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I. INTRODUCTION
In this amici submission, the Association of Washington Business
(“AWB”) and Washington Self-Insurers Association (“WSIA”), together
th'el_primary institutional representatives of the statewide erﬁployer |
CQWthy on workers® compensation law and policy, seek to address the
~ court on two diffe’renf matters thaﬁ have arisen since the p'etitior.l‘ for review
was granted. First is the suggestion, raised for thé first time in this court
| by respondent, that common law tort and subrogation principles should
apply to industrial insurance. They don’t, and they shouldn’t. Second is
fhe precarious financial position of the state fund, and of employgrs
generally in this economy, a p’bi_nt that bears practical relevance to the
resolution of an isSué' that could cost employers and th¢ state fund tenAsvof
?nillibns of dollars per year in lost reimburserﬁent from .recovefies against
third party tortfeasors. |
Amici urge the court to reverse the Court of Appeais and affirm the
Department’s distribution otder.
[ IDENTITY AND INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE
A. ThevAssociation- of WaShington Business |
" The Association of Washington Business (“AWB?”) is the state’s

largest general business membership organization and represents over



~ 6,800 businesses from every industry sector and geographical region of
the state. AWB member businesses range from large to smali and
collectively employ over 650,000 people in Washington. AWB is an
umbrella organization which also represents over 100 local and regional
chambefs of commerce and professional associations. AWB frequently
appears in this and other courts as amicus curiae on issues of substantial
interest to its statewide membership. AWB members are covered under
the state’s workers’ compensation laws, either as employers who obtain
industrial insurance through the state fund or who self;insﬁre. Judicial
interpretation and application of the laws related to workers’
édﬁpenéatién, "e'specially when ﬂlley“impact the costs of industrial
insurance iio?‘ér'age, are of fundamental interest to these éniployefs. :

B. The Wash'ingto'nASel'f‘—Insurers Association

The Washing{on Self-Insurers Association (“WSIA”)‘ isa nén—'
profit business association formed 1n 1972 to fepresent the interests of
members Who self—iﬂsure for workers compensation in Washington State.
TOdafy;," the WSIA has 385 1hembéré to thm it proi}ides a variety of
éducational; tr‘ainiﬁg, business assistance, and goveﬁuﬁeﬁtél relations
services with respect to workers’ 'chpen'sation law anti regulation,
Woflc'pl'éc'e safety, and a&:c_.itde'nt »pr'evenﬁori.' Self-insured employers pay

workers® compensation benefits directly from their general assets and pay



an adminis‘trative assessment to thé Department of Labor & I'ndustries..
They dpe'féte,under' the same laws and rules that apply to the state fund.
Accordingly, judicial treatment of the Department’s right of
reimbursement from the third parfy tort recovery of an injured worker
‘applies with equal force to the same right of self-insured employers.
III.A ISSUE OF CONCERN TO AMICI CURIAE
Is the pain and suffering portion of an injufed worker’s recovery
from a third party tortfeasor subject to distribution under RCW
51.24.060(1)?
IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
. fér brévity’s'séké, AWB adép‘cé, as ’if'set forth herein, the
Statement of the Casé brovided ‘bva&I most r'ec¢ntly inits Petition for
' Review at p‘agéé 3.9,
V. ARGUMENT
" The court’s resolution of this case should tum on Wwhether
“‘recovery’ illcludes all daniégés eicéiof léss of consor'tiﬁfri” in fhe 1995 .
post~Flahagc.m1-‘ érr:le'ndr:neht.tb RCW 51.24.030(5) réaily means “all’
dani'agés excéijt loss of consortium” or, as r:é'spoﬁdent.and"his: amici

contend, and the Court of Appeals erroneously held, the phrase somehow

f Flaniganv. Dept. of_Labor & Indus., 123 Wn.2d 418, 869 P.2d 14 (199?}'7



means semething much different like ““recovery’ only includes economic
dalnages.” The Department of Labor & Industries’ briefs and our “
memofandum supporting the petition for review address our view that the
CoUrt of Appeals hqldihg'is an unwal';japfgd judicial expedition into Title
51 RCW, rewording an unambiguous statutory provision, frustrating the
_ pubiic policy underlying third party recovery, and undqmining akey
component of the purpose and intent of the workers’ compensation
system. We won’t belabor tha‘; point here. Rather,v this bﬁef is intended to
(a) address a further public policy concern arising in the supplemental . .
briefing — the irrelevance of the “made whole” vdoctrine from the common
law of torts, fhsurahcé, and subrogation, and (b) consider the impact of
this case on the Cu'rrén'tvprGCaiidﬁs financial health of the state funds.

