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Let me also add that your organization, DRA, is thriving, 
something to boast about in this economy. As examples 
of the difficulties some state organizations are facing, the 
Arizona state reporting association is presently conducting a 
raffle in hopes of being able to retain a lobbyist this coming 
year and I am constantly reading on the national forums 
about other state organizations on the  brink of financial 
disaster, state organizations asking for advice as to how to 
bolster membership numbers. Please be assured that is 
not the case with DRA. We are doing very well financially 
and with our membership numbers, which I take as a vote 
of confidence by our members that they approve of our 
programs, our philosophies, our goals.

DRA has been informed on numerous occasions by our 
lobbyist and by legislators themselves how impressive it is 
to have more than one lobbyist present representing the 
diverse interests of the reporting profession. We happen to 
have the best lobbyist in the country for our profession and 
we are not interested in letting him go. I suppose it is a bit 
self-serving, but the same is true of our executive director. 
I realize those of you who are not involved in leadership 
may not have the opportunity to see them in action, to 
interact on a frequent basis, but just ask one of DRA’s leaders 
what they think of our lobbyist and our executive director. 
These are people who could be performing their jobs on 
a national level. We are extremely fortunate to have them 
working for DRA.

DRA has certain standards that must be met and 
maintained in order to be a member. What would happen 
to that principle if there were only one state organization? 
Would we have to abandon the principle or would the new 
organization have to expel certain members? Would you 
want someone who engages in contracting or gift giving 
having the potential to become an officer or director, a 
spokesperson for your organization? 

There certainly exists a difference of opinion between 
CCRA and DRA as to whether we have effective anti-
contracting language in place in California. I would never 
express the belief to anyone that we do have effective anti-
contracting language and I think all of you DRA members 
reading this article would agree with me. I have to say I 
literally cringe every time I hear a leader from California 
assert we have such language. 

ONE, TWO, THREE
 STATE ORGANIZATIONS

In 1996 a group of Certified Shorthand Reporters 
and deposition reporting firm owners broke 
away from the one state reporting organization 

existing in California at the time, California Court 
Reporters Association, CCRA, and founded the Deposition 
Reporters Association of California, DRA. This was not a 
group of rebels or malcontents. This was many of the best 
our profession has to offer (time has proven that to be true) 
and they put their reputations and money on the line to 
prove that they were right. This group saw that deposition 
reporters were not receiving adequate representation from 
CCRA, believed that CCRA and this break-away group did 
not share the same philosophies on many issues, including 
the issue of contracting, which belief was subsequently 
proven to be true when the last opportunity we had to 
establish any meaningful anti-contracting legislation in 
California was waylayed by some of CCRA’s leaders and 
lobbyist.

In 1999 another group of reporting professionals 
decided to leave CCRA and start their own organization, 
California Official Court Reporters Association, COCRA. 
Not having been present or privy to the reasons for that 
split, I will not speculate as to the reasons why except to state 
that once again some very talented people decided that 
they felt something was wrong with either the leadership, 
the philosophies or the chosen direction of CCRA, maybe 
all of the above.

So now California is the only state, to my knowledge, 
that has three state organizations representing the 
stenographic reporters, of course not including hearing 
reporters.

I am often asked (without exception by reporters 
who have no idea of the background or the philosophical 
differences that exist between the organizations) why we 
have three state reporting organizations in California. 
My response has always been to educate the inquirer on 
an individual basis as to the history, as to the benefits, as 
to the philosophical differences that exist. However, now 
that CCRA has actually made it a part of their mission 
statement that we return to having only one state reporting 
organization, thereby presumably dismantling DRA and 
COCRA, I feel compelled to address this in a broader 
forum.

President’s Message
John Squires, CSR

cont’d on page 3
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It has been my observation that DRA and CCRA have 
entirely different approaches to any type of crisis that may 
arise. I’m sure you have noticed that in such circumstances 
it is not DRA’s practice to immediately ask you for more 
money. We are fortunate enough to have such loyal 
members, such active members, such giving members that 
we rarely find that tact necessary.

There are actually too many philosophical differences 
to go into for the space allowed, ranging from who we see as 
our heroes and therefore worthy of our awards, to support 
of DRA gaining full affiliation with NCRA, to support for 
California’s own realtime test. With all these fundamental 
differences, how in the world could we coexist in one 
organization? The answer is we couldn’t, we didn’t, and 
hence part of the reason for the dichotomy. A while back a 
president of CCRA wrote in an article that she knew CCRA 
was the best state organization because she had belonged 
to both DRA and CCRA and therefore was in a position 
to say which organization was best. With all due respect, 
I disagree. That is tantamount to my saying I’ve lived in 
Sacramento, I now live in San Ramon, I like San Ramon 

better, so it is the better city. No, it’s not; it’s just a better 
fit for me. I happen to know the author of that statement 
and I feel confident that CCRA is a better fit for her and 
I’m happy she found the best fit, just as I did when I quit 
CCRA and joined DRA. However, she makes my point very 
well; these are not two similar organizations pulling the 
oars in unison, sharing the same goals and philosophies. 
Major differences exist, differences worthy of exploring to 
see which organization is a better fit for you.

