
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 
ex rel. STEPHEN M. SHEA and  )
2PROBE LLC, )
  )  

Plaintiffs,  ) CIVIL ACTION NO.
v.  ) 07-CV0111 (GK)

 )
VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS, INC.  )
                                                   )

Defendant. )
_________________________________________ )

 
UNITED STATES’ RESPONSE TO RELATORS’ MOTION FOR

RELATOR SHARE AWARD

Introduction

This action settled in February 2011 for about $93.5 million. When it became clear that

the Government and the Relators would not be able to agree on Relators’ share and that judicial

resolution would be required, the Government paid the relators $13,725,000 (about 15 percent of

$91.5 million) as an advance on the ultimate relator share award.  On July 27, 2011, the Relators,

concluding that an award of $13,725,000 was insufficient, filed a Motion for Relator Share

Award seeking an additional $7,480,000, for a total requested award of over $21 million (22

percent of $96,525,411, which is the sum of the $93,525,411 False Claims Act (FCA), 31 U.S.C.

§3729 et seq., settlement plus a $3 million recovery provided in 2008 for SUSF).1

Relators’ introduction to their memorandum in support explains that:

1  Prior to the FCA settlement, Defendant provided compensation of $3 million to the
Government for State Universal Service Fund (SUSF) mischarges that it identified to the
Government (discussed below) and that also were alleged in the Relators’ complaint, although
Defendant was not aware of the Relators’ allegations at the time of its payment.  The $3 million
refund or credit was not a FCA settlement; it was an administrative overcharge adjustment by
Defendant.  However, the subsequent FCA settlement included this item in its release.
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There are three issues to be decided in this motion: (1) what
percentage of the total proceeds should be awarded to Relator Shea
for his contributions to securing the recovery for the United States,
(2) should Relator Shea receive a share of the $1,322,248 for the
“GMS Fee” recovered by the United States 2 in this action and
released as part of the settlement; (3) should Relator Shea receive
an award for the additional $3 million recovered by the General
Services Administration (GSA) in 2008 for State Universal Service
Fund charges.

Relators contributed to the Government's recovery by initiating this civil action. 

However, they made only modest contributions to the actual prosecution of the case.  Under the

FCA, a relator is guaranteed 15 percent of any proceeds recovered from a successful qui tam

action he or she filed.  This 15 percent recovery assumes that the relator possessed and disclosed

to the Government sufficient information about fraud to lead to a recovery by the Government. 

Whether a relator is entitled to an additional recovery depends on "the extent to which the

[relator] substantially contributed to the prosecution of the case."  31 U.S.C. § 3730(d)(1). 

While the Act does not define "substantial contribution," the Act's legislative history suggests

that courts should consider (1) the helpfulness of the relator's information, and (2) the role the

relator actually played in the Government's prosecution and recovery efforts.    

Against this backdrop, the Relators have failed to provide the Court with a basis to award

much above the statutory minimum.  The relators had no first-hand knowledge of Verizon’s

billing under the FTS2001 contracts.  Although they outlined potential misconduct based upon

an assumption that Verizon billed the Government for taxes and surcharges similar to how it

2  Relators’ complaint did not allege that Verizon improperly included GSA Management
Service (GMS) fee payments in its base for determining the invoiced tax and surcharge amounts. 
Verizon disclosed this billing practice during the Government’s investigation.  See Declaration
of Shannon McKinzie, General Services Administration (GSA), Office of Inspector General
(OIG) Auditor, attached as Exhibit 1; ¶14.

2
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billed its commercial customers, Relators provided few details to the Government and certainly

not enough information for the Government to successfully prosecute a FCA suit.  Finally, due to

a substantial Government investigation and settlement of the matter before litigation began, the

Relators’ participation in the action after filing was not significant in comparison to many other

cases where years of litigation and trial follow the Government’s intervention.

In light of the Relators’ modest contributions to the actual prosecution of this case, the

Government respectfully recommends that the Relators receive a 16 percent share of the

$93,525,411 settlement proceeds minus the GMS Fee amount of $1,322,248.  Sixteen percent of

$92,203,163 equals $14,752,506.  The Government also suggests that the relators receive 15

percent of the SUSF payment of $3 million, or $450,000.  Subtracting the amount already paid to

the Relators, $13,725,000, would result in an additional recovery of $1,477,506 for the Relators.

