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BY THE BOARD:

In response to a Board Order dated July 18, 2012 in Docket No. EQ11090528, Jersey Central
Power & Light Company (*JCP&L” or “Company”) filed a base rate case petition which was
transmitted to the Office of Administrative Law (“OAL") on December 10, 2012 for hearing as a
contested matter. The case was referred to the Honorable Richard McGill, ALJ (*ALJ McGill*).

On December 11, 2012, the Township of Marlboro (“Marlboro”), a municipality located within
JCP&L’s service territory, moved to intervene as a party in the proceeding. ALJ McGill granted
Mariboro’s motion fo intervene in accordance with N.J.S.A. 48:2-32.2 on January 25, 2013, ALJ




McGill has also granted intervener status to additional municipalities: West Milford, Tewksbury,
Wayne and Robbinsville Townships and the County of Morris.

By notice of motion dated April 17, 2013, Marlboro requested that the ALJ order JCP&L to
establish an escrow fund for the use of Mariboro and other municipal Interveners to fund the
expert and professional fees Marlboro will have to expend to participate meaningfully in the
matter through discovery, analysis of data, preparation of expert testimony, motion practice,
examination of JCP&L’s experts at the evidentiary hearings, and other related tasks. Marlboro
maintained that it was appropriate for JCP&L to establish an escrow account in the initial
amount of $175,000, with possible replenishment of an additional $50,000, to cover the costs of
Marlboro’s professional fees. Marlboro pointed to the action of PSE&G in establishing an
escrow fund for the municipalities that were participating in the review of the Susquehanna-
Roseland line, and asserted that there was no legal impediment to JCP&L establishing a similar
fund in connection with the rate case as more than rates are at issue.” Marlboro maintained that
it could not fund these experts on its own and it would be inequitable to let JCP&L frustrate
Marlboro’s efforts to seek a full accounting of JCP&L's past inactions.

JCP&L and the New Jersey Division of Rate Counsel (*Rate Counsel”) opposed Marlboro's
motion. By letter dated April 26, 2013, JCP&L maintained that Mariboro’s request for an escrow
fund was without merit as there is no legal or regulatory authority that requires a public utility to
fund an intervener's expert or professional fees in a rate case. JCP&L asserted that Marlboro's
reliance on the PSE&G Susquehanna-Roseland matter was misplaced, and that the Board
actually denied the request that it require PSE&G to establish such a fund while noting that
PSE&G had volunteered to do so.* JCP&L contended that the same statute, N.J.S.A. 48:2-
32.2, that provided Marlboro with the right to intervene, also provides the means for Marlboro to
pay its expert and professional fees. In relevant part, the statute provides that the intervening
municipality

may employ such legal counsel, experts and assistants as may be
necessary to protect the interest of the municipality or municipalities
or the public within the municipalities or municipalities. Such
municipality or municipalities may by emergency resolution raise and
appropriate the funds necessary to provide reasonable compensation
and expenses of such legal counsel, experts and assistants.
IN.J.S.A 48:2-32.2]

JCP&L asserted that given this express means for raising the necessary funds provided by the
legisiature, there is no basis to require that other ratepayers subsidize Marlboro’s expenses.
JCP&L also maintained that establishing an escrow account for the expenses of interveners
would be contrary to Board policy and establish a dangerous precedent.

In its Aprit 25, 2013 letter in opposition, Rate Counsel asserted many of the same arguments
advocated by JCP&L adding that Marlboro’s request lacks any legal foundation and that
JCP&L’s ratepayers should not be required to pay the costs of any single group of customers.
The legislature has entrusted Rate Counsel with the task of protecting ratepayer interests,

Yinre Petition of Public Service Electric and Gas Co. for a Determination Pursuant to the Provisions of
N.J.5.A. 40:55D-19 (Susquehanna-Roseland) BPU Docket No. EM0S010035 {(*Susquehanna-Roseland”).

2 Susquehanna-Roseland, Order dated 5/14/09,
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including those of the muni.cipalities served by the public utilities. According to Rate Counsel, it
is only equitable that the taxpayers of the municipalities that intervened, and not other JCP&L
ratepayers, pay for such representation.