To return to the original question, why do we need 
three reporting organizations in California, well, in my 
opinion we don’t. Some are fine with the status quo, the 
three state organizations. Some believe we should have 
one organization, regardless of our differences, regardless 
of the successes of DRA and COCRA. Personally, I believe 
there should be two organizations, one for official 
reporters, one for deposition reporters. Oh, and maybe 
another organization or coalition for contractors, gift 
givers and ethics violators.

l
Return to FRONT PAGE

President’s Message - cont’d from page 2

TOP 10 REASONS TO ATTEND 
THE 2010 DRA CONVENTION

1.	 Wipe out nearly your entire NCRA CEU obligation in one super-fine weekend with 2.25 CEUs.

2.	 Your 17-year-old steno machine and 14-pound laptop are making strange grinding noises, and 
it’s time to check out the latest offerings from the leading suppliers.

3.	 You will be mad at yourself for a month if you miss NY Times best-selling author and former FBI 
profiler John Douglas speak.

4.	 Webstreaming realtime is giving you fits, and you want to master the beast.

5.	 You need to expand your prospects by networking with like-minded agency owners and fellow 
reporters who can refer you quality deposition work.

6.	 You’ve hit rock bottom and want to finally cut the cords on realtime and learn how to do it 
wirelessly.

7.	 You want to learn what all the fuss is about on social networking sites like Facebook, Twitter 
and LinkedIn from an actual expert and not your 12-year-old.

8.	 It takes you seven steps to make an ASCII file in your CAT software - you just know there’s got 
to be a better way.

9.	 You think the Code of Civil Procedure is an etiquette guide.

10.	You get your best steno briefs from fellow reporters while hanging out in the hotel bar.
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Stenograph’s Diamante

cont’d on page 5

This past  summer  brought  the 
NCRA national convention to 
Washington, D.C. The most 

exciting part of attending any convention for me is visiting 
the vendor area.  I’d heard a few things about a new writer 
coming on the scene, and I was curious.  Reading online 
comments, buzz about this new writer, I became more 
than curious.  Following all my usual forums and message 
boards, I noted all the positive comments out there about 
this new writer, and mere curiosity changed to great 
anticipation about this new writer called the Diamante.

Did I need a new machine? Absolutely not. I was 
perfectly happy with what I was currently using, double-
shimmed writers with the short stroke and light touch I 
prefer.  I’d spent many years perfecting my realtime writing 
on the same type steno machine I’d used in college, and 
these machines were perfectly adequate.  However, seeing 
all those new-style machines on the horizon made me worry 
that this dog may have to learn some new tricks.  And yes, 
I admit, I’d been lured to try a few of the unique and very 
different writers coming on the scene. But, having written 
on basically the same writer keyboard my entire reporting 
career, I should have known better!

Before I go further, let me mention that I’m a very 
hard sell. If something doesn’t suit me . . . if it’s not 
exactly right . . . I’ll say it’s not right. If something 
isn’t as promised, I won’t follow the pack and force 
myself to be happy with it.  So when I walked into 
the vendor area at the convention, I was expecting 
something wonderful, and I was cautiously optimistic. 
But I wasn’t going to say this new writer was golden if, 
in fact, it wasn’t.  That wouldn’t be fair to reporters who 
might choose to purchase a writer based on the candid 
comments of others.

Entering the vendor area, I walked straight to the 
Stenograph booth, where the Diamante was prominently 

displayed. There were several machines set up for a hands-
on experience, and of course several sales representatives 
milling about. I wanted no contact with any sales person!  
I was there to try out the machine on my own with no one 
hovering over me extolling the virtues of the writer.  I 
choose my writers by touch alone, so I waved them off and 
sat down at the machine.

My first thought when I sat down was, “How beautiful!”  
It’s got a sleek look, including a beautiful display screen.  
Even though I write realtime every day with my laptop 
screen right in front of me, the Diamante display is 
large and clear, with a crisp font that’s easy to read, and 
customizable!  Next, I put hands on the machine, and my 
thought was, “How light!”  The machine weighs just 4.5 
pounds, a plus for any of us who’ve carried much heavier 
machines around for years.

Now, a few reporters have sat down with the Diamante, 
experienced the light weight, and come away with the 
feeling that the machine is, quote, flimsy.  That is not my 
experience at all! I don’t believe we should ever cut corners 
or scrimp on the tools of our trade, those things that make 
our jobs easier and our work product better.  This machine 
is not cheap or flimsy.  Calling it “a lightweight” is no 
reflection of the true power of the Diamante.  The change 
in my writing, the ease of 
writing with the number 
bar, and the lessening 
of wear and tear 
on my body has 
been dramatic 

A USER’S REVIEW
by Mary Ann Payonk, RDR-CRR, 

California CSR No. 13431
MaryAnnRDR@earthlink.net

mailto:MaryAnnRDR%40earthlink.net?subject=
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Stenograph’s Diamante - cont’d from page 4

and noticeable.  Pre-Diamante, I sometimes felt like I’d 
been pushing bricks uphill all day long.  What a difference 
this writer has made! It’s not that I ever lost my love of 
reporting . . . but I truly can’t contain my excitement!  I 
look forward to writing every day with the Diamante.