" A, LIMITING REIMBURSEMENT FROM THIRD PARTY
RECOVERY ON COMMON LAW TORT GROUNDS .
THREATENS THE “GRAND COMPROMISE” OF

: 'WORKE'R_S’ COMPEI_\I__SATIQN. _

. Because it is s‘ometimevs. easy to think of workers™ gompen;ation as

' jus‘;tvanqthe_r personal injury _insurg_nce_ system operated by an anonymoﬁs ,
go_yg:mment_al bureaucracy, a ﬁ'cqylent recurrence tofundal.ner‘lt’al .
p1~in¢ip1¢s ig essgntial to -und_erstanding the public poiicies‘ at s;t‘akq ip |
Work_e_:rs’_ compensation, Whilev réspondent and amici now attempt to.

inject common law “made whole” principles into workers’ compensation,



they éleé:rly are not part of ‘histéfy or intent of the wérkers" cbmpensatién
system.

1. The stricture and fundamerital public bdlicv of workers’
- compensation. =

4 W_ashing‘ton’s Industrial Insurance Act (“IIA”), TiﬂerSl RCW, has

_ been in.exis_tence since 191 1. Laws of 1911, ch. 74', Since the A‘?tz énd its
system of workers’ compensation, has been a part of our culture for almost

“a century, it is easy to forget the creation of this “no fault” system was a
marked deviation from the common law of torts. Under the workers’
compensation systém, “fault” is no longer an issue. Workers receive
benefits Wi?hQUt _rfe‘gf_qrc_vi__ to their fault. In excl}angg, .erppldyer‘s, even 1f at |

fault in causing an injury, are immune from civil liability.

Under the I1A, workers who sustain injuries or develop diseases in .

the coursé of their employment are entitled to substantial benefits. In =
addition to medical benefits, RCW 51.36.010, workers are e'ntitléél to
récei\}é waé'e"lokss beneﬁté, RCW"51.3"2.‘090, \"/ocation;i rehabilitation, |
RCW 51.32:095,’ awards for'péfrhanent partiél diéaﬁﬂiﬁes, RCW o
51.32.0 80, and, in the event of 'péfménérit 'ina.b"ili'ty to Wo1k, a lifetime
pension, RCW 51.32,060. Where death results, benefits are also 'paic‘i to
the worker’s survivors, RCW 51.32.050. All of tﬁesé benefits ‘a:r'ei: B

provide‘d"i}\?i:thdﬁt regard to faulf on the part of either the émpl”oy&r\or the



worker. The worker 'réceiVe§ full benefits even if the employer was not at
fault.-‘The worker receives full benefits even if the Wt;irk&f was at fault in
causing his or her injury.
The costs of this industrial insurance program are borrié 'alrn_bst- :
“exclusively Ey empioyers. In the case of a self-insured emplc')ye’r,vthe :
emplbyer pays all of the benefits .assbciafed With- an alléwable’ Workér_s’
compensation claim. RCW 51.14.010(2). The expenses of claims by
. employees of “sfate fund” employers are paid primarily through the
assessment of premiums against employers, based on the relative fisk and
ekperiénce of the industry in which the employer is engaged. RCW
51.15.03 5, A:péﬁiéiﬂar eﬁip],éy;r cani be assessed a "pl‘e‘miimn greater than
that appli'céiblé to the employer’s industry where the Aem}Sloye‘r"As ’cllaims‘
Gosts are éXCe's-s'iv.e;. WAC 296-17-850. Workers themselves pay only one
half of the ']oremi.urh.ﬁeCGSsary to pay for medical coéts(Wbrkeré of self-
insﬁréd‘e'mpl;oyéfs pay no médical» aid dsseésﬁeﬁt), RCW 51.16.140, and
one half of the pfemium necéséary to sﬁpport éést—of—liviﬁgfinc‘r\eases: o
persons receiving 1ﬁonthiy benefits. RCW 5..1".'32'.0’7‘3:' AcCideﬁt'ﬁlﬁd
assessments (e.g., for "terhpdféfy,'péﬁﬁahént, or total di’saBility :Benéﬁt_s or
death) aré paid wholly by the employer.
© While Workers receive the “sure and certain” relief pro:Vided under