Marlboro responded to the opposition filed by JCP&L and Rate Counsel by letter brief dated
May 6, 2013. Marlboro maintained that it and the other municipal interveners have a unique
interest and position in the rate case that is separate and apart from the interests represented
by Rate Counsel. Only Marlboro and the other municipal interveners can adequately represent
the interests of the citizens who were forced to endure the company’s failures in the wake of
Irene and Sandy, and who should not be forced to do so again in the future, giving them a
different perspective on the need for community-based remedial efforts. Marlboro does not
contend that it has a statutory right to the escrow fund, rather that nothing prevents ordering
JCP&L to establish such a fund based on equitable considerations, including the magnitude of
the devastations resulting from Sandy or the consistent failures of the company o respond to
such disasters. The establishment of a reasonable escrow fund is not unprecedented and the
legislature and courts have found it appropriate to require payment of fees for attorneys and
other professionals when it was deemed inequitable to have a successful party use ifs own
funds to right a wrong. Mariboro maintains that the current circumstances qualify and that the
minimal ratepayer contribution requested to fund the unique perspective of Mariboro and the
other municipal interveners is not reasonable under these circumstances.

The townships of Tewksbury, Wayne and Southampton submitted letters in support of
Marlboro’s motion for establishment of a municipal escrow fund.

By order dated May 22, 2013, ALJ McGill denied Marlboro’s motion to compel JCP&L to
establish an escrow fund. ALJ McGill stated that “...it appearing that the arguments in
opposition o the motion are more persuasive, it is therefore ORDERED that Marlboro's motion
is denied.”

Marlboro’s Request for {nterlocutory Appeal

On June 3, 2013, Marlboro filed a Request for Interlocutory Review of ALJ McGill's order
denying its motion to compel JCP&L to establish an escrow fund for Marlboro's use to retain
experts and professionals to assist it in the rate case. According to Mariboro, its significant
concerns regarding the commitment of JCP&L to ensuring future reliability of its electric
distribution system and its concemns regarding JCP&L's inability to respond rapidly and
effectively to Major Storm Events, requires meaningful participation by the township in the base
rate case. Marlboro argues that in order to achieve meaningful participation and act as an
advocate who wilf insist on JCP&L making significant commitments to the repair and restoration
of its distribution system, Marlboro must retain experts who can analyze the voluminous
discovery in the base rate case. Marlboro asserts that it intervened in the base rate case
because it opposes the requested rate increase but even more importantly fo hold JCP&L
accountable for its failure to adequately respond to the effects of Sandy and its failure to
effectively restore and rebuild its power distribution system. Unless Mariboro is able to retain
qualified professionals to match those retained by JCP&L, it will not be able to effectively
advocate for its residents and businesses. Marlboro has no line item in its budget to cover the
costs of the needed experts, and it is not equitable to burden its taxpayers with the costs of
retaining experts and professionals to hold JCP&L accountable to established reliability
standards. As demonstrated by the Susquehanna-Roseland Order, the concept of establishing
an escrow fund is not unique. While Marlboro concedes that the Board denied the request, it
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argues that the Board did so after PSE&G voluntarily agreed to provide the fund and did not
disapprove of the utility paying the fees. An escrow fund should be made available to Marlboro
to insure that JCP&L commits to a schedule of repairs, and accounts for its responses to the
2011 and 2012 storms. Marlboro submits that there is no legal impediment to ordering the set
aside of the small amount requested, and the adequacy of JCP&L's performance is properly
within the rate case proceeding. Mariboro reiterated its belief that it and the other municipal
interveners have a unique interest and position in the proceeding that is distinct from that
represented by Rate Counsel. Marlboro concludes that given the wide-scale devastations
resulting from Sandy and JCP&L’s responses, this matter is unique and justifies, as a matter of
public policy and fundamental fairess, the establishment of the requested escrow.

In response, by letter brief dated June 6, 2013, JCP&L argued that Marlboro's request for
interlocutory review raises no new legal or factual arguments and is simply a recitation of the
same arguments presented to and rejected by ALJ McGill, and fails to satisfy the standard for
the grant of interlocutory review articulated in In re Uniform Administrative Procedure Rules, 90
N.J. 85, 90(1982). Accordingly, JCP&L maintains that the request for interfocutory appeal
should be denied. Additionally, Mariboro has failed to identify any legal authority requiring a
public utility to fund the professional fees of an intervener in a rate case. PSE&G's voluntary
establishment of an escrow fund in the context of the Susquehanna-Roseland case provides no
support for the current request. Marlboro’s claims of financial hardship are both unsupported
and irrelevant given the clear statutory direction on the funding of the municipality’s fees at its
own cost and expense. See N.J.S.A, 48:2-32.2. According to JCP&L, Board policy does not
support the establishment of an escrow fund for intervener expenses and doing so could create
a dangerous precedent which could impose unnecessary and duplicative costs on JCP&L's
ratepayers.