Even though there are “only” two adjustments . . . one 
for tension, one for depth of stroke . . . I’ve never wished 
for another setting, nor do I feel there is any need to have 
individual key adjustments. Somehow, through testing and 
development of the Diamante, this machine “just knows.” 
I started out writing on the Diamante with the settings 
set about in the middle, but after just three months, I 
have both the tension adjustment and the stroke depth 
set to the very lowest setting. Writing on the Diamante, 
I’m impressed with the stacking strokes I’m NOT having 
any longer.  Seeing the same stacking strokes over and 
over, I was willing to blame operator error for those . . . 
but no more!  I’ve experienced none of the split-stroke 
phenomenon, nor has the machine locked up, ever.

So who might benefit from the Diamante?  Well, 
you know who you are. You’re a reporter who’s keen on 
keeping up with technology.  You’re a reporter who’s tired 
of going out the door every day to the same old, same old 
assignments, and you want to get excited about reporting 

again.  Maybe you’ve decided you’re going to set your 
sights on realtime in a big and impressive way, and you’re 
going to clean up all your conflicts, taking a hard look 
at the “why” behind those stacking strokes that might be 
holding you back from offering realtime for pay. The best 
thing we can do to keep our profession alive is for each of 
us to get better . . . get better at what we do, work from a 
well-informed knowledge base, and use the best and most 
cutting-edge equipment available.

 I walked into the convention this summer looking for 
a new writer. I bought the Diamante because it was love at 
first touch!  In the weeks after that, I’ve come to realize that 
I got so very much more than just “a new writer.” I got the 
best writer I’ve put my hands on in 30 years.  The writer 
is made by Stenograph, the same company that’s made 
every writer I’ve ever used. There are bells and whistles 
that come with the Diamante, including a loaner if it ever 
needs service.  I understand that if I ever have to send the 
machine in, that loaner machine would be a Mira.  But I 
can’t bear the thought of being without my Diamante for 
even one day.  I’m ready to have a Diamante for each hand!

WIN BIG!
BE SURE TO BUY YOUR TICKETS TO WIN A 

STENOGRAPH DIAMANTE
AT

WWW.CALDRA.ORG FOR DETAILS

http://caldra.org
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Welcome to these very smart new members who spenT 
their money wisely on supporting their profession 

Shahrzad Dargahi • Clay Frazier, CSR • Pat Jensen •
Paula Kosmicki • Liz Kozakowski • Debra Olivas •

Patricia Rosinski • Traci M. Steele

FROM THE MOUTHS OF 
REPORTERS

(prior dra convention comments)

“Loved, loved, loved the choice of seminars. Only sorry there 
were so many fabulous choices and not enough time or energy to 

attend all I would have liked.”

“Thought this was the best convention I’ve attended ever (over 
30 years as a reporter). You are a class act and very organized 
and professional. Your topics were great. Love the Depo Diplomat 

sessions!”

“I’m a new reporter and want to learn as much as possible 
about the job responsibilities, opportunities, and helpful hints. 

This was a great opportunity to do so.”

“So many great seminars at this convention!”

“Hard to improve on this one.”

can you really ‘afford’ not to go
to our 2010 convention?
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It is uncommon for court reporters to 
be sued for their business practices, 
so the filing of at least five lawsuits 

in 2009 regarding the same billing practice should be of 
great interest to all professionals involved in the reporting 
industry.  Each state has varying statutes to protect the 
consumers of our services, and the lawsuits filed recently 
all contain allegations of unfair and deceptive business 
practices and unjust enrichment by certain court reporting 
agencies.  All of the lawsuits contain the factual allegation 
that a full transcript page rate was charged for each page 
of a computer-generated Word Index.

The litigation upon which this article is based consists 
of three lawsuits filed against Esquire Deposition Services, LLC, 
a Hobart West Company aka Esquire, and Alexander Gallo 
Company; one lawsuit filed against Veritext Corp., and one 
lawsuit filed against U.S. Legal Support, Inc. and Klein, Bury, 
Reif, Applebaum & Associates, Inc. d/b/a U.S. Legal Support. 
Other lawsuits may, in fact, be in existence regarding the 
same issue.  The lawsuits are filed in four different venues: 
California State Court (removed to U.S. District Court, 
Central District of California); United States District 
Court, Northern District of Ohio, Eastern Division; United 
State District Court, Southern District of Florida, Miami 
Division; and The Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois, 
County Department-Chancery Division. Copies of any or 
all of the complaints in these lawsuits may be obtained by 
emailing editor@caldra.org.

A Word Index is, as recited in one of the suits: 
“A listing of words appearing in the transcript and a 
designation of the place in the transcript where the words 
appear.  The index does not involve the transcription of 
testimony.”   Each lawsuit states as a factual allegation that 
the customary billing practices consist of an appearance 
fee, a page rate, a cost for exhibits and a flat fee for both 
a Condensed Transcript and Word Index.