the Act, RCW 51.04.010, employers receive immiunity from civil liability



to émployees for any petsotial injuries occurring during the course of
employrment. Specifically, RCW 51.04.010:
~ declares that all phases of the premises are withdrawn from private
controversy, and sure and certain relief for workers, injured in
their work, and their families and dependents is hereby prov1ded
regardless of questions of fault and to the exclusion of every other
_rerhedy, proceeding or oompensauon except as otherw1se '
provided in this title; and to that end all civil actiors and civil
causes of action for such personal injuries and all jurisdiction of
the courts of the state over such causes are hereby abolished,
except as in this title provided.
This quid pro quo is the “grand compromise” of the workers’
compensation system, Birklid v. Boeing, 127 Wn.2d 853, 859 904 P. 2d
278 (1995) (citing Stertz v. Irzdus. Ins. Comm’n, 91 Wash. 588, 590-91,
158 P. ’?56 (1916)), “the workman contrlbutmg his reduced damages the
employer gettmg that a.nd concedmg more hablhtles Stertz, 91 W ash. at
602. That is to say, in exchange for su_re' and ceﬁein relief,:in‘ju’red '
~ workers ggve ﬁp common law damages (¢.g., pain and suff.eri:ﬁg}_and: B
-employers gave up eommen law defenses (e.‘gi, the:fe'l_l'dv_ﬁf" servant rule,
voluntary a'ssﬁr'npt.ic_)'n.'o‘f' fh'e risk, and co;ltribﬁtory negligence) .
To the extent this is an “insurance” system, it is a social insurance
system. In Professor Larson’s oft-quoted formulation:
“The ultirnate .social“philoséphy behind [workers'] compensation
liability is belief in the wisdom of providing, in the most efficient,
~ most dLgmﬁed and most certain form, financial and medical

benefits for the victims of work-connected injuries which an_
enlightened community would feel obliged to provide in apy case

~1



in some less satisfactory form and of allocating the burden of these
payments to the most apploprlate soulce of payment The consumer
of the product. -
Arthur Larson & Lex K. Larson, Larson's Workers' Compensation Law §
1.03[2], at 1-5(1999). Thus workers’ éompenéation spreéds‘ the risk for
’indu.strial'injufies_ and occupational diseases to society at large as a cost of

doing business.’

2. The public po‘likcv of reimbursement from third party recovery.

More specific public policies are implicated when an on-the-job .-
injury is caused by the negligence of a third party. In theﬁ instance, the
Department of Labor & Industries or self-insured employer is given a
y étattltory‘ri.g-hf to re1mbursement from an irijufed wmker’s reco*\eiy from a
third -pa.fts" fortfeésof.v The purpose of fhat right is two-fold: to prevent |
-unJusi enrlchment through double recoverv for the same accldent and to
protect 'the Worke_rs. compen_satlon state fund by ensunng ‘the acci dem and
: ﬁ_iéd’icai funds (or self-insured :emplbyer) are not éhdrgéd for damages
céu‘s.ed by third parties. Maxey v. Dept. of Labbr & fna’us., 114 Wn.2d |
542, q49 789 P Zd /5 (1990) Clark v. Pacificorp, 118 Wn.2d 167, 184
822 P.2d 162 (1991).

A% Tustice Madsen ﬁdiﬁféd out in £ Zani'gan:

| ..Thh'eréi‘lt in RCW 51.24, is the"fégislla.t‘vive‘ihteni that iﬁdLLSffiai'

insurers should not bear the cost of industrial accidents caused by .
" third partles This is'the essence of the qu1d Pro que compromise:



the:employer provides sure and certain relief in the form of strict
liability in exchange for limitations on that liability and immunity
from suit by workers and their beneficiaries. This objective of

© limited hablhtv to the empioyel is frustrated if the employer is
forced to bear the cost of accidents caused by third parties. In such
a case, the injured worker achieves a fiill recovery at the expense -

_ of the industrial insurer and fhc industrial insurance fund, despite
the fact that the third party was liable. In order to aveid this
consequence, the Legislature provided that the Department may -
reimburse the industrial insurance fund with the proceeds of third
party actions under the Act. This intent is apparent in the history of
third party recovery under the Act.