Relators’ Complaint

Stephen M. Shea and his limited liability company, 2Probe LLC, alleged that Verizon

Communications, Inc., and its predecessor, MCI, Inc., knowingly included certain Federal, state,

and local taxes and surcharges in invoices submitted under the General Services

Administration’s FTS2001 Contract, No. GS00T99NRD2002 and FTS2001 Bridge Contract, No.

GS00T06NSD0001, in violation of applicable contract and Federal Acquisition Regulation

(FAR) provisions.  Shea, through 2Probe LLC, is a consultant who provides billing services to

private-sector clients on their telecommunications contracts with Verizon and other service

providers.  Shea obtained from Defendant’s website a copy of the FTS2001 contract, which

incorporated by reference Defendant’s pricing proposal.  Relators identified reimbursable and

non-reimbursable taxes and surcharges under the contract, and alleged that Defendant included

3

Case 1:07-cv-00111-GK   Document 66    Filed 09/19/11   Page 3 of 16



non-reimbursable taxes and surcharges in invoices under the FTS2001 contracts.3  Their

complaint alleges further that:

81.  Relator has reason to believe, and on that basis alleges, that
Verizon Business also uses the same billing platform that it uses
for its business customers to bill the United States without
modifying its systems to reflect the terms of the FTS2001 Contract
or the FTS2001 Bridge Contract.

(Emphasis added.)  Thus, Relators alleged, upon information and belief, that Defendant

submitted claims for taxes and surcharges that are not separately reimbursable under the

contracts, i.e., false claims, by using the “same billing platform” for Government billing that it

used for commercial billing.  See Complaint ¶ 81.  Relators did not allege the particulars of the

general billing scheme, the “‘who, what, when, where, and how’ of the alleged fraud.”  United

States ex rel. Willard v. Humana Health Plan of Texas Inc., 336 F.3d 375, 384 (5th Cir. 2003). 

Nor did the Relators’ complaint allege any evidence that Defendant possessed knowledge of the

3   Their complaint alleges that: 

70.  On or about August 13, 2004, Relator Shea received an MCI
document that purported to show "the taxes and surcharges that the
Federal Government is responsible for."

71.  The surcharges prepared by MCI were characterized as "a list
of taxes that the Government must pay."  These charges included
Federal Regulatory Fee surcharges, state sales, excise and utility
taxes; and surcharges based on the following state and local fees,
contributions and taxes assessed on the carrier: public utility
commission fees, state universal service fund and high cost fund
contributions; state "deaf taxes;" state and local gross receipts
taxes; business license fees; 911 taxes; tele-relay service charges;
ad valorem taxes; business, occupational and franchise taxes.

In paragraphs 72 through 78, Relators allege that these surcharges are “not permitted” under the
FAR Regulations, the FTS2001 Contract, or the FTS2001 Bridge Contract.

4
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falsity of their claims at the time they were submitted for payment.  In essence, the Relators’

complaint was a guess, an educated guess, but a guess nonetheless that Defendant was billing the

Government for unallowable costs.

The absence of such details is not surprising, as Relators were not privy to information

about Defendant’s contracts with GSA or other Government agencies.  According to the

complaint, the Relators possessed knowledge of Defendant’s billing practices for some

commercial customers.  The Relators, however, did not possess knowledge of Defendant’s

billing practices for its Government customers, in particular those receiving service under the

FTS2001 contracts.  Moreover, highlighting the Relators’ lack of knowledge of how Defendant

actually was billing the Government, the Relators alleged many mischarges that GSA’s audit

determined were not accurate.  See Exhibit 1 ( McKinzie Decl.) at ¶ 5.

I. Relators Should be Awarded 16 Per Cent

 The FCA qui tam provisions are designed to encourage those with knowledge of fraud

against the Government to bring it to the fore.  Thus, a financial incentive is provided.  See

United States ex rel. John Doe v. John Doe Corp., 960 F.2d 318, 321 (2d Cir. 1992).  The size of

the financial incentive is tied to the nature of the fraud reported, to the relationship between the

relator and the Government, and to the specific circumstances of the ensuing investigation and

litigation.  See, e.g., United States ex rel. DeCarlo v. Kiewit/AFC Enters., Inc., 937 F. Supp.

1039, 1045 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (citing 31 U.S.C. § 3730(d)(1)).  