Rate Counsel also responded by letter dated June 6, 2013 agreeing with JCP&L that there is no
basis for granting interlocutory appeal, and relying on its brief submitted to ALJ McGill since
Marlboro has simply repeated the arguments already made. Rate Counsel aiso expressed its
concern that based on the various “me too” letters of the other townships, granting the right to
an escrow fund could require ratepayers to pay large sums of money for what Rate Counsel
sees as mostly redundant efforts.

By lefter dated June 10, 2013, Marlboro clarified that if the Board approved an escrow fund, the

fund would be used by all of the municipal interveners jointly to pay for the assistance of
experts,

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

An order or ruling of an ALJ may be reviewed interlocutorily by an agency head at the request of
aparty. N.JA.C. 1:1-14.10(a). Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 1:14-14.4(a), a rule of special applicability
that supplements N.J.A.C. 1:1-14.10, the Board shall determine whether to accept the request
and conduct an interfocutory review by the later of (i) ten days after receiving the request for
interfocutory review or (i) the Board's next regularly scheduled open meeting after expiration of
the 10-day period from receipt of the request for interfocutory review. In addition, under
N.JA.C. 1:14-14.4(b), if the Board determines to conduct an interfocutory review, it shall issue a
decision, order, or other disposition of the review within 20 days of that determination. Under
NJAC, 1:14-14.4(c), if the Board does not issue an order within the timeframe set out in
N.JA.C. 1:14-14.4(b), the judge's ruling shall be considered conditionaily affirmed. However,
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the time period for disposition may be extended for good cause for an additional 20 days if both
the Board and the OAL Director concur.

The legal standard for accepting a matter for interlocutory review, as noted by JCP&L, is stated
in In_re Uniform Administrative Procedure Rules, 90 N.J. 85 (1982). In that case, the Court
concluded that an agency has the right to review ALJ orders on an interlocutory basis "to
determine whether they are reasonably likely to interfere with the decisional process or have a
substantial effect upon the ultimate outcome of the proceeding." Id. at 97-98. The Court also
held that the agency head has broad discretion to determine which ALJ orders are subject to
review on an interlocutory basis. However, it noted that the power of the agency head 1o review
ALJ orders on an interlocutory basis is not itself totally unlimited, and that interlocutory review of
ALJ orders should be exercised sparingly. In this regard, the Court noted:

In general, interlocutory review by courts is rarely granted because of the strong policy
against piecemeal adjudications. See Hudson v. Hudson, 36 N.J 549 (1962);
Pennsylvania Railroad, 20 N.J. 398. Considerations of efficiency and economy also
have pertinency in the field of Administrative law. See Hackensack v. Winner, 82 N.J, at
31-33, Hinfey v. Matawan Reg, Bd. of Ed., 77 N.J. 514 (1978). See_ infra at 102, n.6.
Our State has long favored uninterrupted proceedings at the trial level, with a single and
complete review, so as to avoid the possible inconvenience, expense and delay of a
fragmented adjudication. Thus, "leave is granted only in the exceptional case where, on
a balance of interests, justice suggests the need for review of the interlfocutory order in
advance of final judgment.” Sullivan, "Interlocutory Appeals," 92 N.J.L.J. 162 {1969).
These same principles should apply to an administrative tribunal.

[90 N.J. at 100].

The Court held that inter!ocdtory review may be granted "only in the interest of justice or for
goed cause shown.” lbid. In defining “good cause,” the Court stated:

in the administrative arena, good cause will exist whenever, in the sound discretion of
the agency head, there is a likelihood that such an interlocutory order will have an
impact upon the status of the parties, the number and nature of claims or defenses, the
identity and scope of issues, the presentation of evidence, the decisional process, or the
outcome of the case.

[Ibid.].

