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, OPINION ,ON (NlIDC'S, REQUEST FOR COMPENSATION 'f} ;' 

Summary :;'; . 

Natural Resources, vef_ense ~oul).oil. ;(N~PC» request~.u: ~::, ; !.~~) 
compensation of '$27 ,206.'80 for: its ',-cpntriJ;>)lt~91Ut, t:p.pec,i,s,ipn (D.) 
89-05-061. and 0.90-05-030. " We ·find that:NRDC ,made substantial,,;. j~ 
contributions to these,decisions(, and weaward·compens~ti()I\ of, 
$2~i:293.66. '[ : 
Introduction .. ,' 

. "OnApril 27,= 1988, ,in D.88..,.04-066, .we. fou~d N.RDC.,(;lli9ib~~:i -
for compensation ;. for- its: substantial, contributions. to de.c,i.~icms. in : 
this proceeding •. In D. 88~07..,..025, we ~w.ard~<;l· NROC compensation: of , 
$14,004.31 for: its contrilmtion toD.SS,:,,03-00S, an.d, in D •. 89~,03-.034, . 
we awarded NRDC $3,566.50 for i t& :contributio.n to .D,. 88-07.-058 .• 

NRDC filed its third suppleme~t4l request for 
compensation on September 20, 1989, for its contribution to'D.89-
05-067 and to the "appropriate order or deoision" resulting from 
the collaborative group on demand-side management that emerged 
fol~owing the Commission's en bane hearing of July. 20, 1989. 
D~90-05-030 is the decision that best fits that description. 

Rule 76.56 of the Commission'S Rules of practice and 
Procedure governs reque~ts for compensationa 

·Following'is5uan~e of a, final order. or .dec~sion 
by the commission in the hearing or proceeding, 

. a customer 'who:has b~er\' found by the 
Commission ••. ' to be. eligible for an awaJ:'d of '. 
compensation may file within 30 days a request 
for an award •. The request sh~ll include, at a 
minimum, a detailed description of services and 
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:; J W{O~ ¥ e¥>ipetlditu'res 'ihld '~al -dEfsclr'fptlob (o'f '~th-e'l() : JI<lW.FI ;'lii i' ~U(;'-5 :"),' 1 
customer's substantial contribution to the 
hearing or proceeding •••• " " "Jij i10 ~:>(hTrY::)iq ~-'ii;;f;:,:-:cd!!~! 

f ~1;_ r '.'-'~l-;{ ("".: f~(" f -f,"."-.7 r.r .. » !,.1- '\ fi~-) ~ ... ~ .... ~. _ .. ~-~-~) 

" ,'," .Ru~(4"i( .. 52-'<h) de,fines ·fil~~l '~~de"t;<o"~'de'6'i~'i6rl~:-=:t:~:'~~~~'~'f:-j 
l. {};:..~~~ ~ ,'- 'r .:'.l(' :~-"":) L;,:: 1 i '1 ~ ( i;;l -; r~n~.\st:) (); :~);...-;:il' ·::=.!~~.~1 it 1 ,- ~i-;':· r-Cir~·:i'··'~--~\'" 

-an order or decision that tes~l~~st;~~"l~css~~(sJ, if,or;,~h~,Qh :w.',; ,I ';_<n~; 
compensation is sought.-

In its request, NRDC argues that this proceeding had 
-entered a finAli 'pna's'E!(o'f<inde'teririUiat'e :-lEHlgth;o;'.:fo1'lowing the en 
banc hearing. NRDC requests that -the convening of the 
collaborative process be treated as the functional equivalent',of a"i;~ 

Commission .'/6tder or :decis'i6n'~i'under,(PUC Rule 1,76 ~26: !",' \1: i,~: 

; ,'J'; -NROOielies 'on the w't6ng'atticle "Of :.tfie 'C6mriHssion I S Ii:J ,~, 

Rules of :piac"tic:e and Procedu'ie' 'and ,'arrlVesA£'an erroneous \ eli)· ;:(;. :~:J 

conclusion~'::'RUl~ 76;26'if)'part t6£ Aiti(H~"'llL6, which applies)t6: 
proceedings initiated before 1985. Rule 76.56, quoted pre~iou~ly~\~ 