Percentage awards above 15 percent occur only when the relator goes above and beyond

the minimum requirement of filing an action that leads to a recovery by the Government, and

substantially contributes to the prosecution of the action, without harming the Government's

5
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efforts in any way.  Awards at the upper end of the relator share range are thus best restricted to

only those cases which proceed to litigation and trial.  See, e.g., United States ex rel. Coughlin v.

International Business Machines Corp., 992 F.Supp. 137, 142 (N.D.N.Y. 1998).  

In this matter, the Government's claims against Verizon were settled while the case was

under seal, prior to any litigation with Verizon.  Thus, a high percentage share would not be

warranted here. 

A. Relators Did Not Substantially Contribute to the Settlement

The Relators did not substantially contribute to the Government’s settlement with the

Defendant.  Relators’ brief, on page 2, states that:

Mr. Shea provided the Government with the critical “insider” MCI
document that cracked open the fraud and showed the illegal
surcharges submitted to the United States.  Mr. Shea obtained this
document as part of his independent, pre-filing investigation and
submitted it with his disclosure of material evidence in early 2007.

The document referred to here is Exhibit B to Relators’ Brief.  It is an email to Mr. Shea dated

August 13, 2004.4  Relators explain that:

What Mr. Shea discovered – and used as the primary basis of the
allegations in his Complaint – was an “insider” MCI document.
Shea Decl. ¶¶ 17-20; Declaration of Colette G. Matzzie ¶¶ 2,6,
Exhibit B. Mr. Shea received the document from a MCI contact.
The MCI document purported to show “the taxes and surcharges
that the Federal Government is responsible for.” Through review
of this “insider” document, Mr. Shea came to understand that MCI
was imposing far more surcharges than it was permitted to do so
under the FTS Contract or the FARs. These charges included
Federal Regulatory Fee surcharges, state sales, excise and utility
taxes; and surcharges based on the following state and local fees,
contributions and taxes assessed on the carrier: public utility

4  Apparently, the Relators knew of the unallowable billings for over two years before
notifying the Government.

6
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commission fees, state universal service fund and high cost fund
contributions; state “deaf taxes;” state and local gross receipts
taxes; business license fees; 911 taxes; tele-relay service charges;
ad valorem taxes; business, occupational and franchise taxes.  Id.

The list of taxes and surcharges was provided to the Government by Defendant in a

contractually-required submission known as Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL) 0197,

dated April 22, 2005, prior to Relators’ filing of their complaint in January 2007.  See Exhibit 1;

¶2. Other CDRL0197s were submitted by the contractor during the contract.  Id.  Thus, Mr.

Shea’s “critical” and “insider” document did not disclose any information that was not already in

the Government’s possession.5

Relators’ lack of information required an extensive Government investigation of the

allegations.  From the “information and belief” allegations presented, the Government had

insufficient information upon which to make a decision regarding intervention.  As described in

the McKinzie Declaration, the Government conducted a sample audit of six (6) months of billing

data, see Exhibit 1, ¶¶8-9, then obtained by subpoena ten (10) years of data and documents.  See

Exhibit 1, ¶10.  Because the Relators provided no new information about Defendant’s billing

under the contract, the Government was required to investigate the possibility of overbilling

starting with information from a previous investigation, see Exhibit 1, ¶3, rather than from

5  Relators argue that:

Mr. Shea focused the Government’s investigation on the “ad
valorem/property surcharge” and the “Federal Regulatory Fees/
Common Carrier” surcharges which eventually constituted over
80% of the damages recovered in the 2011 settlement.

These surcharges were among those identified by Defendant in their CDRL0197 submissions. 
See Exhibit 1.

7
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anything provided by the Relators.  See Exhibit 1, ¶4.  And, as noted above, the Government

spent considerable time investigating allegations (guesses, really) that turned out to be incorrect.

Relators state that they “focused” the Government on the property taxes included by the

contractor in its billing, as property taxes are not directly reimbursable under the FAR provision

incorporated into the FTS2001 contract.  The FTS2001 contract also incorporated MCI’s

proposal, which stated that:

An additional state and local surcharge is imposed for interstate
and international service charged in states that levy a property tax
on MCI WorldCom's interstate property located in the state.  It is
displayed on the customer invoice as "State and Local Surcharge,"
and combined with other surcharges presently imposed in that
state, if any.

Thus, the Relators’ submission identifies a potential ambiguity in the contract, a result of the

inconsistency between the FAR provision and Defendant’s proposal.  Nothing provided by the

Relators, however, supported a finding that Defendant’s inclusion of property taxes in its billing

was knowingly false, in violation of the FCA, instead of an overbilling remediable under the

Equitable Adjustments clause of the FTS2001 contract.