The deceptive and unfair billing practice allegation is 
stated in one of the suits as follows:

“It is ‘unfair’ or ‘deceptive’ practice . . . for 
any person or business to (a) knowlingly and 
intentionally charge a fee for the computer-
generated index based on it being a part of the 
‘transcript’ when it is not with the intent that 
consumers rely upon such misrepresentations, 
(b) fail to disclose that it charges its per page 
transcription fee for each page of the index, 
with the intent that consumers rely upon such 
concealment or omission, (c) charge, pursuant 
to a standard rate sheet, a flat fee for the word 
index together with a mini-transcript, and/or 
(d) unreasonably overprices its charge for pages 
of an index to a transcript.  The potential harm 
that consumers will unknowingly pay inflated rates 
for the production of the index to the transcript 
violates public policy and outweighs any utility or 
countervailing benefits of having such a billing 
practice.  The resulting injury is substantial, is 
not outweighed by any countervailing benefits 
to consumers or to competition, and is not an 
injury the consumers themselves could reasonably 
have avoided.  Moreover, the practice is immoral, 
unethical, oppressive, and unscrupulous.”

The unjust enrichment allegation asserts that:

“Plaintiff and the Class conferred a monetary 
benefit upon Defendant by paying defendant 
transcription services rates for pages of a deposition 
index with respect to which no transcription 
service was rendered . . . conferred a monetary 
benefit upon Defendant by paying twice for an 
index of the transcripts.”

In response to a request for comment, on December 
9, 2009, Esquire Deposition Services, LLC, an Alexander Gallo 
Company, stated: “Class Action lawsuits have been filed 
against Esquire Deposition Services, LLC. Similar suits have 
also been filed against our well-known national competitors, 
U.S. Legal Support and Veritext.  Unfortunately in today’s 
business climate, litigation is an unavoidable consequence 
of doing business – and our industry is not immune. 
Esquire’s business practices have been and will continue 
to be sound and consistent with industry practices. Our 
legal counsel is addressing what we believe to be frivolous 
litigation through the appropriate channels.”

Lawsuits Filed

re:

FULL TRANSCRIPT PAGE 
CHARGE FOR WORD 

INDEX PAGES

cont’d on page 8

mailto:editor%40caldra.org?subject=
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The reporting industry has initially responded by 
Internet “discussion” of the practice of charging full 
transcript rates for computer-generated Word Indexes. A 
nonscientific survey was taken, with the result being that 
this alleged practice is not ordinary and customary in our 
industry.   It was discussed that this practice may be part of 
a business strategy to convince the consumer of reporting 
services that they are paying a reduced transcript page 
rate when, in fact, they are paying for a larger number of 
“transcript” pages, often resulting in a higher total invoice 
when compared against an invoice charging geographically 
standard rates but not charging transcript rates for word 
indexes.

A concern of the working reporter arises as to whether 
these Word Index pages billed at full transcript rates are 
added to the reporter’s compensation or are deemed as 
profit only for the agency.  In fact, in the Introduction of 
one of the lawsuits, it states, “Although Defendant charges 
a per page transcription for the indexes (which are not 
transcribed), it pays its licensed court reporters only for the 
pages of actual transcription and not for the word indexes.”  
If, in fact, that practice is proven to be true to any extent, the 
profit derived from this practice has other ramifications for 
the working reporter, whose compensation has remained 
statistically stagnant since the advent of contracting with 

parties in interest became a viable business model in many 
states.  An additional concern is whether the same billing 
practice is being applied to certified copy orders as an 
additional source to recoup the discount given for the 
original and one copy discount.

While antitrust provisions strictly prohibit collusion 
in setting specific prices in any industry, “discussion” 
surrounding this billing practice by reporters and reporting 
agencies has been almost silenced at this point - mostly 
resulting from misinformation and misinterpretation 
of statutes and free speech doctrines.   Whether the 
reporting industry remains silent on this issue has yet to 
be determined despite its potential negative effect on the 
reputation of the reporting industry as a whole. If the 
consumers of reporting services are not made aware of the 
reason and probable effect of being charged full transcript 
page rates for computer-generated Word Indexes in the 
context of choosing which reporting service or services 
will become their vendors, it is conceivable that this billing 
practice could become customary in the reporting industry.   
To what detriment to the reporting industry’s reputation 
is the ultimate unanswered question. 

TWO MORE 
REASONS

REGISTER 
NOW!

Lawsuits Filed - cont’d from page 7

l
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Everyone Likes Ice Cream ... Not

l
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Everyone likes ice 
c r e a m , 
r i g h t ? 

Anything with chocolate in it is usually my first choice. 
Sometimes, though, plain vanilla suits me just fine too. 
Having options is always nice. I’m a court reporter. Ice 
cream and deposition transcripts, not a strong correlation 
there, but bear with me. There is a point here: A carton 
of ice cream costs about the same amount of money as 
a page of transcript, and sprinkles are usually a small 
additional charge, like word indexes.

What if, when you purchased your ice cream and 
sprinkles, the clerk told you, “That will be $300”? Shocked, 
you might inquire what you were being charged for since 
the price on the ice cream is only $4.50. “Oh, but you 
bought the sprinkles too,” might be the reply. As a savvy 
consumer, you’d probably put the sprinkles back and say, 
“No thank you.” But what if the clerk persisted, “Oh, you 
can’t put the sprinkles back. You have to buy the sprinkles. 
They are part of the package, and we charge per sprinkle.”