~---

is the corresponding rule of Article 18.7, which applies' to i ,';; ,', ',,1 
pr6c~edings Initiated on or aiter'January~l, i19BS. ,; ,Rule 76.56 
alldws"re<}\.iests' for compensation to, befiled:,£6llowing ~ issuance of', _ 
a final order or decision.' The commeilcememtoi meetings by the 
col1ab6rat:lve group is 'nett eqUlvalerit!'t6th~"(iinal order'or:: . :<:" ,,' 
decision "contempla.ted iil, Rul'e 76,26" ': < < 1;.', ': 

In the alternative,' NRDc asks 'that'iis' request be held 
pending'issuande of an appropriate -order 'or' decision. " D .. 90";'05~030 

is the final order in this proceeding. NRDC'g 'alternative' request 
makes sense in the context of this case.' The issUailc~"6f' 
0.90-05-030 was the only notew6rthyoccurreilce in'this pioceeding 
since l~RDC; s filing, NRDC states that its request for compensation: 
"does not encompass any part of the collaborative ptocess itself, 
and NRDC does not intend to seekcompensati6n for its work in' that 
forum.- Thus, it appears that NRoc's request covers all of the 
remaining coinpen~ation it will claim iii th!sproce~din9And that 
NRDC's pending request is its final request in this cAse.', The 
change in wording from the old Rule 76.26 to the n¢w Rtlle 76.56 was 
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made -~o leliminatem\lIt.!plElil fiU,Jlgsi.J:l.atsi,(9).,~ :,p~()c~~~iI].9 f' {l,,,d:::;c ':;~'-":lq 
NRDC's ,1 altE!rnative:r~que~t t~ITlOV~S iJ*e~t.ht"~{l,~:p~,f~~t:l)~~ ~lt~q\!.e.~1::.~[!(:jc: 

for compensation in this case. '.\<Ji:l'~';::·'-:-'[fc: .">;(.1 

',' ".;,;rlTqU8., \lnder(NRDG~~ ,al1:.~r[l~ti\1~,app1=9~cbi!,th~ r~qHest was 
made,wi;thin lthe} limits;of f{\ile~176~ ~~:.: ~elwil,19~~m t:lR~.'s ;:p:~q~~~t.;[ .f 

to have been filed on May 4~;19?OI':tne ,datelp*.90~05~()30 \o.'as ti:~sued~:iU 
With this"i"asaumptioniJNR.DC":~ J;equ~s~>:i~Jtirn~ly. -'~-f \"-> ~i ".~ (".:-: 

NRDC states that its substantial contrib~~i9J)pr~m.aFrj.ly!/.~;~ ~ 
took, the .formof,:two <1o~uro.ent~; subrnit~ed to j ~J:t~ COIll1!lissi9!1,', First I 
NRDC responde~ ,to . our, ~iJ\vit,~tiQfliini p.~8;"12·dH~fq~ cornment~L·oJ) ,'.f 0,;.' 

topics;raised io. l a,.stipulatipn,apPt()v~~~ir- ,.~h(.\~ 9.eYAsi~n ~Jlc:l:!o~'",.: .. :; 
questionslthat',we ,posed, 11\ D .. ,8S-1~~,04l,' "NRI?C; f,i.l~d, it~ c9mm~nts,,~n " 
January 12,; 1989. 'j Second I' NROC, submitted a;, ;r;ep<u;,t, entitl~d ~~~e:>, ," .. 
Decline of Conservation·at Californ~a Utilities:.Ca\lses,.<::C?sts and 
Consequences· as. p'att (,f' its-~l'>rese~tat16n' at ~he en' bane hearing we 
called for inDin9-05~067. 

NRDC be)ievesthat'the COroin$.ssi6t\,has ad6pt~d the three 
• " ~, • ~ -, .. >.: -:- ~ ,- l .. ' 5:~ >: .",' l.. \ ." ~ f : .• ~.: _ _ ': . ~.. ~ .,-' i , .. ~ 

recommendat1ons,of 1ts comments., NRDC~s f1rst,recomrnendatl.on was 
- . . . . 'l _., ~ - ~ , . 

to refocus the proceeding -to address'i:~gulatoryjstrAtegies for 
insuring that cost-minimizing investments in .<;:911~.~rv~tJ(;») ~,n~,~ ~,tJ;t.eri::; 

energy-resOurces are more profitable for utilities than inyestments 
in costlier alternatives." ,'Secon~,: NRDC ~rgedthe ~ommiss~on to -" 
"reaffirm ERAM's goal of removing a powerful and inappropri~te 
di~incentive to utility-financed conservation" and not to aboli~h; ',. 
Electric Revenue AdjustrnentMechanism (ERAN) without compensating 
for this feature of E~~. Third, NRDC suggested ~olding an en bane, 
hearing to cons~derthe future of this p~oceeding. 