A substantial Government investigation was required to determine whether there were

any potential FCA violations.  See Exhibit 1.  Had Relators provided evidence and information,

not mere speculation, regarding Defendant’s actual billing under the FTS2001 contracts, the

Government would have been able to complete the investigation and settlement efforts in much

less time.  Relators’ complaint and disclosure material were provided to the investigative agency,

GSA-OIG.  The GSA-OIG auditor’s declaration states that:

The GSA OIG reviewed these documents when they were
provided in July 2007, but determined that it was not useful for
audit purposes because it contained no information showing actual

8
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charges to the Government.  As a result, the documents were not
used during the audit because they did not relate to actual charges
imposed on the Government.  The required audit work was first to
determine what was actually charged to the Government and then
determine whether the charges were allowable and computed
properly. 

See Exhibit 1, ¶4.  Actual billing information was not provided by the relators.  Relators’

contribution consisted largely of speculation that Defendant billed its Government customers as

it billed its commercial customers.6  It was the exhaustive efforts of the Government, especially

the GSA-OIG auditor, that uncovered those taxes and surcharge categories that are not

reimbursable by the Government and the amounts associated with those non-reimbursable

charges over a 10-year period.  As the GSA-OIG auditor stated:

At no time did the Relator provide any factual evidence that was
useful in the performance of the audit analysis.

See Exhibit 1, ¶15.  The Relators’ contributions to the Government’s efforts were minimal, and

greatly overstated in their submissions to the Court.

B. Relator's Share of the Proceeds Depends Upon
the Extent of Relator's Contribution to the Case

In seeking an award of $21,230,000, the Relators place significant emphasis upon the

contribution of their counsel.  The Declaration of Colette G. Matzzie sets forth the work

performed by Relators’ counsel in this case.  Docket No. 63-3.  Paragraph 3 of the Matzzie

Declaration states that:

We worked collaboratively with Relator Stephen Shea on this case.

6  Indeed, when the Government proposed approval of the settlement and the Relators
were asked to consent, they initially sought extensive discovery of the Government’s audit and
investigation because they didn’t know which of their allegations were correct or what had been
billed.

9
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Our firm has incurred approximately 1200 hours of attorney and
paralegal time in this action. Our work included legal research
concerning interpretation of the FTS2001 Contract and negotiating
history of contract plus research on the Federal Acquisition
Regulations; review of documents provided by Relator, drafting,
filing and service of complaint and statutory disclosure statement;
interviews of Relator and additional meetings and phone calls from
2007-2010 with Government lawyers, investigators and auditors
including professional staff from the United States Attorney’s
Office, the Department of Justice and the General Services
Administration (GSA); preparation of work product and
memorandum for the Government including factual and legal
issues concerning specific surcharges including ad
valorem/property taxes, franchise fees, gross receipts charges,
Federal Regulatory Fee and Common Carrier Recovery Charge
including extensive research into state and municipal codes and
preparation of an extensive presentation on same and refuting
defendant’s arguments concerning FTS2001 contract and
negotiating history; and miscellaneous research shared with
Government concerning scienter and contract interpretation issues
and bankruptcy.

While the contribution of counsel is entitled to consideration, such contribution should normally

be given minimal weight in determining the scope of the relator’s share.  The qui tam provisions

of the False Claims Act state that:

If the Government proceeds with an action brought by a person
under subsection (b), such person shall . . . receive at least 15
percent but not more than 25 percent of the proceeds of the action
or settlement of the claim, depending upon the extent to which the
person substantially contributed to the prosecution of the action. . .
. Any such person shall also receive an amount for reasonable
expenses which the court finds to have been necessarily incurred,
plus reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. All such expenses, fees,
and costs shall be awarded against the defendant.

31 U.S.C. § 3730(d)(1).  This subsection provides relators with two potential recoveries from a

successful qui tam filing.  In a case in which the Government intervenes, a relator receives a

15-25 percent share from the Government of the Government's proceeds from the action or

10

Case 1:07-cv-00111-GK   Document 66    Filed 09/19/11   Page 10 of 16



settlement, depending upon the extent of the relator's contribution to the case.  In addition, a

relator obtains from the defendant an amount for relator's attorney fees, expenses, and costs.