Flanigan, 123 Wn.2d at 433 (Madsen, I, _dissenting); Part of that history
is the ongmal choice workers had to malce between prﬂceedmg against
the third party in tort or taking Workers compensation beneﬁts, then the-.
requlrement to relmburse the Department dollar for, aohar from third party
‘recQ-\Jery,;an_& .then "pre's:ently the a"pi’lity to ;ﬁet;;_i1i 25% of “a_ reooyery after
attorney’s fees as anmcennve to pulsue thll‘d party | recovery RCW _
512406000 . |

Gwen th,e socialf context ofworkers’ compensanon,and ts By
1nhe1entspr€adlng of cost tnrough SOC,i,efy 'a«s'_é Whole, ‘the 1{i’ght of rec‘overy
from négiig'enf fh‘ir'd?arﬁeé also nures 16 society as a whole.

"3, Respondent’s common law tort and subrogation theories are
.inapplicable.

- Respondent’s own. “made whole” argument, Resp't Supp..Br. at.
14- 16 oan the other hana faﬂa to acknowledge the h stori.cal purpose of .

wo11<ers compensation and attemptq to push a round peg through a square



hole. Respondent clalms, by referenee t6 a few i insurance g .,ubro gatron
cases, that an 11tsure1 may oan recover the excess after the tnsured is fully
compensateet arld accor d1ngt3r, smce resiaoneleat haq rlot rccelved pam. an d
sufferrrrg dalrlages in his .1ndLstual insurance ci aim, he er net be full y
' :corrrpensated or made whole 1f the bepartr;ten‘f her} mcrudes that part of
his settlement characterized for pain and suffering. This argurr.\ent :
continues. to treat workers’ compensat_iorx as a tort system. It fails to
acknowledge the societal interest in reimbursement to the insuring
employer or the state fund under the policy judgment that workers and
o erﬁpioyers should not pay for the negiigence of entities outside of the
B | B | emlployrrient. r.elat.ieri‘ship. Thfat:’is' thé reason thlrd party actions are
allowed at all. |

4. The Ahlborn case is not on point.

: Sirraitarlgf ‘inapp‘licab-‘;e' are reépoirdent’ 5 argurtnehtsﬁbas’ed'updrr state
reimbursemest of Medicaid funds, Suggesting the'holdirr'g"o'f',%l;’ﬂkanms.
Department of Health & Human Services v. Ahlborn, 547U.S. 268, 126 S.
Ct 1752, 164 L Ed. 2d 469 (2006j somebow applies {6 third party”
r'ecevery turde'r the HA, reébeﬁderrt'aﬁalleéiieé the 'Departrrieittéls lien to
that of a state’s lien ‘fdf reimbursement for Me’dieaict :payr‘neméi Bl:l’.{‘ B
A/tlb:orn, while it cites this court’s Flanigan decision in 'a ,féo't'r;oté as' an

example supportmg 1ts analysrs is mapposrte if for 1o other réason th'm it

10



is based on an express anti-lien provision in federal law. Ahlborn, 547
U.s. at 2?3—8 5..‘_(citin'gv42 U.S.C..§ 1396p(a)). Avhlborffz actLAv;a‘l‘lly r_‘.et{qrns the
analysis in the instant case right back where it started: to the extent RCW
chapter: 51 24 has an. anti,—li.en provision, its 'Qn];y Iimitation, -POSF—}F lanigan,
is o'ﬁ loss of consortium. |

- B. THIS CASE IMPACTS THE FINANCIAL INTEGRITY
OF THE STATE FUND IN A RECESSIVE ECONOMY.