As a purchaser of ice cream, this scenario might seem 
farfetched. No vendor would be able to stay in business if 
they engaged in such blatant overcharging or misleading 
disclosure of price. In the open market, consumers would 
go elsewhere, or perhaps consumer protection laws would 
protect the public from these practices. However, as 
attorneys, you might find that this type of billing practice 
isn’t uncommon at all when you receive your copies of 
deposition transcripts.

Word indexes are a valuable litigation tool, but how 
valuable is open to some debate. Some reporting firms 
charge full transcript page rates for these tools, adding 
a substantial cost to your overall bill for court reporting 
services. If price is an issue when making your choice for 
court reporting services, you may find that the lower price 
you were promised is anything but.

Let’s face it, a quick glance at a standard dictionary 
provides that a transcript is something transcribed; an 
index is simply the sequential arrangement of material 
in alphabetical or numerical order. Traditionally, word 
indexes have been provided by court reporting firms at 
a nominal charge, not at full transcript page rates, and 
attorneys have had the option of purchasing the word 
indexes or opting not to have them included in the 
services they receive. If your transcript is certified on 

page 60, why are you being charged for 85 or more pages 
on your invoice? Is it because your court reporting firm has 
“sprinkled” in some extra pages in the certified transcript, 
recharging you for the same work product reiterated in a 
different format with creative liberty by means of including 
a word index? Does your court reporting firm send a non-
itemized invoice as convenient subterfuge?

A deposition lasting all day can generate as many as 
65 pages of word index. Charged as transcript pages, this 
can add several hundreds of dollars to an invoice for the 
original transcript, charges that may go unnoticed by a 
quick perusal of a bill. This additional expense is likewise 
charged on all copies of the transcript sold as well. When 
billing practices vary so greatly from vendor to vendor, it is 
often difficult to make informed decisions as a consumer 
based simply on price. Put another way, the low price you 
were quoted when you asked for rates from your court 
reporting firm could be surreptitiously 15% to 20% higher 
than you expected when the invoice arrives depending on 
their billing practices.

If you feel that you are overpaying for your transcripts 
because of the value your vendor places on their word 
index, I’d suggest finding a new vendor, one that offers 
upfront pricing and itemized invoices and doesn’t charge 
two or three times for the words that have already been paid 
for once in the other products and services they provide.  
Sprinkles?  At those prices, no thanks.

Lisa Migliore Black, CCR-Kentucky
www.MiglioreAssociates.com

Go to

www.miglioreassociates.com/pdf/
Sprinkles%20No%20Thanks.pdf

to print or download the 
“Sprinkles? No thanks” flier

to give to clients or consumers of 
reporting services.

http://www.MiglioreAssociates.com
http://www.miglioreassociates.com/pdf/Sprinkles%20No%20Thanks.pdf
http://www.miglioreassociates.com/pdf/Sprinkles%20No%20Thanks.pdf
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Words for Thought (or Action)

l
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Has our beloved profession of reporting lost its way?
Has it evolved into every reporter out for his or herself regardless of how their behavior 
and/or greed affects the perception of stenographic reporters as a group by the lawyers 

and the consumers of our services?
Anonymous CSR, 2009

There is no such thing as business ethics. There is only one kind  –
you have to adhere to the highest standards.

Marvin Bower
former managing partner,

 McKinsey & Company

Success without honor is an unseasoned dish;
it will satisfy your hunger, but it won’t taste good.

Joe Paterno, college football coach

Try not to become a man of success, but rather try to become a man of value.
Albert Einstein

Join us at our 2010 Annual Convention.
Deposition Reporters Association

Change in
Code of Civil Procedure 2029.500

Effective January 1, 2010
All depos in California must follow

Minimum Transcript Format Standards 

Be Aware or Be Fined and Cited!!
On January 1, 2010, there was a change in CCP 2029.500 which clarifies that any deposition taken 
in California must be taken in compliance with all California laws, which would include the Minimum 

Transcript Format Standards (MTFS). 

Until that date, the CRB interpretation of current law was that the MTFS are followed unless the jurisdiction 
in which the case is venued has its own format.
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Toni Pulone’s

Depo Diplomat
Dear Depo Diplomat:

I don’t know if you can answer my question or not, but 
I thought I would try.  I’m a freelance reporter, and I had a 
deposition where the attorneys marked the entire transcript as 
confidential.  I’m a fairly new reporter, so that issue has never 
come up before.  What is required of me, and what does that 
entail?  Do I just put the word CONFIDENTIAL on the cover?  
I just don’t know. If you have any information, I would greatly 
appreciate it.  

Dear Reporter:

There is not a great deal that you need to do differently 
in preparing a transcript deemed to be confidential by the 
attorneys.  As you’ve already guessed, you should mark 
the cover page CONFIDENTIAL fairly boldly and in all 
caps so that will be readily seen.  Also, while there are no 
particular requirements in the Code of Civil Procedure 
that instruct reporters on how to handle a confidential 
transcript, it is advisable to also include the confidential 
designation in the header line, so that it might read in the 
header, for example, CONFIDENTIAL DEPOSITION OF 
JOHN Q. DOE, so that the designation then appears on 
every page of the transcript in addition to the cover page.  

