank account-related information) and to remove timekeeper names, hours, 

hourly rates, and time entries.  Employee identification numbers and names were 

redacted from the inter-company documents in Attach_03. 

e) However, after discussions with Staff counsel, the Utilities served a supplemental 

response to Staff data request JMO 10.01, on June 7, 2011, providing supplemental 

Confidential outside counsel portions of Attach_02 that removed nearly all of the 

redactions.  That supplemental attachment provided the monthly invoices from 

outside counsel without redaction of timekeeper names, hours, and hourly rates, and 

with only extremely limited redactions restricted to bank account-related information 

and a very small fraction of time entries where disclosure of a specific time entry or a 

portion thereof would be inappropriate and unfairly prejudicial.  For example, in the 

first such outside counsel invoice in the supplemental response, Bates numbers PGL 

0007846 through PGL 0007851, not a single time entry is redacted in full, and only 

two time entries have partial redactions, out of 59 time entries. 

f) Staff data request JMO 10.01 asked for monthly updates.  The Utilities have complied 

providing updates of Attach_01, 02, and 03.  The first monthly updated confidential 

response to Staff data request JMO 10.01 was served on June 30, 2011, and it 

included, among other things, unredacted outside counsel invoices except for the 

extremely limited redactions referenced above.  The Utilities since have served 
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similar monthly updated confidential responses on July 29, 2011, and August 15, 

2011. 

g) The Utilities responded to Staff data requests JMO 11.01-11.07 on dates from June 14 

to June 29, 2011.  There were public and Confidential versions of the attachments to 

the response to 11.01, which related to work of one individual from an affiliate (partly 

as a witness and partly as consulting support), and the remainder being work of 

personnel from the affiliate as consulting support.  The Confidential portions related 

to division of work (costs) by subject area and hourly rates, by individual, and 

resulting totals.  There were public and Confidential versions of the responses to 

11.02 and 11.03, with the Confidential material being, in brief, information regarding 

the negotiation of discounted outside counsel fees, total estimated fees, estimated fees 

by stages of the Dockets, individual outside law firm personnel and their discounted 

hourly rates for these Dockets.  There were public and Confidential versions of the 

responses to 11.04 and 11.06, which related to the non-testimonial auditing and 

related work of Deloitte & Touche.  There were public and Confidential versions of 

the response to 11.05, which related to independent expert witness Mr. Moul and his 

staff support (Confidential material being hours and rates and resulting costs).5 

h) The Utilities responded to Staff data request JMO 12.04 on July 25, 2011, and 

updated their response on July 29, and August 15, 2011.  The request was for updated 

Schedule C-10s.  The Confidential designations were consistent with prior 

Schedule C-10s.  The Utilities responded to Staff data request JMO 12.05 on July 26, 

                                                            
5  There were public and confidential versions of the attachments in the response to 11.07, which included 
miscellaneous vendor and inter-company costs totaling about $25,000 (with names of employees reimbursed for out 
of expenses totaling $657 redacted).  The Utilities are willing, for purposes of and under the facts of the instant 
Dockets, to withdraw the Confidential designations as to the attachments to 11.07 (with those redactions preserved). 
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2011, and updated their response on August 1, and August 15, 2011.  The request was 

related to the component of the original Schedule C-10s regarding a possible 

additional rebuttal witness or witnesses, and the rebuttal witness who in fact was 

added, independent expert Steven Fetter.  The Confidential material related to 

estimated and actual costs.  The final update removed the costs estimated for an 

additional rebuttal witness other than Mr. Fetter because there was none. 

i) Staff data requests JMO 13.01-13.08 asked for updated actuals and updated estimates 

of remaining rate case expenses regarding figures in various prior data request 

responses.  The Utilities responded on August 1 (13.01, 13.03, 13.08), August 2 

(13.02, 13.04, 13.05), and August 4 (13.06, 13.07) and provided supplemental 

responses to 13.01-13.07 on August 15 (13.05, 13.06), August 16 (13.01, 13.02, 

13.04, 13.07), and August 18, 2011 (13.03).  The Confidential designations were 

consistent with the prior responses to the earlier data requests. 

j) The Utilities also responded to discovery from the Governmental and Consumer 

Intervenors (“GCI”)6 on this subject, but the discovery was very limited. 

k) Not only was all of this material produced in discovery, but, pursuant to a request in 

