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Decision 64 04· O~ APR '1 8 1984 

BEFORE ~RE PUBLIC UTILITIES COY~ISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA rm fD) ,... 1":"""'1 '1t1 ,'" .#, 

Investigation to establish a standard 1 
limited volume of gas and e-lectricity 
for those medical conditions and 
uses specif'ied by the Legisle.ture 
(Public Utilit,ies Code Sec. 739 as ~ 
amended: 1982 Stats. Chapter 1541). j 

lfulroU~Ulr~lb 
OIl 83-01-01' 

(Filed Ja.nuary 19·~ 198:3) 

OPINION DENYING COMPENSATION 
TO INTERVENOR 

On July 22, 198; ,. the Disability Rights Education and 
Defense Pund (DRED~) :f'ileda notice ot intent (NOI) to claim 
compensation in this proceeding. In its NOr, DR:EDF estimated its' 
tota.l cost ot participation in this proceeding at $7,992., 

On Janua:ry 19, 1984, we issued Decision (D,.) 84~01-064, our 
o:pinion and order· which decided and concluded this investi'gation. In 
D.84-01-064, we found that DREDF had met its burden ot demonstre,ting 
significant financial hardship as required under Rules 76~23 aJld 
76.25 of' the Rules of Practice and Procedure. DREDF was advised 
that, if upon its reviewot D.84-01-064 it" concluded that it, had 

. , 

substantially contributed to the adoption, in ~hole orin .. pa~t, of an 
issue, it should file.wi thin ;0 days its r'equest t'or compensat·ion 
pursuant· to Rule 76,.26. 

.j 

On February 21, 1984, DREDF made its 'filing requesting 
compensation in the amount of $8,568.60. It:t:'e'lied on that portion 
of the deciSion in which we provided tor cust~~ers with li:f'e~support 
equipment having higher than· average energy requirements.· 

In the hearings 'in this investige,tion·, DREDr took the 
pOSition that the life-support allowance shoul:d be constituted ot 
multiples of the tier-one ra.te block of energy>,a.ecord1ng to the 
disabled person's individual' needs, with no current disabled : 

- 1 -



• 

• 

. . 

OI! 83-01-01 ALJ/bg/~a/b9 * }J.:r - VC 

customer receiving less than his present allowance. DREnF further 

urged t~at allow~nces be provided for each disabled member of a 
household rather than one allow~nccper household. 

The ~dopted structuring of ~~c lifc-~upport allowance 
was not based upon and did,not follow DREDF's'recommcneations.' 

Our decision did, however, adopt a hardship provision for' cuztomcrs 
. ". , 

having unusually l~rge life-support energy requircments.;While, 
this 'hardship provision undoubtedly sa.·tisfies som,c"of DREDF' s 
ob';ectives, our adoption of it did not result from DREDP's 

~ ~ 

participation in this investigation. 

Findings of Fact 
1. DP~DF did not make a substantial contribution, az 

required by Rule 76 .. 26, to the adoption, in whole or in part, of 
an issue. 

2. There is no single sub~tantivc clement of D.$4-01-064 

whic~ would hav~ been different had ~P~OF not participated in 
this investigation. 
Conclusion of Law 

DREDF's rcquest for compcns.:ttion :~hould be deniC!d .. 

o R DE R 

IT IS ORDERED th~t th~ requezt by' Dis~bility Rightz 
£ducCltion an'd Defense Fund for compenzl.ltion for i tz partici?~tion, 
in orr 83-01-01 is denied .. 

California. 

This oreer becomes effective 30 days, from today 0/ 

)')<'l tcd l ... pr i 1 18, 1984 _,.:s. t S<'lnPrancisco, 

LEONARD M .. GRIMES, JR. 
president' 

VICTOR 'CALVO 
PRISClr.LA C.GRE~l 
DONALD VIAL 

, WILLI,AM l' .,BAGLEY 
,Commissioner:. 
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customer receiving less than his present allowance. DREDF further 
urged that allowances be provided for each disabled member of a 
household rather than one allowance per household. 

The adopted structuring of the life-suppor~riowancewaa . 
not based upon and did not follow DREDF's recomme~d-Qtions. Our 
decision did, however, adopt a hardshipprovisi for. customers 
having unusually large life-support energy,r uirements.Wbile this 
hardsbip provision undoubtedly sa.tisfies s e of DREDF's objectives" 
our adoption of' it did not result from D DF's ;Partici;pa.t,ion in .'this 
investigation. 
Findings of' Pact 

1. DREDF did not make a sub antial contribution, as required 
by Rule 76.20, to the adoption, whole or in part, of an issue. 

2. There is no single s stantive element ofD.84-01-064 which 
would have been different had DREDF not pa.rticipated in this 
investigation. 

:;. DREDF did not fi e its request ,for compensation wi thin 30 
days as required by Rule 6,.26. 
Concl'lsion of Law' 

Fund for 

DREDF's re7st for compensation should be denied. ' 

QR~~R 

!~ IS ORDtRED that Disability Rights Education and Defense 
/ 

compens~ion for its participation in OII 83-01-01 is denied. 
This <7rder be .. comeseffecti ve :30 days from today. 
Dated! APR, 8 1984 , at San Francisco, California. 

I 
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LZON~ M. GRIMES ... J.R. 
Prez140nt 

V: CTOP. CKL VO i :. 

P!t!SCILLA C. CR...'TfJ' 
DON:.:r..D VIAL' 
WILLIAM T. B/.GLEY::: 

C0mm1zz1onOrs 


