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I. STATEMENT  
1. On September 11, 2014, The Boulder Lift, LLC (Boulder Lift or Applicant), filed a verified Application for Permanent Authority to Extend Current Operations Under Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity PUC No. 55778.  That filing commenced this Proceeding.  

2. On September 19, 2014, Applicant filed a supplement to the September 11, 2014 filing.  Unless the context indicates otherwise, reference in this Interim Decision to the Application is to the September 11, 2014 filing as supplemented on September 19, 2014.  

3. On October 29, 2014, by Minute Order, the Commission referred this Proceeding to an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ).  This Proceeding is assigned to the undersigned ALJ.  

4. Colorado Cab Company LLC, doing business as Boulder SuperShuttle (SuperShuttle), timely intervened and is a party in this Proceeding.  

5. The Parties are Applicant and SuperShuttle.  Each is represented by legal counsel in this Proceeding.  

6. The procedural history of this Proceeding is set out in Decision No. R14-1315-I
 and in Decision No. R14-1409-I
 and is repeated here as necessary to put this Interim Decision in context.  

II. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  

7. There are a number of rulings and filings that are pertinent to the pending Motion to Strike the Intervention of Colorado Jitney.
  To provide the necessary background, the ALJ first details relevant aspects of the procedural history of this Proceeding.  

A.
Current Procedural Posture of this Proceeding.   

8. On November 25, 2014, by Decision No. R14-1409-I and as pertinent here, the ALJ scheduled a January 9, 2015 evidentiary hearing and established the procedural schedule in this matter.  

9. In accordance with the procedural schedule, Boulder Lift filed its Witness and Exhibit List on December 16, 2014.  Copies of its proposed exhibits accompanied that filing.  Pursuant to the procedural schedule and not later than December 23, 2014, Applicant was to file its corrected list of witnesses and copies of corrected exhibits; Applicant made no filing.  

10. In accordance with the procedural schedule, SuperShuttle filed its Witness and Exhibit List on December 23, 2014.  Copies of its proposed exhibits accompanied that filing.  Pursuant to the procedural schedule and not later than December 29, 2014, SuperShuttle was to file its corrected list of witnesses and copies of corrected exhibits; SuperShuttle made no filing.  

11. Although not yet permitted to intervene and therefore not yet designated an intervenor (as discussed below), Colorado Jitney, LLC, doing business as Colorado Jitney (Colorado Jitney), filed its Witness and Exhibit List on December 22, 2014.
  Copies of its proposed exhibits accompanied that filing.  Pursuant to the procedural schedule and not later than December 29, 2014, Colorado Jitney (if an intervenor) was to file its corrected list of witnesses and copies of corrected exhibits; Colorado Jitney made no filing.  

12. Pursuant to the procedural schedule and not later than January 2, 2015, the Parties were to file any settlement or stipulation reached.  The Parties made no filing.  

13. This matter is ready for hearing.  The hearing will be held as scheduled on January 9, 2015.  

B.
Previous Filings and Rulings Pertaining to Colorado Jitney.  

14. The intervention period in this Proceeding expired on October 23, 2014.  

15. On October 22, 2014, Colorado Jitney filed in this Proceeding a document intervening in a separate and unrelated Commission proceeding.
  Although informed by Commission Staff of the erroneous filing, Colorado Jitney did not correct its error within the intervention period established in the instant matter.  As a result, Colorado Jitney did not file an intervention as of right or a motion for permission to intervene in this Proceeding within the established 30-day intervention period.
  

16. On October 29, 2014, Colorado Jitney filed (in one document) a Request for Waiver in Order to Permissively Intervene, or Alternatively Motions to Supplement its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.  On the same date, Colorado Jitney filed (in a separate document) its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.
  Both filings were made by Bradley J. Doran, who is President of Colorado Jitney and who appears not to be an attorney.
  