Staff’s rebuttal, the public and confidential responses, supplemental responses, and 

monthly updated responses to Staff data requests JMO 4.01, 9.06, 9.07, 10.01, 

11.01-11.07, and 13.01-13.08 are in the evidentiary record, as attachments to the 

surrebuttal testimony of Sharon Moy, NS-PGL Ex. 39.9 (public and Confidential 

versions).  The public version of NS-PGL Ex. 39.9 is 126 pages long (some pages are 

full, some are redacted, and some point to the Confidential version).  The 

                                                            
6  GCI is the AG, the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), and the City of Chicago. 
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Confidential version of NS-PGL Ex. 39.9 is 455 pages long (on any given page, the 

entire page, or part of the page, was so designated). 

l) The direct testimony of the GCI witness (Lafayette Morgan) who addresses rate case 

expenses stated he needed to review additional support for these expenses (GCI 

Ex. 1.0 at p. 21), but he made no such statement in his rebuttal.  His rebuttal instead 

indicates, as the Utilities read his testimony, that he has sufficient information (and 

certainly does not indicate any lack) (see GCI Ex. 6.0 at p. 5).  His rebuttal proposes 

to split rate case expenses 50/50 between customers and shareholders (id. at p. 7), but 

does not propose to adjust or disallow any individual rate case expense item as such. 

m) The AG Letter, similarly, did not identify any specific material on this subject that 

was needed in relation to the issues raised by the GCI witness but that was not in fact 

provided in discovery.  The Utilities are aware of no such material.  

10. The AG Letter states in part: “we do not agree that schedules, testimony, and data 

(including contracts, billing, and descriptions of services) relating to the Companies’ claimed 

rate case expense should be treated as confidential and withheld from the public record.  

Specifically, Schedule C-10, which contains the various categories of consultants, expert 

witnesses and services making up the requested rate case expense, should be public.  In addition, 

the confidential designation should be lifted in regard to documents (including attachments) 

produced in response to Staff data requests JMO 4.01-4.04, 7.01-7.04, 9.03-9.07, 10.01, 11.01-

11.08, 12.04-12.05, 13.01-13.08, and all supplemental responses, and other testimony and 

exhibits that have been filed and may be filed in the future that reference rate case expense 

information deemed confidential.”  Ex. A, ¶ 1.  The Letter goes on to request “any redacted 
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information, such as descriptions of the services provided by attorneys and experts,” including a 

“full description of services, hours, and rates.”  Ex. A, ¶ 3.  

11. The Utilities Letter pointed out many of the facts in paragraphs 1-2 and 7-9 of this 

Motion, stated that the material in question designated as Confidential squarely fits the definition 

of Confidential material under Paragraph 2 of the Protective Order, pointed out that the AG 

Letter was untimely, and pointed out that pursuing litigation of the Confidential designations at 

that point would unfairly interfere with the Utilities’ preparation for the evidentiary hearing. 

12. The AG nevertheless has pursued its objection, as noted earlier. 

III. The AG’s Motion Is Untimely and Wrong 

A. The AG’s Objection Is Untimely 

13. Under Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order, if a party does not agree with the 

producing party’s designation of documents and information as “Confidential” or 

“Confidential & Proprietary,” the party (the “Challenging Party”) shall give the Producing Party 

“reasonable written notice… of the objection.” Protective Order, ¶ 14, emphasis added.  

Additionally, Section 200.410 of the ICC’s rules of practice, 83 Ill. Admin. Code § 200.410, 

requires that requests for information or discovery and responses thereto be made in a timely 

fashion. 

14. The Utilities filed the public and Confidential versions of their Schedule C-10s on 

February 15, 2011, as Part 285 materials and as evidence, more than six months ago. 

15.  Since then, the Utilities have served responses to over 1,800 data requests in 

these Dockets, with no motions to compel being filed. 

16. The Utilities responded to Staff data request JMO 4.02 with public and 

confidential versions of attachments on March 10, 2011. 



 
 

10 
 

17. The Utilities responded to Staff data request JMO 10.01 with their original public 

and Confidential attachments on June 3, and provided their supplemental Confidential 

attachment on June 7, 2011.   Since June 7th, the Utilities have followed a consistent approach to 

responding and updating responses to data requests on the subject of rate case expenses, in terms 

of what material is designated as Confidential. 