As the foregoing discussion demonstrates, the primary purpose of
third party recovery is reimbﬁrsement to the state ﬁmd (or self-insured
employer) so that the emplo?ers .(and v-sforkers, as the case may be) who
pay the. tax premiums that cupport he J’und are not. efr paymg for 111'—‘

: negu gsnt:agtsxpf gr;ﬁﬁes. oqt§1d.e th§_¢111plQYE@€¥}t rglatioz}shi.p‘.:‘_ Rgmovir;gl
‘types_of damgge awards or settl‘e;r_r‘lentla_llggat_iops beyond Igfss_,qf -
jcpnfsqﬁium,l beside__s’ bei‘ngl in_L direct »c':gn‘tra\_./‘e_ntion Qf t}:,le; plai_n lang?lage Qf
RCW 51.24.030(5), -Will have a substantial impact on the state funds.
1. Respondent’s argument denies. $261.000 in reimbursement to

the state fund Lhat RCW 51 24 060 and 030(53 WO dld othermse
allow

The-DepaftmeﬁtsS.bﬁef dep1cts the ‘state’fuhd'ihip.a‘ct in this case
alone.” See Pet. for Rev. at 11-12; Supp. Br. at 17-18 and Appendix D. -
Under the Court of Aﬁpéals‘"' rationale, Tobin is made more than whole at

the éﬁqjén'sé:bfhiééhiplbgfef éhd‘ten.ii)ldy'eré generally tlir&igh ‘workers’

11



comp taxes. Under this rationale, fc‘l}e' state funds are rejsponsi_b_le n-
Tobln s case for $261 OOO - 159% -- more m benehts than Vomparea toa
plam langua, ge apphcatlnn of RCW 5 1 94 060 and RCW 51 24, 030(5)

(Even a plam la,nguage mterpretatlon ETISUres MOre Iecovery to responde.nt

.than either a workers’ compensation clalm or a tort claim alone would; id.

at App D.). Mul‘uphed across thousands of third party claims liti gated or

- settled each year, this has the potential to divert millions of dotlars from.

the state fund by undermining the legislative purpose to replenish the
funds for beneﬁts paid due to the negligence of thlrd party tortfeasors. For
self-insured claims, employefs themse}ves would endure the cost-shift.

3 The-finhnéiél DCsitibrl of the state fund is precarious in this
...~ economy and the Court of Appeals holding makes it worse. . .

5} Thi_s»prqsp,ec.'t comes at.a time _When the ’fuund‘s arlc1 selffins_u'r‘_ed‘
émf_ﬂgyeljs_can_lea‘st ,af_fq}?d, it, Smce the Co‘urvt_‘ of -Appgéis decidle‘c’_;‘the case
béiéw, 1t_he; state ﬁpdtnaﬁ‘ogglj’ economy degcengied dgpp infcg r@ges_s‘i‘op.)_ i
Wa‘shi_ngt‘on’g Lpneg;ploymm_t rgt;shas:rznoye tzbanudggbvl,e@, to QV_.CI.“9.. »
percent. .‘Sje‘e Prqss Relgg_sé_;_ *\fv’g___stk_ling'tp_l_l;_Statg Emplqymen_t Securl‘rv
Departm_e,nﬁ,_;Washiij_gton;"si Ungpploymept Rate Rose in ‘S__e‘p_t_em.bg_r (Oct.
13, 2009) avgilable at hitp://wirwesd:we.gov/newsandinformation.
freleases/washingtons-unemployment-tate-tose-in-sept-09-081 php. And

Washington’s state fund, buoyed by premium taxes that are assessed on

12




the Basis of hours worked, has taken a substantial hit, .Acqording to the
Department, in’ a«Sept,ember, 2009 briefing to its statutory advisery_
committee, RCW 51.04.110; the. stete fund teservee lost‘ Aapprexime.ltely l$ 1
pillion in fiscal year 2009 due to th,e-econemy; PowerPdiht, »2,0‘1‘0 :
Proposed Rate D1scuss10n at the Workers Compensatlon Adv1sory
Committee (September 21 7009) at 68 (attached hereto as Appendlx A\
The reserve is now below the levels established under RCW |
51 .16.035(3)(&)@) to reflect an amount “appropriate to maintain actuarial
selvency of the accident and medical aid funds, limit premium rate
fluctuations, and account for economic conditions.” Id.