17. On November 3, 2014, by Decision No. R14-1327-I,
 the ALJ informed the Parties and Colorado Jitney that she would treat the October 29, 2014 Request for Waiver in Order to Permissively Intervene as a motion for leave to file an intervention out of time.  The ALJ also stated that response to the October 29, 2014 filings -- both the motion for leave to intervene out of time and the alternative motions -- was due not later than November 12, 2014.  Finally, the ALJ noted that Rule 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-1-1400
 governs the October 29, 2014 filings and includes Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1400(d), which provides:  “The Commission may deem a failure to file a response as a confession of the motion.”  

18. No response was filed to either October 29, 2014 filing.  

19. On November 18, 2014, by Decision No. R14-1386, the ALJ made two rulings.  

In the first ruling, the ALJ addressed the procedural aspects of the October 29, 2014 filings and permitted Colorado Jitney to file its October 29, 2014 motion for leave to 

20. intervene out of time.  Decision No. R14-1386 at ¶ 9 and Ordering Paragraphs No. 4 and No. 5.  This ruling was a necessary prerequisite to consideration of the substance of Colorado Jitney’s then-pending October 29, 2014 Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right and Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention.  

21. In the second ruling, the ALJ addressed the substance of Colorado Jitney’s 
then-pending October 29, 2014 Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right and Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention.
  The ALJ analyzed that filing in light of 
Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1405 which governs intervention.  For the reasons stated in Decision No. R14-1386 at ¶¶ 11-20, the ALJ found that the Rule requirements were not met and denied Colorado Jitney’s October 29, 2014 Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right and Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention.  The ALJ stated:  

 
For the foregoing reasons, the ALJ finds that Colorado Jitney is not an intervenor in and should be dismissed from this Proceeding.  This ruling ends Colorado Jitney’s participation in this Proceeding.  As a result, the ALJ will dismiss Colorado Jitney by recommended decision.  

Decision No. R14-1386 at ¶ 21.  Decision No. R14-1386 at Ordering Paragraphs No. 7 and 8 advised Colorado Jitney of its right to file exceptions to Decision No. R14-1386 and the process by which to file exceptions.  
22. Review of the certificate of service shows that, on November 18, 2014, Decision No. R14-1386 was served on Colorado Jitney and on its President, Bradley J. Doran.  

23. Review of the Commission file in this Proceeding establishes that Colorado Jitney did not file exceptions to Decision No. R14-1386 and that the Commission sua sponte did not stay that recommended decision.  

24. Review of the Commission file in this Proceeding establishes that Colorado Jitney did not seek an extension of time within which to file exceptions to Decision No. R14-1386 and that the Commission sua sponte did not extend the time for filing exceptions to that recommended decision.  

25. On December 8, 2014 and pursuant to § 40-6-109(4), C.R.S., and Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1505(a), Decision No. R14-1386 became a decision of the Commission.  As of that date, Colorado Jitney could have filed an application for reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 pursuant to § 40-6-114, C.R.S., and Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1506(d).  Decision No. R14-1386 at Ordering Paragraph No. 7.a) informed Colorado Jitney that it could seek reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing.  

26. Review of the Commission file in this Proceeding establishes that Colorado Jitney did not seek reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 and that the Commission sua sponte did not undertake reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of that decision.  

27. Review of the Commission file in this Proceeding establishes that Colorado Jitney did not seek an extension of time within which to seek reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 and that the Commission sua sponte did not extend the time for seeking reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of filing exceptions of that decision.  

28. On December 29, 2014,
 the time within which to seek reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 expired.  Decision No. R14-1386 is administratively final.  
C.
Motion to Strike Intervention of Colorado Jitney.  

29. On November 25, 2014, Colorado Jitney filed its Intervention by Right to Permanent Authority Application (November 25 filing).  In the November 25 filing, Colorado Jitney neither refers to nor mentions Decision No. R14-1386 issued on November 18, 2015.  This is the first filing made by Colorado Jitney’s legal counsel.  