18. However, the AG, on a Friday afternoon, on August 19th, one business day before 

the Utilities’ surrebuttal was due, and six business days before the evidentiary hearing starting on 

August 29th, served the AG Letter, calling into question roughly 500 pages (perhaps more) of 

material with Confidential designations of some or all of the information, and put the Utilities to 

the task of preparing and litigating this Motion.7 

19. The fact that the AG’s objection is untimely is illustrated further by the timeline 

in Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order, which provides for reasonable notice of an objection, 

negotiation, a response by the producing party within up to 5 business days from the objection, a 

written objection, a motion to preserve the confidential designation within up to 5 business days 

after that, and an opportunity for a response. 

20. The AG’s objection is untimely under general discovery and litigation principles 

and Paragraph 14 of the Protective Order and, therefore, should be denied.   

B. The AG’s Objection Is Wrong Because the Material is Confidential 

21. The Administrative Law Judges already have considered broad contentions 

regarding public access to materials produced in these Dockets that were presented by CUB in 

                                                            
7  On June 15th, the AG’s counsel called one of the Utilities’ counsel to ask if the Utilities would agree to removing 
the Confidential designation as to rate case expenses material because some was going to be cited in the GCI Direct 
to be filed that day.  The AG’s counsel cited a ruling in another Docket (see ¶ 25 below).  The Utilities’ counsel 
expressed disagreement with the AG’s counsel’s view and the ruling, but said that he would check with the clients 
for their position and get back to the AG’s counsel.  The Utilities’ counsel checked, called the AG’s counsel back, 
and left a voicemail message.  The Utilities’ counsel does not recall hearing back from the AG’s counsel on this 
subject thereafter until August 19, when the AG’s counsel called and then sent the AG Letter. 
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support of CUB’s proposed modifications to the Protective Order’s definitions of Confidential 

and Confidential & Proprietary, which the ALJs rejected on May 4, 2011. 

22. Paragraph 2 of the Protective Order provides that “Confidential” information is 

“non-public information maintained by a party in confidence in the ordinary course of business 

and in which such party has a business interest in maintaining in confidence.  It also includes 

such other categories of documents and information as are recognized as confidential under 

applicable law or by order of the Administrative Law Judges or the Commission in this docket.”    

Protective Order, ¶ 2. 

23. The material in question designed as Confidential fits squarely within the 

Protective Order’s definition of “Confidential.” 

a) The Act itself recognizes that Utilities and other parties that submit information and 

documents to the Commission have confidential and proprietary material that 

deserves protection.  220 ILCS 5/4-404. 

b) With respect to outside counsel, Illinois recognizes the attorney-client privilege, and 

the attorney work product doctrine, of course, Ill. R. Ev. 501; Ill. R. Civ. Pro. 

201(b)(2), e.g., Consolidated Coal Co. v. Bucyrus-Erie Co., 89 Ill. 2d 103 (1982); and 

under ethical principles information relating to the representation of a client is 

confidential, with limited exceptions, Ill. R. Prof. Cond. 1.6(a). 

c) Thus, the portions of legal bills containing descriptions of legal services that reveal 

the substance of communications and the work performed have been recognized to be 

privileged.  E.g., Christman Brauvin Realty Advisors, Inc., 185 F.R.D. 251, 255 (N.D. 

Ill. 1999). 

d) Work product of non-testifying consultants also is protected.  Ill. S. Ct. R. 201(b)(3). 
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e) The foregoing points regarding privilege and work product are not being asserted here 

as bars to discovery, but to rather demonstrate that there are significant confidentiality 

interests in such information. 

f) Accordingly, even when legal fees and related costs are disclosed to other parties 

because they are sought to be recovered in litigation, the material still appropriately 

may be recognized as confidential.  For example, as to motions for recovery of fees 

and related non-taxable expenses, the Local Rules of the United States District Court 

for the Northern District of Illinois provide in part: 

 All information furnished by any party under this section shall be 
treated as strictly confidential by the party receiving the information. The 
information shall be used solely for purposes of the fee litigation, and shall 
be disclosed to other persons, if at all, only in court filings or hearings 
related to the fee litigation. A party receiving such information who 
proposes to disclose it in a court filing or hearing shall provide the party 
furnishing it with prior written notice and a reasonable opportunity to 
request an appropriate protective order. 