Because the statute provides for a separate reimbursement mechanism to cover the time

and effort of a relator’s counsel, Congress presumably did not intend for the contribution of

counsel ordinarily to also play a primary role in the analysis of the relator’s share.

Relators already have been paid compensation for the work performed by their counsel

and consultants through a payment made by Verizon.  Docket No. 57.  Although the amount of

this payment has not been disclosed by the parties, given that Relators’ attorney’s fees have

already been compensated in this case, we believe the efforts of Relators’ counsel do not warrant

a high relator share when the Relators’ contributions do not otherwise support one.

II. Relators Are Not Entitled to a Share of the GMS Fee Recovery 

As discussed above, the Relators request a share of “the $1,322,248 for the “GMS Fee”

recovered by the United States in this action and released as part of the settlement.”  The FCA

entitles relators to share in the recovery from a Government action only if that action “proceeds

with” the relators’ qui tam claims.  31 U.S.C. § 3730(d).  If, however, the Government pursues a

factually unrelated claim not contained in a relator’s complaint, the FCA does not entitle the

relator to share in any corresponding recovery.  See, e.g., United States ex rel. Bledsoe v.

Community Health Sys., Inc., 501 F.3d 493, 522 (6th Cir. 2007) (barring relators from sharing in

the government’s settlement of a claim that did not “overlap” factually with relators’ qui tam

claims).  In Bledsoe, the Sixth Circuit denied a qui tam relator the right to recover for a claim of

the same nominal type as a subsequent Government claim, but involving different facts. The qui

tam plaintiff filed a complaint alleging that several defendants had generally “‘miscod[ed] and

11
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upcod[ed] items billed to Medicare and Medicaid.’”  Bledsoe, 501 F.3d at 523. The Government

declined to intervene, and subsequently agreed to a settlement with the defendants concerning

specific acts of miscoding and upcoding not included in the relator’s complaint.  Id. at 499.  The

court of appeals held that, because the qui tam complaint did not “concern the . . . [particular]

codes covered in the Settlement Agreement,” the private relator was not entitled to share in the

Government’s recovery under the FCA.  Id. at 523.  As Bledsoe makes clear, there must be some

“finding of [factual] overlap” between qui tam and Government claims of the same nominal type

before a court may grant a private relator the right to recover a share of the Government’s

proceeds.  Id.

The Supreme Court’s decision in Rockwell Int’l Corp. v. United States, 549 U.S. 457

(2007), adopted analogous reasoning in the context of the FCA’s public disclosure bar.  That bar

prevents a relator from recovering based on his disclosure of publicly available information,

unless the relator is the “original source” of that information.  See 31 U.S.C. § 3730(e)(4).  The

relator in Rockwell filed a complaint alleging that the defendant, a Government contractor, had

created defectively insolid “pondcrete,” a substance used to store and transport toxic pond sludge

from a nuclear weapons facility.  Rockwell, 549 U.S. at 463-64.  The relator claimed that the

pondcrete defect had resulted from the use of faulty piping equipment.  Id. at 464.  The relator

alleged that the contractor had violated the FCA by fraudulently concealing the pondcrete defect,

and its corresponding contamination problems, from the Government.  Id. at 463.

Subsequently, the Government intervened and, in an amended complaint, alleged that the

insolid pondcrete problems had resulted instead from a particular foreman’s alteration of the

pondcrete’s chemical mixture.  The Government won a jury award based on its pondcrete claim,

12
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and the relator demanded a share of the proceeds under the FCA.  The Supreme Court, however,

denied the relator any share because his pondcrete claim involved an entirely different cause of

defective pondcrete — faulty equipment — from the cause that the Government described, a

foreman’s error.  Id. at 475-76.  The Court ruled that this factual distinction rendered the

relator’s claim distinct from the Government’s.  Accordingly, the Court concluded that the

relator was not an “original source” of the Government’s information and had no right of

recovery under the FCA. This case makes clear that a court must examine the underlying facts of

a qui tam action and a Government recovery, and not simply their nominal type, to determine

whether the qui tam claims cover the same cause of action and thus entitle the relator to a share.

In support of Relators’ argument that they are entitled to a share of the Government’s

recovery pertaining to the GMS Fee, Relators state that: 

The 2011 Settlement Agreement includes a payment of $1,322,248
for a GMS Fee. . . . Clearly, that $1.3 million payment is part of
the “proceeds of the action” within the meaning of 31 U.S.C.
§3730(d)(1).  The payment was made in partial recovery of
damages alleged to have been part of the false claims submitted in
Relator’s 2007 Complaint. . . . Although the GMS fee is not
explicitly listed in the Complaint, the Complaint makes clear
reference that there are other surcharges under other names that are
illegally being submitted by Verizon. . . .