As stated above, the decision to grant interfocutory review is committed to the sound discretion
of the Board, and is to be exercised sparingly to avoid piecemeal adjudication. However, given
the possible impact on the actions of Marlboro and the other municipal interveners on the one
hand, and the question of the possible precedent set for future rate base cases of requiring (or
denying) the request that a utility establish an escrow for expert costs for an intervening
municipality, the Board FINDS that interlocutory review is warranted here. Accordingly, the
Board HEREBY GRANTS Marlboro's request for interlocutory review of ALJ McGill’s May 22,
2013 Qrder.
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Turning to the merits of Marlboro’s request, Marlboro states that, along with its opposition to a
base rate increase, it has significant concerns regarding JCP&L's commitment to the reliability
of its electric distribution system and its ability to respond rapidly and effectively to crises like
Superstorm Sandy. These concerns stem from its frustration with what it believes to have been
JCP&L's poor response time to handle the many issues occurring during and after the Major
Storm events which led to unprecedented power outages for long periods of time for its
residents. It argues that JCP&L has demonstrated historical failures to provide electrical service
to its 15,364 JCP&L residential customers. Mariboro cites the May 29, 2009 Susquehanna-
Roseland Order® as support for its argument that there is no legal impediment to  utility funding
an escrow for interveners’ costs for professional experts to participate effectively in a public
utility proceeding. Marlboro concedes that there is no statutory basis for its request but asserts
that it is equitable for its fees to be funded by JCP&L (and ratepayers) in light of its unique
perspective and commitment to holding JCP&L accountable for its past failures and to ensuring
timely and full remediation.”

JCP&L argues that Marlboro has not presented any legal authority for requiring JCP&L to fund
professional expenses of a municipal intervener, and in fact has presented flawed unsupported
allegations and failed to identify and acknowledge statutory language that contravenes its
request. JCPAL cites the same Susquehanna-Roseland decision, underscoring that the Board
denied the motion of several interveners to require PSE&G to establish an escrow fund for
experts. JCP&L specifically highlighted language from the Order:

To date, based upon research and review, the Board has not required a
petitioner to establish an escrow account for interveners in a case
involving an application pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19. The Board is
under no statutory requirement to require that a petitioner establish an
escrow account for interveners, and at this time, the Board does not find
any compelling reason to do so. Therefore, the Board HEREBY
DENIES, without prejudice, the motions for the establishment of an
escrow account fo be funded by PSE&G so that interveners could use
those funds to pay for experts in this proceeding.

[Susquehanna Roseland Order at 4]

Rate Counsel agrees with JCP&L that Marlboro has presented no legal authority that supports
its position that it is appropriate to require JCP&L and ratepayers to cover Marlboro’s fees,
especially since Rate Counsel is available, with its resources, to advocate and investigate on
behalf of all ratepayers.

Rate Counsel and JCP&L point to the authority granted to municipalities by N.J.S.A. 48:2-32.2
to both retain professionals for assistance in participating in “any hearing or investigation held
by the board, which involves public utility rates, fares or charges, service or facilities,” and to
raise the funds to pay those professionals by emergency resolution. Rate Counsel and JCP&L
maintain that this provision clearly establishes that the Legislature expected municipalities to
pay their own way, and Marlboro has failed to prove that any deviation from the statutory
scheme is warranted here,

* In re the Petition of Public Service Electric and Gas Company for a Determination Pursuant to the
Provisions of N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19 (Susquehanna-Roseland), BPU Docket No. EM09010035.
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Both Rate Counsel and JCP&L raise concern about the precedent that could be set if the Board
requires an escrow to pay interveners’ professional fees and expenses, even if the amounts
requested are small in comparison to the total rate increases at issue or some other metric.
Marlboro asserts that the request is justified by the unique circumstances of this case, and the
commitment that ail municipal interveners will share in the use of the fund and there will be no
proliferation of requests.

Having carefully considered the submissions, and having reviewed the applicable statutes and
cases, the Board HEREBY FINDS no legal authority to support Marlboro’s request to compel
JCP&L to establish an escrow to cover the fees and costs of counsel, experts and assistants
retained by the municipalities.

Marlboro has also argued that it would be inequitable to require its taxpayers to shoulder the
burden of these costs, notwithstanding the authority provided by N.JS.A 482-32.2 for
municipalities to raise these funds from their residents. According to Marlboro, JCP&L should
be required to establish an escrow fund to pay the reasonable professional fees and expenses
of the interveners as a matter of fundamental faimess, equity, and sound public policy.