I assume that you did this reporting assignment for 
a depo agency, and you should check with them as to 
whether they have a preference on how you mark the 
original transcript, as they may have a stamp or some way 
of printing the confidential designation on the transcript 
and may prefer to have it marked in the office in their 
standard fashion.  Also, when they produce and ship the 
copies and the original of the transcript, they may indicate 
on the envelope or packaging materials that confidential 
materials are enclosed. 

And I’d like to expand on your question, if I may, to 
mention that how a reporter should prepare a confidential 
transcript can be a bit more complicated under certain 
circumstances.  You were fortunate that in this instance 
with your first exposure to the issue of confidentiality, 
the entire transcript was marked confidential, but there 
are occasions when portions of a depo are deemed 
confidential and other portions not confidential, and you 
may be required to prepare the two portions separately, 
each with its own exhibits, cover, appearance, index and 

certification pages, and then the two portions are bound 
separately when prepared by the agency.  Also, it may be 
the agency’s policy to produce all the related transcript 
litigation services – text file, E-Tran, condensed mini 
transcript with word index, CD, etc. – separately for each 
portion of the transcript, so there can be considerably 
more work involved both on the part of the reporter and 
the agency’s production department. 

It also occurs at times that more than one degree or 
level of confidentiality is attached to given portions of the 
deposition testimony.   It may be decided by counsel that 
certain pages should be deemed simply “Confidential,”  
other portions perhaps “Highly Confidential,” other sections 
could be “Confidential, Attorneys’ and Consultants’ Eyes 
Only,”  others may be “Confidential, Attorneys’ Eyes Only,” 
and then some portions not confidential at all.   When 
designations like this are decided upon, and assuming 
that counsel want each portion individually and separately 
bound, as they usually do, then it can be quite complicated 
to prepare the various portions as requested, and a great 
deal of attention must be paid by the reporter to attach all 
the necessary merge pages for each portion, to collate the 
various portions and keep the page numbering accurate.  
Likewise, a good deal more time and concentration has 
to be paid to the production and copying of the various 
transcript portions by the agency’s staff.   

If you find yourself with a deposition like this to 
transcribe, I’d suggest that you consult the agency you’re 
working for before starting the transcript to learn whether 
they have any policies or procedures that they need you 
to follow, whether they’re aware of any standing orders 
by the attorneys in the case on how they wish to see a 
rather complicated confidential proceeding like this 
handled.   Putting together a transcript with these special 
requirements may seem a bit intimidating at first, but giving 
it the extra time, attention and organization that’s called 
for, you’ll get it done correctly.  

l
Return to FRONT PAGE
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NEVADA COURT REPORTERS ASSOCIATION

2010 CONVENTION
FEATURING MARK KISLINGBURY

Friday, March 19 (3 CEUs)
4:00 - 5:30 pm	 Registration
5:00 - 9:00 pm	 Wine & Appetizer Buffet
5:30 - 7:00 pm	 Reporting Lessons: share your experiences
7:15 - 8:45 pm	 Jeopardy (subject to change)

Saturday, March 20 (8 CEUs)
8:00 - 9:00 am	 Continental Breakfast
9:00 - 10:30 am	 Mark Kislingbury RT Workshop
10:45 - 12:00 pm	 Mark Kislingbury
12:15 - 1:45 pm	 Luncheon/Business Meeting
2:00 - 3:30 pm	 Mark Kislingbury
3:45 - 5:00 pm	 Mark Kislingbury
5:10 - 6:00 pm	 Mark Kislingbury

Sunday, March 21 (4 CEUs)
8:00 - 9:00 am	 Continental Breakfast
9:00 - 11:00 am	 LV Law (2 NV CEUs)
11:15 - 12:15 pm	 Identity Theft Prevention
12:30 - 1:30 pm	 Convention Planning 101

ONLINE 
REGISTRATION 

ONLY AT
www.nvcra.org

Test Anxiety Guru - testanxietyguru.com - specializes in reporting tests

2010 Reporter Resolutions (?)

Take CCRR - Realtime is what defines steno reporters from all other methods
of making a written record of a verbal proceeding - www.ccrr.org

Go wireless - Perception is everything - get rid of the cables - 
at least between steno machine and laptop

Buy mini-laptop for demo of realtime and use at depos - 
Marketing yourself as a reporter is priceless!!

Donate to court reporting school/Volunteer to do something for DRA -
Give back and you will gain more than you give.

DRA Student Scholarship Fund Update

Zandonella Reporting in Concord, California recently donated $1,000 in memory of
John and Fosca Zandonella

http://www.nvcra.org
http://testanxiety.com
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Deadbeat Judgments

l
Return to FRONT PAGE

As a service to our members, DRA will 
continue to publish in our newsletter 
and on our website any final, formal 

court judgments in connection with court reporting 
services, whether obtained against an attorney, law firm, 
court reporting firm, or any other person or entity.  If you 
are aware of any judgments within the last two-year time 
period, fax us the paperwork or email us the attached 
documents or a link to LexisNexis, and we will publish it.  
Here are some more . . .