Docket No. 63-1, page 23.  Thus, the Relators are requesting a share of a recovery obtained by

the Government for an overbilling not identified in Relators’ Complaint.7  The Government’s

auditor explains that:

The total damages also included amounts for a GSA Management
Service (GMS) fee and a credit received by Government customers

7  On the first page of the Relators’ memo, they acknowledge that the fee was not
specified in their complaint.

13
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related to State Universal Service Fund (SUSF).  Neither the
miscalculation of GMS fee nor the SUSF credit were presented by
the Relator. The GMS fee was first brought to the attention of the
GSA OIG in a July 2008 letter from Verizon.

See Exhibit 1, ¶14.  Defendant notified GSA-OIG of the improper GMS Fee billing in July 2008,

prior to the partial lifting of the seal in this case.  Id.  This is a distinct recovery resulting from

information provided by Defendant before it became aware of Relators’ Complaint.

III. Relators Should Get the Minimum Recovery for the SUSF Refund or Credit 

The Relators’ complaint alleges improper charging for the State Universal Fund

Surcharge.  After the complaint was filed, but before the Government raised the issue with

Defendant, Defendant unilaterally disclosed and repaid $3 million to the Government.  The

Government’s auditor explains that:

The GSA OIG was informed of a credit related to improperly
applied SUSF by the GSA contracting officer, Audrea Michelle
Bullock, who had first been informed of the credit by Verizon in
March 2007.

See Exhibit 1, ¶14.  The SUSF credit arose from Telstar Resource Group, Inc., v. MCI, Inc., 476

F.Supp.2d 261 (S.D.N.Y. 2007), a class action lawsuit against Verizon’s predecessor, MCI.  In

its March 3, 2007, decision, the Telstar court explained that:  

Telstar's second claim alleges that MCI has violated § 202(a) of
the [Federal Communications Act], 47 U.S.C. § 202(a), by
unreasonably discriminating against the plaintiff and putative class
members by surcharging them for both federal and state USFs on
private line and frame relay services while MCI surcharges other
customers only for a state or federal USF, but not both. (Compl.¶¶
34-39.) Telstar further alleges that MCI “reversed, refunded, or
credited back USF surcharges” to some customers who were
double-surcharged, but failed to do so for others. (Id. ¶ 36.)

Id. at 273.  Thus, the Telstar case involved discriminatory charging and crediting of SUSF

14
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surcharges. 

Defendant’s SUSF billing credit was the result of the Telstar litigation, not the Relators’

allegations.  Because the qui tam complaint was under seal in March 2007, and the seal had not

been partially lifted for disclosure to Defendant, the $3 million payment did not arise from the

Relators’ qui tam action because Defendant was unaware of it.  However, as the payment was

made after the qui tam action was filed and the SUSF allegation in the Relators’ complaint was

dismissed as part of the settlement, the Government will not challenge the Relators’ claim to a

share of that repayment.  However, because Relators cannot be said to have made any

contribution to this recovery, the absolute minimum 15 percent should be awarded for it.

Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, the Court should award a relator’s share of $15,202,506,

which is $14,752,506 (16 percent of $92,203,163) plus $450,000 (15 percent of $3,000,000). 

Applying the $13,725,000 credit, the Relators should be awarded an additional $1,477,506.

Respectfully submitted,

TONY WEST 
Assistant Attorney General

 
RONALD C. MACHEN JR., DC Bar #447889
United States Attorney

Dated: September 19, 2011 /S/
DORIS COLES-HUFF (DC Bar # 461437)
Assistant United States Attorney
555 Fourth Street, NW, Rm. E4919
Washington, DC 20530 
(202) 514-7170 

Dated: September 19, 2011 _____________/S/___________________
JOYCE R BRANDA (DC Bar #246363)
ALAN E. KLEINBURD (DC Bar #950196)
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ARNOLD AUERHAN  (DC Bar #417731)
Attorneys, United States Department of Justice
Civil Division
Ben Franklin Station 
Post Office Box 261 (PHB 9130)
Washington, DC  20044
Tel:  (202) 307-0278
Fax:  (202) 514-0280
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