30. Given that Decision No. R14-1386 dismissed Colorado Jitney from this Proceeding, the November 25 filing was made by a non-party in this Proceeding.  Given the absence of a motion for leave to intervene out of time, the November 25 filing did not seek an order permitting Colorado Jitney to intervene out of time.  For these reasons, there was no action to take on the November 25 filing.  

31. On December 22, 2014, Colorado Jitney (which is not a party in this Proceeding) filed its Witness and Exhibit List and copies of its proposed exhibits.  This is the second filing made by Colorado Jitney’s legal counsel.  

On December 30, 2014, Applicant filed a Motion to Strike the Intervention of Colorado Jitney (Motion to Strike).  As good cause for granting the Motion to Strike, Applicant makes this procedural argument:  (a) Decision No. R14-1386 dismissed Colorado Jitney from this Proceeding, and Colorado Jitney has not addressed that decision; (b) Colorado Jitney is on 

32. notice that it must intervene within the specified intervention period or show good cause for a request to intervene out of time, citing Decision No. R11-1228 which denied Colorado Jitney’s late-filed intervention;
 (c) despite being on notice that good cause must be shown, the November 25 filing neither requests permission to intervene out of time nor shows good cause for permitting Colorado Jitney to intervene out of time; and (d) as an experienced transportation carrier, Colorado Jitney is knowledgeable about the applicable Commission rules, including those pertaining to intervention, and should be held to those rules.  
33. As good cause for granting the Motion to Strike, Applicant also makes this substantive argument:  

Jitney’s current authority, found under [Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity No.] 55785, only allows it to operate scheduled service and 
call-and-demand limousine service.  In light of the fact that Applicant is not seeking to expand its limousine service, that it does not possess or seek scheduled service, and that Applicant has or is seeking shuttle, charter and sightseeing service, while Jitney has none of those, Jitney has no standing as an intervenor and there is no overlapping authority.  

Motion to Strike at ¶ 17.  
34. On January 5, 2015, Colorado Jitney filed its Response in Opposition to Motion to Strike its Intervention (Response).  In that filing, Colorado Jitney asks that the Motion to Strike be denied and that Colorado Rule of Civil Procedure 11 (Rule 11) sanctions be imposed on Boulder Lift.
  

As support for the request that the Motion to Strike be denied, Colorado Jitney makes this argument:  (a) Decision No. R14-1386 at Ordering Paragraph No. 5 “authorizes 

35. [Colorado Jitney] ‘to file out of time and in one document its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right...” (Response at 2); (b) because no exceptions were taken, Decision No. R14-1386 became a Commission decision on December 8, 2014 and was effective as of that date; (c) Colorado Jitney’s “intervention by right was filed on November 25, 2014, which date was prior to the date on which Decision R14-1386 became effective, [and, thus,] it is beyond cavil that the intervention was timely filed” (Response at 2); (d) no application for reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 was filed; and, thus, on December 28, 2014, “all of Applicant’s rights to an administrative appeal of Decision R14-1386 granting [Colorado Jitney] permission to file an intervention out of time expired” (id.); and 
(e) as a result, the Motion to Strike, which was filed on December 30, 2014, is a collateral attack on a final Commission decision (i.e., Decision No. R14-1386) that is impermissible pursuant to 
§ 40-6-112(2), C.R.S.  
36. Colorado Jitney also asserts:  (a) Applicant apparently disagrees with Decision No. R14-1386 to the extent the Decision permits Colorado Jitney to file an intervention out of time; and (b) if it disagreed with Decision No. R14-1386, Applicant should have filed exceptions or sought reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing.  
37. Because Applicant failed to avail itself of its opportunities to raise its concerns about Decision No. R14-1386 and because Decision No. R14-1386 is administratively final, Colorado Jitney concludes that Applicant is precluded from moving to strike Colorado Jitney’s intervention, which was filed in accordance with Decision No. R14-1386.  

38. In the Response, Colorado Jitney does not address Applicant’s procedural objections that Colorado Jitney did not file a motion and has failed to show good cause for its attempt to intervene out of time.  In the Response, Colorado Jitney does not address Applicant’s substantive objection that Colorado Jitney has no standing to intervene as of right because there is no overlapping authority.  