NRDC states that the report it submitted in connection 
with the en bane hearing presented data on the decline of 
conservat~on investment by California's utilities. The report's 
primary recommendation was the commencement of a collaborative 
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process J~t'o dev~lop: 'Ci5risEH\SU~ ;~rec6riuneiidAf.16nsC'to {~ebllild Jutllity- ')ht\; I 

sponsore'd f'c'onset\tat'foi\ '~:'pr69rilme ':: ilnd ,,, ci'ea t~ 1ficenti ves £ to~:opera te . ~,'Hi ~1 
them successfully." .',cr,,:,. ~:LU II! ilc,jjr,~:w;(!,;_·' 'u,>"l 

'(':'~ :;' 'i>r89-05j061:'addtessed(theicommefits~'flled:'in resp6nse to 
the:': fnviblti6n'lO~ I)~a8-i2'::'041.' I)',\90~05';;..630 referred f to'lthe i ieport i ;!,; 

tha€":il~s~lt.ed ff8m~lthe'~collabOratlve')9~bup~ ',',:: i,'-, !" [n ,!,' ,': 'c"," :1 ,)i 

No party, resp6t\ded Tto:' NRDC,'s' request.;1for' C6mpensatlon. i\! :';; 

IssuefT(F~jDeCided;' , ',11,,, I"~ "\ Jt,:; ,1 ' ' '',; >: ,; ,': 

, ,::c,<{; R\.Ue'·16.5S·requires th~:C6mmissi6n'in6t 6rtly1todetermine :",j 
whether NRDC"made slIbst~htiliF'cortttl.bUti6ns r tor D189-05-067;iill)d <, :,~:i~::! 
D.90-05L 030i but :cftlso to';descr'ibe"the''oc6ntiibUtlons,and set; the?~' t'T~d 
amount'of the c6rllpensatior'i ;1;0 be1awai:d~a.(] A<:c6rding" to': Rule'c:,,~, r.~: :'F 
76.52(9), ~riri.\te~-ei\or has madA it':·sub'stantiAT)c6ntrlhlilionjo whenl,'!, 

, ,tit /~ .• inth~' judgin~'\t (Sf the:C6mmlssion',the', ":,,," ,;, ,,'I n 

. ,:; , ;, c~s~9JIl~r' s pr~sen~at~on ;~as s,~bsta':'t-~a,lly, ~., . 
ass1sted the Comm1SS1on 1fl the mak1ng of its 
order or decision because the order"or'declsion" 
h~~ ad9pted in ":lhole or in P~FtjPIIf'T pr, mPFe: ',' 

l' • 

factual' content1ons, ,leg~l content1ons" o~ , 
'specific policy or procedural I 'rec6ininendations ,.;' e 
presen~ed by: the customer.·, ;' , ;' ',;'1 ': "', < ' 

Substant'icii Contribution":; , "" ',. ,,' ',l' , "W:';' 

We a9r~~ with' NRDC's, assertion that' :it made' a',substantial> 
contribution to I) ~ 89-()S-067 • In'that 'decis"ion;, ~e set: iIp an' en'" '.', 
banc hearing al6ng the lines recommended by NROC (inimeo~' pp., 6~7), ' 
We did not specifically ~I'1dor5e ~ROC's "recoininendat.ioit 'on developing 
incentives' f6r utilities 'investments' in cbilserva:tion,;: but, this' ' 
ideA,' received considerable attention at the en banc'hearing, and 
eventually became the f6cus of the collabO~Ativ~;9roup.NRDC's 
contrlbutiont6 the course our inquiries eventually took was 
substantial and deserves compensation., ' , ' . 