CORY PAUL BARRETT
vs.

DEVAN MYLES MULLINS
Superior Court, Cnty of Orange

Case No.  30-2008-00098150
Judgment: $4,531.08

Barrett Reporting, Inc.
vs.

Janice Dison,
dba Attorneys Choice Court Reporters

Superior Court, Cnty of Orange
Case No.  30-2008-00093780

Judgment: $3,023.11 (includes interest and costs)

Barrett Reporting, Inc.
vs.

Chance E. Gordon
Superior Court, Cnty of Orange

Case No. 30-2007-00015726
Judgment: $1,850.60

give me your boots,
your steno machine,

 and your ticket to . . .
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IT’S NOT
TOO LATE!

ENROLL NOW
USING THE

REGISTRATION
FORM ON
PAGE 20
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FREELANCE DIRECTORY

SHARON M BEST, CSR 6025
Tel: (805) 644-8404

E-mail: bestrpr@yahoo.com
Areas served: Ventura County, Santa Barbara

SANDY CARRANZA, CSR 7062
Tel: (415) 893-1861, Fax: (415) 893-1861

E-mail: sandycarranza@comcast.net
Areas served: San Francisco/East Bay Area, Marin and Sonoma

DEBRA CODIGA, CSR 5647
Tel: (916) 966-3278, Fax: (916) 966-3280

E-mail: deporeporters@sbcglobal.net
Areas served: Greater Sacramento and surrounding areas

DIANE B. HOFFMAN, CSR 5312
Tel: (714) 730-3603, Fax: (714) 730-3603

E-mail: CSRMOM@aol.com
Areas served: Orange County, Riverside County, Long Beach

KATHERINE LAUSTER, CSR 1894
Tel: (831) 375-0225, Fax: (831) 375-8684

E-mail: klauster@comcast.net
Areas served: San Francisco Bay Area, Monterey Bay Area,

Silicon Valley

BEVERLY NEWMAN, CSR 2872
Tel: (714) 479-4415, Fax: (949) 770-4210

E-mail: bevnewman@aol.com
Areas served: Orange County, Riverside County, Long Beach

KATHERINE WAYNE, CSR 2854
Tel: (707) 677-3742, Fax: (707) 677-3742

E-mail: kjwayne@suddenlink.net
Areas served: Humboldt and Del Norte counties

DEPOSITION REPORTERS ASSOCIATION
MISSION STATEMENT

DRA represents Certified Shorthand Reporters who report depositions and out-
of-court proceedings in the State of California, who wish to promote a broader 

understanding of freelance reporting.

 DRA strives to preserve and enhance the reporting profession, ensure its integrity, 
and maintain its high standards and impartiality wherever a verbatim record is 

required.

 DRA is committed to ensuring that the shorthand reporting profession remains a 
viable and integral part of the legal system.

mailto:bestrpr%40yahoo.com?subject=
mailto:sandycarranza%40comcast.net?subject=
mailto:deporeporters%40sbcglobal.net?subject=
mailto:CSRMOM%40aol.com?subject=
mailto:bevnewman%40aol.com?subject=
mailto:bevnewman%40aol.com?subject=
mailto:kjwayne%40suddenlink.net?subject=
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TO ORDER
CALL (888) 867-2074

Briefs Encountered, $75
Medically Briefed, $85

Remove pounds of paper 
from your cart cart

by using these
great briefing programs.

Available directly from DRA.

DRA
encourages you to
LOSE WEIGHT 

NOW 

No Contracting

Golding Court Reporters
Certified Shorthand Reporters

(800) 556-5404
Full-Service Agency with Experienced Staff

All Litigation Support Software Available
Serving Southern California Since 1987

Los Angeles County • Orange County • Riverside County
San Bernardino County • San Diego County

KRAMM & ASSOCIATES, INC.
COURT REPORTING & VIDEO

CERTIFIED REALTIME REPORTERS ON STAFF
COMPLIMENTARY CONFERENCE ROOM –

NEAR AIRPORT
FULL-SERVICE LEGAL VIDEO

800-939-0080
2224 Third Avenue San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 239-0080 – Fax (619) 239-0206
www.kramm.com • kramm@kramm.com
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2009-2010 OFFICERS & BOARD
PRESIDENT

John Squires
Email:  jpscsr2001@aol.com or president@caldra.org 

The statements and opinions expressed herein are those of the individual authors and do not necessarily represent the views of The Deposition Reporter or the 
association. Likewise, the presence of advertisers, or their identification as members of DRA, does not constitute an endorsement of the products or services featured. 
The Deposition Reporter reserves the right to decline to publish any advertisement and/or article submitted. The Deposition Reporter is published at timely intervals 
by the Deposition Reporters Association of California, Inc.