The Board is oblfigated to follow the terms and objectives of the statute. “[Ajdministrative
agencies are part of the executive branch of government, charged under the State constitution
with the responsibility of faithfully executing the laws.” In re Appeal of Cerain Sections of
Uniform Administrative Procedure Rules, 0 N.J. 85, 83 (1982) (citing N.J. Const. {1947}, Art. 5,
§ 1, para. 11)). See aiso T.H. v. Division of Developmental Disabilities, 189 N.J. 478, 491
(2007) (an administrative agency may not "alter the terms of a legisiative enactment or frustrate
the policy embodied in the statute."),

The Board, like a court, must apply legisiative enactments in accordance with the plain intent
and language used by the legislature, and should not act in equity when there is an adequate
remedy at law. See Cohen v. Dwyer, 133 N.J. Eq, 226, 229 (Ch. 1943), affd 134 N.J. Eg. 350,
351 (E. & A. 1943). Likewise, equity may not disregard statutory law, but locks to its intent
rather than its form. Sheridan v. Sheridan, 247 N.J. Super. 552, 559 (Ch.Div. 1890). Equitable
relief is not available where an existing administrative procedure created by statute is an
adequate remedy that assures full protection of rights and offers complete relief. Overall, equity
may not be invoked to avoid application of a statute and by doing so usurp the legislative role

under the guise of equity. See Crusader Servicing Corp. v. City of Wildwood, 345 N.J. Super. 456,
464 {i.aw Div. 2001). -

As previously discussed, N.J.S A. 48:2-32.2 provides a municipality with a means to raise the
funds needed to pay for the assistance of professionals that it determines it needs to effectively
represent the interests of its residents in a Board proceeding. The Board is not persuaded that
Marlboro has provided any reason for the Board to override the legislative intent as expressed in
the statute that the municipality must fund its own expenses, and instead shift those expenses to all
of JCP&L's ratepayers. Therefore, the Board FINDS no basis to compel JCP&L to estabiish an
escrow fund for the municipal interveners’ costs and expenses as a matter of equity.

Therefore after reviewing the submissions of Marlboro, JCP&L and Rate Counsel, and after due
consideration of the arguments and the law, the Board HEREBY AFFIRMS the decision of AL
McGill denying Marlboro’s motion to compel JCP&L to establish an escrow fund for the use of
Marlboro and other municipal Interveners to fund expenses of attorneys and other
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professionals. The Board encourages Marlboro and the other municipal interveners to work
cooperatively to the fullest extent possible with other parties, including Rate Counsel, so that
experts are used in a manner that leads to a just and reasonable resolution of the case.

DATED: b /‘;2 / / /3 : BOARD OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
8Y:

Lt 17 4

ROBERT M. HANNA
PRESIDENT

AN /Lu@—'—

J PH L. FIORDALISO
\H cOMMISSIONER

NNA HOLDEN
OMM SSIONER

ATTEST: M (;(%)ZQ

KRISTI IZZO
SECRETARY

1HEREBY CERTIFY the “w within
docurmne 1t .5 & true copy, . tha origina
n e fey of the Boord of Public

- . .
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Joyce Wong

Morgan Lewis & Bockius LLP
502 Carnegie Center
Princeton, NJ 08540-6241

Andrea Preate

Senior Paralegal

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2921

Anthony C. DeCusatis, Esq.
Morgan, Lewis & Baockius LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2921

Thomas P. Gadsen, Esaq.
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Strest
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2921
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James Glassen, Esq.
Division of Rate Counsel -
31 Clinton Street, 11th Floo
P.0. Box 48005 :
Newark, NJ 07101

Maria Novas-Ruiz, Esg.
Division of Rate Counsel

31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor
P.0. Box 46005

Newark, NJ 07101

Lisa Gurkas

Division of Rate Counsel

31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor
P.O. Box 46005

Newark, NJ 07101

Diane Schulze, Esq.
Division of the Rate Counsel
31 Clinton Street, 11th Floor
P.0. Box 46005

Newark, NJ 07101

Catherine E. Tamasik, Esg.
DeCotiis, Fitzpatrick & Cole, LLP
Glenpointe Centre West