39. For the following reasons, the ALJ will grant the Motion to Strike and will strike the November 25 filing.  

40. First, Colorado Jitney’s argument is unpersuasive because it rests on a misreading or misunderstanding of Ordering Paragraph No. 5 in Decision No. R14-1386.
  Colorado Jitney omits critical language from its quotation of Ordering Paragraph No. 5.  Colorado Jitney also fails to consider that Ordering Paragraph in the context of Decision No. R14-1386 in its entirety.  

41. As written, Ordering Paragraph No. 5 of Decision No. R14-1386 states:  

 
Colorado Jitney, LLC, doing business as Colorado Jitney, is permitted to file out of time and in one document its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.  

(Italics supplied.)  When it quotes Ordering Paragraph No. 5 in the Response, Colorado Jitney omits the italicized language from the quotation.  This omission conveys the impression that Ordering Paragraph No. 5 permits Colorado Jitney to make a future filing entitled “Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right” when, as discussed above, that Ordering Paragraph permits Colorado Jitney to file the October 29, 2014 document entitled “Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.”  

Ordering Paragraph No. 5 implements Ordering Paragraph No. 4, which states:  “Consistent with the discussion above, Colorado Jitney, LLC, doing business as Colorado 

42. Jitney’s motion for leave to file an intervention out of time is granted.”  (Emphasis supplied.)  Pursuant to Decision No. R14-1327-I, the ALJ treated as a motion for leave to file an intervention out of time the Request for Waiver in Order to Permissively Intervene, or Alternatively Motions to Supplement its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing filed on October 29, 2014 by Colorado Jitney.  

43. Ordering Paragraphs No. 4 and No. 5 must be read together and must be read in the context of the referenced “discussion above,” which states:  


A.
Motion for Leave to Intervene Out of Time.  
* * *  
 
The ALJ finds that the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time states good cause; that the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time is unopposed; that the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time has been confessed; and that granting the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time will not prejudice any party.  The ALJ will grant the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time and will permit Colorado Jitney to file, in one document and out of time, its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.  
 
The ALJ now turns to the substantive filing made on October 29, 2014.  

B.
Colorado Jitney’s Intervention as of Right and Alternative 


Motion for Permission Intervention.  
 
On October 29, 2014, Colorado Jitney filed (in one document) its Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.  For the reasons discussed below, the ALJ concludes that Colorado Jitney is not an intervenor as of right; that the Colorado Jitney Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention should be denied; and that Colorado Jitney is not a party in and should be dismissed from this Proceeding.  
Decision No. R14-1386 at ¶¶ 9-11 (bolded headings in original; emphasis supplied).  
44. As a result of failing to consider Decision No. R14-1386 in its entirety and disregarding Ordering Paragraph No. 4, Colorado Jitney based its argument on a too-narrow reading of an incompletely-quoted Ordering Paragraph No. 5.  Colorado Jitney’s interpretation of Decision No. R14-1386 is incorrect and offers no support for its attempt to intervene out of time in this Proceeding.  

45. Second, because the November 25 filing is not authorized by Decision 
No. R14-1386, the ALJ considers the November 25 filing as a stand-alone filing to intervene out of time.  

46. As discussed above, in Decision No. R14-1386, the ALJ ruled on -- and granted -- the motion for leave to file an intervention out of time that Colorado Jitney filed on October 29, 2014.  The ALJ then denied the intervention late-filed on October 29, 2024.  As a result, if Colorado Jitney now wishes to intervene out of time (as evidenced by the November 25 filing), it must file a motion for leave to file an intervention out of time.  