CAsa result, the Deparfment ‘"has propoeed to raise zhe nremmm
tétxes on employers and werkéfs by an av'e'rage of 7.6% in 2019, to bring

$117 million more revenue mto the state fund bee Was! 1n<7top State

- Reglqtet 09-19-137 at 218 12009) Thlb represents *he hng est premivm

rate increase sifice 2003 and its tlmtng in the midst of an h1sto; 1ca11v bad
economy ha‘s prompted both Iegislative review and'slgmuc_ant' p_ubh_c o
outcry See, e. g".', “Update from L& on brepoeed 'Ra'tej Iﬁefease,” Senate
Léﬁbt,. Commerce, and C'o.r:ils"ume.'r Protection Commitiee Work séssi‘oﬂ
(Oct‘t“2,‘20(-)‘9-) {(Cbﬁrrnvrﬁttee-retlﬁé's:te‘c‘l pfes'entétidn from L& officials on
2010 'pi‘op.os',ed raté mu‘ease\ Ed* to11a1 Let 'S Revzew L&l Opﬂmtzm

Before Allowing Tax ]ncrea,se? Yakima Her‘ald—Repubhc, Scpr 25, ".2509 :




(expressing concern over amount and timing of L&I rate increase); . -
Edit_oria_l, Lawmakers Must Refb]jm_‘ Wolrkpl ace Insurance; The. Spokesman
Review, Sept. 25, 2009 (same). The uncertainty. causedby this case by -
necessity makes it difficult for the Department to set the ac’c.:_.uratc rates -
-b@éause it is not known how much premium may be necessary to: offset.
- reduced bre‘imburse'ments should the Court-of Appeals deéisién stand.

The court should take note of the ambie_.nt €conomic circumstan’ces
in which the workers’ compensation funds presently find themselves. If .
the court adopts Tobin’s interpretation of the third party reimbursement
system and affirms the rationale of the Court of Appeals, that action could
vha&/e‘ éiéniﬁéan‘t adversé affects 611"-@'7.1 alread\/ beleaguered fund by carving
out 1a1'ge bums ofmoney that ﬂleLeglslamre clearly mtended to be
_ available f(‘):r'reimb.ﬁfsiém‘en‘t.' '

V. CONCLUSION

o "'V"\/ofkérS’. éazﬁbéhsafibﬁ is a closed statitory sysfen glantmg
'“iinii't:edﬂbeneﬁtsv to ir‘l_]"urécllv’woﬂ?:er;'sj régardl'eé:s of fault Whi'le' generally
1mmun1z1ng emplbyéfs from tort 'Iiability for Wdﬂ(iaidcé 4iln'juri.é‘s and
6écﬁpét'i"ona1 diseases. Common law tort and insutance principles,”
équitéblé _s“ijlﬁirdg.at.ioh DOhClCS federal anti-lien stétutés —rione of :the's.ét
cdhCépt's‘apﬁl'}:f “téllirr:li't the ‘réﬁﬂbﬁi"svémevn't ughtsof thé‘Dépéﬁrﬁént of B

self-insured "efﬁpl‘ojrers from mJured worlkers’ third party recoveiy b.ve’yénld"

ST

Ry



what the Legmature has expressly 11mlted 1ﬁ RCW éi . ‘?‘.esr\on dent
believes RCW 5 1. 24 03 O(Q) should contam a broade1 eycluQ1o£ ffo;’n
;Illllc.);vaplue 'I_?,CQV‘??Y; 911?4'_1 it prgsenﬂy do_es. Such anta;;gmngﬁ_t: _1f >‘-_.1pheid,
ééuid i.ncrease 'fhe 'p-eﬁ'l of an already beleaguéféd stéte ﬁmd, VI.t’»s an‘ |

argu ment that beloncs 1f an) where in the Leglslature

- For those reasons, as well as those contalned m the briefs of the -

. Department and amici’s memorandum supportmg the petition for review,

the decision of the Court of Appealq should be reversed thc, distribution
order set forth by the Department should be affirmed.
Respectfully submitted this 19™ day of October, 2009.

. .. ASSOCIATION OF WA\SHINGTON
- BUSINESS

Kmtophe\i Tefft WSBA #29366
- General Counsel _
Attomey for Am1c1 Cunae
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APPENDIX A



o washingion state bepertmentof - OVErall contingency reserve
& D Labor & Industries s pelow the lower policy limit

‘Contingency Reserve Percent of Liabilities - Combined
30.0% . : :
Top of target range 29.6%
25.0%
Middle of target range 19.2%
20.0% \
51,602 M
15.09
% Bottom of target range 8.7%
$1,070 M
10.0% - y
5.0% -
O-DO\O . R T T T T
12/31/2007 6/30/2008 12/31/2008 3/31/2009 6/30/2009