N.D. Ill. L. R. 54(d) (final paragraph). 

g) The confidentiality interest also is supported here by practical concerns relating to 

contracting with vendors, whether consultants, independent experts, outside counsel, 

or otherwise.  For example, certain of the Confidential material concerns or reflects 

negotiated discounts.  Making that material public serves no purpose in relation to 

litigation of these Dockets, because it can be addressed consistent with the Protective 

Order (as has been the case during the evidentiary hearing), but public disclosure 

could be counter-productive from a contracting perspective, discouraging vendors 

from agreeing to discounts in the future. 

24. Nothing in Section 9-229 of the Act, 220 ILCS 5/9-229, requires or supports 

failing to recognize the material in question as confidential.  Section 9-229 provides that:  
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“Consideration of attorney and expert compensation as an expense. The Commission shall 

specifically assess the justness and reasonableness of any amount expended by a public utility to 

compensate attorneys or technical experts to prepare and litigate a general rate case filing. This 

issue shall be expressly addressed in the Commission's final order.”  Nothing in that language 

requires or suggests the Commission should or may disregard the confidentiality of information, 

particularly given other applicable law, including Section 4-404 of the Act. 

25. In the 2010 Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) rate case, ICC Docket 

No. 10-0467, the ALJs denied a ComEd motion to preserve the confidential designation of 

certain rate case expense documentation, but the ALJs ruled on the ground that: “ComEd did not 

establish that this information is confidential.”  (ALJs’ ruling of Dec. 10, 2010)  The final Order 

there did not rule on this issue, although it referenced Section 9-229 and indicated there should 

be a rulemaking relating to rate case expenses, referring in part to “the need to assess what a 

well-established body of law regarding fee petitions can aid in this regard”.  (Order of May 24, 

2011, at pp. 75-76; see also id. at p. 71)  

26. The foregoing discussion applies to the relevant material and information as 

placed in evidence, including but not limited to references in testimony and NS and PGL 

Exs. 6.2 (Confidential Schedule C-10s) and NS-PGL Ex. 39.9 (Confidential). 

27. The Utilities have made a reasonable and sufficient showing that the material in 

question is confidential within the unfairly short and burdensome (due to demands related to 

surrebuttal and the evidentiary hearing) time available as a result of the AG’s objection’s 

untimeliness.  Given that the AG made its objection months late, on the eve of the evidentiary 

hearing, the showing made by the Utilities should not be required to be more particularized, 

whether document by document or, worse, line by line.  An exhaustive analysis of roughly 500 
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pages of material for purposes of the instant Motion, and then preparing briefing on each 

Confidential designation, is a task that could take the Utilities’ counsel a large number of hours. 

28. The Utilities should not be punished for complying with Staff’s rebuttal request 

that the materials in NS-PGL Ex. 39.9 (public and confidential) be submitted in surrebuttal.  

Their having complied with that request should not be considered an indication that the material 

is any less confidential. 

29. In contrast, the AG will not be adversely affected with respect to the litigation of 

this matter by upholding the Confidential designations.  As noted at the outset of this Motion, 

this is not a “discovery” dispute in the sense of what must be produced.  The AG already has all 

of the material in question, and has had much of it for months.  The only practical impacts are 

very limited, i.e., the confidentiality of the material needed / needs to be protected if any of it 

was to be disclosed in cross or re-direct examination or in briefing, consistent with the Protective 

Order.  There has been no significant interference with the evidentiary hearing (no session was 

required to be closed for this material).  Many ICC proceedings have involved such protection. 

IV. Further Proceedings 

30. The Utilities already have spent time on the Utilities Letter and this Motion, and, 

as noted above, if they were to have to review and address in detail the confidentiality of roughly 

500 pages of material, that could take a large amount of work to perform, and it could continue 

to seriously interfere their other responsibilities in these Dockets. 

30. Because this is not a discovery dispute, any requirement that the Utilities present a 

more detailed discussion of the material in question should not be required, if ever, until after the 

evidentiary hearing, and scheduled with minimized impact on the preparation of briefs. 
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31. Although nearly all of the materials and information in question all may be found 

in NS and PGL Exs. 6.2 (Confidential) and NS-PGL Ex. 39.9, if the ALJs need the material 

compiled in another manner, such as by Schedule and data request number, the Utilities could 

compile and provide the materials in such a manner for in camera review. 

32. This Motion is supported by the attached Affidavit. 

 THEREFORE, for the reasons set forth above and appearing of record, North Shore Gas 

Company and The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company respectfully move the Administrative 

Law Judges to grant their Motion to Preserve the Confidential Designation of Certain 

Documents. 

Dated:  September 7, 2011 
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