47. In the November 25 filing, Colorado Jitney neither cites to nor mentions Decision No. R14-1386 issued on November 18, 2014.  In the November 25 filing, Colorado Jitney does not seek permission to intervene out of time.  In the November 25 filing, Colorado Jitney fails to recognize, let alone address, the extensive procedural history of this Proceeding that precedes and directly affects its November 25 attempt to intervene.  Rather, the November 25 filing is in all respects the type of document that Colorado Jitney could have filed -- but failed to file -- within the intervention period that expired on October 23, 2014.  

48. In the Motion to Strike, Boulder Lift raises procedural objections to the November 25 filing as an attempt to intervene out of time; these are discussed above.  In the Response, Colorado Jitney fails to address these procedural objections.  

49. The ALJ will not grant Colorado Jitney permission to intervene out of time when, as here, Colorado Jitney has not made a motion and has not shown good cause for granting intervention at this late stage in the Proceeding.  In addition, the ALJ finds Boulder Lift’s procedural objections to be persuasive and agrees with Boulder Lift that the circumstances discussed in Decision No. R11-1228 and those in this Proceeding are similar.  Moreover, the ALJ finds persuasive, and applicable here, ALJ Adams’s rationale for denying Colorado Jitney permission to intervene out of time in Proceeding No. 11A-732CP:  

...  [The applicant in that case] noted Colorado Jitney’s failure to timely request intervention and opposed late intervention.  It is also noted that Colorado Jitney is an incumbent carrier charged with knowledge of the Commission’s rules and portions of Title 40, C.R.S.[,] applicable to authorized transportation carriers.  Colorado Jitney inherently has an interest in protecting any authority held.  

 
The Notice [of Application Filed] clearly established an intervention deadline.  Colorado Jitney missed that deadline without any stated recognition or cause.  ...  

 
The late requested intervention cannot stand in the face of opposition ... without good cause shown.  To permit late intervention based upon potential harm, particularly in the face of objection, would render the notice period meaningless.  ...  

Decision No. R11-1228 at ¶¶ 11-13.  Finally, in accordance with Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1400(d), the ALJ considers Colorado Jitney’s failure to respond to the procedural objections to be a confession of this basis for the Motion to Strike.  

50. The ALJ finds that the procedural grounds already discussed are sufficient to support granting the Motion to Strike.  Although not necessary for her ruling on the Motion to Strike, for completeness the ALJ will address the additional basis for the motion.  

51. In the Motion to Strike, Boulder Lift raises the substantive argument and assertion that there is no overlapping authority; this is discussed above.  In the Response, Colorado Jitney fails to address the substantive argument and assertion.  In accordance with Rule 4 CCR 
723-1-1400(d), the ALJ considers Colorado Jitney’s failure to respond to this substantive objection and assertion to be a confession of this basis for the Motion to Strike.  

52. For the foregoing reasons, the ALJ concludes that the Motion to Strike will be granted and the November 25 filing will be stricken.  The effect of this ruling is:  absent further order, Colorado Jitney is not a party and may not participate in the evidentiary hearing.  
53. The evidentiary hearing in this Proceeding is scheduled for January 9, 2015, three days from the date of this Interim Decision.  The ALJ will not certify this Interim Decision as immediately appealable to the Commission because, pursuant to Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1502(b),  

any person aggrieved may challenge the matters determined in an interim decision in exceptions to a recommended decision or in an application for [reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing] of a Commission decision.  
If it chooses to do so, Colorado Jitney may seek review of this Interim Decision by means of exceptions following issuance of a recommended decision in this Proceeding.  

III. ORDER  
A. It Is Ordered That:  
1. Consistent with the discussion above, the Motion to Strike the Intervention of Colorado Jitney, which motion was filed on December 30, 2014, is granted.  

2. The Intervention by Right to Permanent Authority Application filed on November 25, 2015 is stricken.  

3. The Parties are held to the advisements in Interim Decisions issued in this Proceeding.  
4. This Interim Decision is effective immediately.  

	(S E A L)
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


MANA L. JENNINGS-FADER
________________________________
                     Administrative Law Judge




�  That Interim Decision was issued on October 30, 2014 in this Proceeding.  Review of the certificate of service shows that the Interim Decision was served on Colorado Jitney, LLC, doing business as Colorado Jitney, and on Bradley J. Doran, President of Colorado Jitney.  