VICE PRESIDENT
Lisa Michaels

Email: csr6361@earthlink.com or vicepresident@caldra.org 

SECRETARY
Vicki Saber

Email: vsaber@aol.com or secretarytreasurer@caldra.org

DIRECTORS

DISTRICT 1 (Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Mendocino, Napa, Solano, & Sonoma counties)
April Heveroh E-mail: aheveroh@sbcglobal.net or district1@caldra.org 

DISTRICT 2 (Monterey, San Benito, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara & Santa Cruz counties)
Robin Riviello E-mail: robinriv4@aol.com or district2@caldra.org

DISTRICT 3 (Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Lassen, Modoc, Nevada,
Placer, Plumas, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Tuolumne, Yolo & Yuba counties)

Gail Blankenship E-mail: gblankcsr@charter.net or district3@caldra.org 

DISTRICT 4 (Los Angeles county)
Susan Campana E-mail:  csrsue99573@sbcglobal.net or district4@caldra.org

DISTRICT 5 (Orange county)
Charlotte Dunn E-mail:  charlotte@realtimehb.com or district5@caldra.org

DISTRICT 6 (San Bernardino & Riverside counties)
Todd Olivas E-mail: todd@toddolivas.com or district6@caldra.org

DISTRICT 7 (San Diego & Imperial counties)
Rosalie Kramm E-mail: rosalie@kramm.com or district7@caldra.org

DISTRICT 8 (Fresno, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Mono, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Tulane & Ventura counties,
and all Professional Members residing outside California)

Jeri Cain E-mail:  jcain@meritreporting.com or district8@caldra.org 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Vicki Squires E-mail:  vicki@vsquires.com or cal_dra@yahoo.com

DRA BOOKKEEPING OFFICES
Integrated Accounting Services - Karen A. Skrable E-mail: iaservices@sbcglobal.net

NEWSLETTER EDITORS
Karen Klein E-mail: Karen@ludwigklein.com or newslettereditor@caldra.org
Thomas G. Golding E-mail: tgolding@gte.net or newslettereditor@caldra.org

LEGISLATIVE CHAIR
Stephanie Grossman E-mail:  steph@gandc.com or legchair@caldra.org

mailto:jpscsr2001%40aol.com?subject=
mailto:president%40caldra.org?subject=
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mailto:secretarytreasurer%40caldra.org?subject=
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mailto:rosalie%40kramm.com?subject=
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mailto:district8%40caldra.org?subject=
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MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION
FAX OR MAIL COMPLETED FORM WITH PAYMENT TO:

Deposition Reporters Association
7172 Regional Street, Dublin, CA 94568

Phone (888) 867-2074   Fax: (925) 905-2611
E-mail: cal_dra @yahoo.com   Website: www.caldra.org

Items marked with an asterisk (*) are required to process your application.

*Name _________________________________________________________________ 	 *CSR No. __________

Firm Name  _____________________________________________________________		 DOB  ______________

*Mailing Address _________________________________________________________ 	 *City/State/ZIP __________________________

Home Phone ____________________ 		 *Office Phone ____________________ 	 Fax ____________________

E-mail Address __________________________________________________________

			   List me in DRA’s on-line database		  List me in DRA’s on-line freelance database (must be a CSR).
			   I am an NCRA member.   NCRA #: _________________________

Please indicate the membership status you are applying for after carefully reading the descriptions of each membership category.
For the student and instructor options, please include your school to receive the discounted membership

	 PROFESSIONAL	 ($125 per year)  Any person whose primary reporting income is derived from the practice of deposition reporting or
		  general reporting and who holds a current CSR license issued by the Court Reporters Board of California.
	 3-YEAR RENEWAL 	 ($350 – save $25)

	 ASSOCIATE 	 ($100 per year) Any person whose primary reporting income is derived from working as an Official Court Reporter,
		  who holds a current CSR license issued by the Court Reporters Board of California; OR any non-CSR who has passed
		  the National Court Reporters Association Registered Professional Reporter examination; OR any person wishing to
		  establish a professional  affiliation with DRA to assist in promoting the mission of the Association.
	 3-YEAR RENEWAL 	 ($275 – save $25)

	 INSTRUCTOR 	 ($25 per year)  Instructors who are nonreporting CSRs or, if not CSRs, who teach at institutions recognized/certified by
		  the CRBC.   SCHOOL__________________________

	 STUDENT 	 ($25 per year)  Any student enrolled in a verbatim shorthand reporting school.   SCHOOL_______________________

	 PAC 	 (Not tax deductible) These are funds used to support the passage or defeat of legislation that has an impact on our
		  members and for the support of political candidates seeking elective office who share similar points of view on issues
		  that are important to our membership.  PAC AMOUNT: ___________________

	 FRIEND OF DRA 	 (Amount $_______)  (tax deductible)

	 PAYMENT TYPE:  	 CHECK  /  MC  /  VISA  /  AMEX        (add 3.5% for AMEX)

	 TOTAL ENCLOSED:	 $___________________

	 CARD NUMBER:	 ____________________________________________

	 EXP. DATE:	 ____________________

	 CVV2:	 _____________ (3 or 4 digit code on the back of card in signature line)

NOTE: Checks returned from the bank for any reason will be assessed a $25 service fee.

A portion of your dues will be used for lobbying activities as defined by the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993. For this year’s dues, it is estimated that the percentage 
used for such purposes will be 55%. This portion of your dues is not deductible as an ordinary and necessary business expense.