500 Frank W. Burr Blvd., Suite 3
Teaneck, NJ 07666

William Harla, Esqg. :
DeCotiis, Fitzpatrick & Cole, LLP
Glenpointe Centre West

500 Frank W. Burr Blvd., Suite 3
Teaneck, NJ 07666

Peter Lanzalotta

Lanzalotta & Associates LLLC
67 Royal Point Drive

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

Robert Henkes

Henkes Consulting

7 Sunset Road

Old Greenwich, CT 06870

Brooke Leach

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2021

Jonathan Capp,
Business Administrator
Township of Marlboro
1979 Township Drive
Marthoro, NJ 07748

Andrea Crane

The Columbia Group
P.Q. Box 810
Georgetown, CT 06829

Michael Majoros, Jr.

Snavely King Majoros &
Associates, Inc.

8100 Professional Place, Suite 306
l.andover, MD 20785

Karl Pavlovic

Snavely King Majoros &
Associates, Inc.

8100 Professional Place, Suite 306
L.andover, MD 20785

Roger D. Colton

Fisher, Sheehan and Colton
Public Finance and General
Economics

34 Warwick Road

Belmont, MA 02478

David Petersen

Chesapeake Regulatory
Consultants, Inc.

10351 Southern Maryland Bivd.
Suite 202

Dunkirk, Maryland 20754-9500

Matthew I. Kaha

Economic Consultant

c/o Exeter Associates inc.
10480 Little Patuxent Parkway
Suite 300

Columbia, MD 21044
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Steven S. Goidenberg, Esq.
Fox Rothschild LLP -
997 Lenox Drive, Bldg. 3
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648

Paul F. Forshay, Esq.

Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, LLP
700 Sixth Streat, N.W. Suite 700
Washington, DC 20001-0100

Michael A. Gruin, Esq.
STEVENS & LEE, P.C.
17 N. 2nd St., 16th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Linda R. Evers, Esq.
STEVENS & LEE, P.C.

111 N. Sixth Street
Reading, PA 19603-0679

Stephen W. Chriss

Senior Manager, Energy
Reguiatory Affairs

Waimart

2001 Southeast 10th St.
Bentonville, AR 72718-5530

Janine G. Bauer, Esq. _
Szaferman, Lankind, Blumstein,
& Blader, P.C.

101 Grovers Mill Road

Suite 200

Lawrenceville, NJ 08648

Michael Selvagyi, Esq.
Township Attorney- Tewksbury
Courter, Kobert & Cohen

1001 Route 517

Hacketstown, NJ 07840
mselvaggi@ckclaw.com

Mr. Jesse Landon

Tewksbury Township Administrator
169 Old Turnpike Road

Califon, NJ 07380
iwlandon@tewksbury.net

Robert A. Weishaar, Jr., Esg.
McNees Waillace & Nurick LLC
777 N. Capital St., NE

Suite 401

Washington, DC 20002-4292

Tracey Thayer, Esq.

New Jersey Natural Gas Co.
1415 Wyckoff Road

P.O. Box 1464

Wall, NJ 07719

Martin C. Rothfelder, Esq.
PSEG Services Corporation
80 Park Plaza, T5G
Newark, NJ 07102

Evelyn Liebman

Assoc. State Director for Advocacy
AARP NJ Forrestal Village

101 Rockingham Row

Princeton, NJ 08450

Jim Dieterle

NJ State Director

AARP NJ Forrestal Village
1061 Rockingham Row
Princeton, NJ 08450

Anthony R. Francioso, Esq.
Fornaro & Francioso

98 Franklin Corner Road
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648
afrancioso@fornarpfrancioso.com

Matthew J. Giacobbe, Esq.
Wayne Township Attorney
475 Valley Road

Wayne, NJ 07470-3586
maiacobbe@cgailaw.com

Ms. Nancy Gage

West Milford Township Administrator
1480 Union Valley Road

West Milford, NJ 07480

twpadministrator@westmilford.org
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Fred Samrau, Esg, Anthony J. Zarillo, Jr.

Dorsey & Semrau : Bevan, Mosca, Giuditta & Zarillo
714 Main Street 222 Mount Airy Road — Suite 200
.0. Box 228 : Basking Ridge, NJ 07920-2335
Boonton, NJ 07005 azarillo@bmgzlaw.com

fsemrau@dorseysemrau.com
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