�  That Interim Decision was issued on November 25, 2014 in this Proceeding.  Review of the certificate of service shows that the Interim Decision was served on Colorado Jitney, LLC, doing business as Colorado Jitney, and on Bradley J. Doran, President of Colorado Jitney.  


�  This motion is discussed infra.  


�  This filing was made by legal counsel for Colorado Jitney.  


�  This document contains the caption of Proceeding No. 14A-0871CP, In the Matter of the Application of eTuk Denver, LLC for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Operate as a Common Carrier for Hire, and addresses the substance of that application.  This filing was made by Bradley J. Doran, President of Colorado Jitney.  


� Review of the October 29, 2014 Minute Order that referred this matter to an ALJ shows that the Commission referred to the ALJ a document filed on October 22, 2014 and entitled “Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention by Right, Alternative Motion for Permissive Intervention, Opposition to Application, and Request for Hearing.”  This appears to be the Colorado Jitney filing the substance of which references the wrong proceeding.  In referring this filing to an ALJ, the Commission simply sent the document to the ALJ for consideration and ruling; there is no indication that the Commission considered in any way the referred October 22, 2014 document.  


�  This document contains the correct caption and addresses the substance of the Boulder Lift Application.  


�  Although not an attorney, Mr. Doran, when making a filing on behalf of Colorado Jitney, is held to the same standards as those to which attorneys are held.  See, e.g., People v. Romero, 694 P.2d 1256, 1266 (Colo. 1985) (“[b]y electing to represent himself [in a criminal proceeding,] the defendant subjected himself to the same �rules, procedures, and substantive law applicable to a licensed attorney.  A pro se defendant cannot legitimately expect the court to deviate from its role of impartial arbiter and [to] accord preferential treatment to a litigant simply because of the exercise of the constitutional right of self-representation”); Negron v. Golder, 111 P.3d 538, 541 (Colo. App. 2004) (same); Loomis v. Seely, 677 P.2d 400, 402 (Colo. App. 1983) (“If a litigant, for whatever reason, presents his own case to the court, he is bound by the same rules of procedure and evidence as bind those who are admitted to practice law before the courts of this state.  [Citation omitted.]  A judge may not become a surrogate attorney for a pro se litigant.”).  These standards apply in adjudicatory matters before the Commission.  


�  That Interim Decision was issued on November 3, 2014 in this Proceeding.  Review of the certificate of service shows that the Interim Decision was served on Colorado Jitney.  


�  This Rule is found in the Rules of Practice and Procedure, Part 1 of 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723.  


�  The Request for Hearing contained in the October 29, 2014 filing presumes that Colorado Jitney is an intervenor, either as of right or by permission.  In Decision No. R14-1386, the ALJ did not address this portion of the October 29, 2014 filing.  When she denied the intervention as of right and the alternative motion for permission intervention, the ALJ perforce denied Colorado Jitney’s request for hearing because, as a non-party, Colorado Jitney cannot request a hearing in this matter.  


� The 20-day period within which to seek reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision �No. R14-1386 expired on Sunday, December 28, 2014.  In accordance with Rule 4 CCR 723-1-1203(a), the period for filing an application for reconsideration, reargument, or rehearing of Decision No. R14-1386 was extended to the close of the next Commission business day.  


�  That Decision was issued on November 15, 2011 in Proceeding No. 11A-732CP.  In the Motion to Strike at ¶ 11, Applicant cites the Decision as “2011 WL 6094773 (Colo. P.U.C.)” and fails to provide the Decision number.  The ALJ does not have access to West Law but was able to obtain the Decision using other means.  


�  Because the ALJ grants the Motion to Strike, the ALJ does not address the request for Rule 11 sanctions.  


�  The rulings in that Decision are discussed supra in the context of the previous filings and rulings pertaining to Colorado Jitney  
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