Although 'we dectded in D. 89-05~067 to retain; ERAM, our: 
decision ''las based on various reasons presented by a humber 'ot 
parties, and not just on the points advocated by NRDC. NRDC's 
recommendation was grounded in ERAM's function of removing a 
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disincentive to conservation~ D~89~05-067,does nqt e~pl~ditly 
~V-';l LJrj :).£J(1{)Q nlLI 'j'.' [10,U:,:f"'::O:J 0HJ YO b,{f,:) 

refer to that·, funct~on= ratherrl we dec~Q~<i:;~Q~)r~tatl),:,§~;tpecause 
the ·unanticipated aHd'le*i~aoraihJ"iy·lal.fficultj.~sli of I ~~~':'partial 

, .. 1'.-_"<_, ( ~.J 'f ~.}::.; .:~ '-, j f i I f ~~ .. 
removal of ERAM that we had contemplated outweiqhed the benefits 
th~t'\::~ula [H~:': r~asoriiibly~b~~;exp~cted! ft-orl\' :1::111s"; :tevisi6n·;'(n\Imeo. p. 
3) • Y~t i 'f boJc~~iis "6~er" ERAM" s 'i~moval": of' an' Importantd itbp~diR\Eh\t '; 1;'._ 

to con~~H7irtibrt ~As'; all'" tfu~ortai\t'\::6h'sid"edlti6n'r 11\ ilght"j6f \ (H:;nc::~fns f;: 
over' 'th~~:: st~\:'~ bf' u~ilit~(' Ds};{\p~bgr'Alt\s'-~ {'rt'! it'sjc~lhlnehts'{; NRDC had-' , U 
ar~'ued;"th~t' th~ ~ drop "fn; utilIties; i'nvestmet.t.- in':'cbrt§eivatibn' in) ,:," 
California led to many lost opportunities to invest in cost2 ". ,)V" , ',' 

effective conservation and demand-side man"a"geitl~ritVfFThis '8'i'gument 
was dev'~i6p~d' artd 'stipplem~Ated' in NROC', s r~Po~rt"i' 'a'i'ld' NROCTs 
cont~n;ti6ns '~v~ntuiHi~ l~(l' \.\8' to reeinphas!ze' th~ utilities ,; '"role 'in 
promoting demand-side management. ' " 

We also 'find': t'hAt:' NRDC mAde' it s'igitificiitlt contrfbution to 
D.90-05-030. Althbu'gh't"h~ decision makes no specific 'reference to" ' 
NRDC or its repbrt,the 'report' receb,ed considerable attenti6n' at: c' .:' 

the en bAn~' hear trig. ' ThE!! ' rep<>r't . urljed "the· Comrnls"sion to" ''''cCinvene ,.:;: ; 
structured, time-constrained negotiations to rebuild utility.!.." ' 
sponsored 'c6n~ervat16n 'programs and create! incenti~~s" to" operate 
themsucc'essfuiiY. • ' ; This' recotnfuendation ev61v~din\d' led to the' " 
formation of the (:olia})orativegroup, and the" reco~endatiohsof" ' 
the group' resultEid in proposals that made itpossibl~ for us to' 
take" 'the step of terminating Investigation' (I.) 86-10-001 in 
D.90-05-030. 

We conclude that NRDC made significant contributions, on 
the points we have just described, to D.89-05~067 and D.90-05-030. 
CompEmsation 

Rule 76.60 sets the' bounds for the calculation of 
compensations 

"[The calculation] shall take into consideration 
the compensation paid to persons of comparable 
training and experience who offer similar 
services. The compensation awarded may not, in 
any case, exceed the market value of services, 
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'{ L; b~tli{~~y ih~ ~ggMi~gf(?~O ~~c tHe pGBil~v~Er~ity~)~; <)'.'jJ((~n;·f f :, (h 
Y?{!~):;~whichever;; 1s'''! greate~) :'>to {)ersons;'Of comparable! ;~!L-t c,~ >~~,) '.:.~'1 

f (',! :f j ,,1traA!liQ9 angl' ~~p~f~~n~e.' \rfP.9 r ~u;~,Q~~~r1.ng,· r.·'·',. ~J ~', "{ 'If,' ",{',lr '.J,.i, : similar serv cas ~ • .. . .. ......... .. ,. . . ", ' .... . 
-~~-; r \''-':!:;,_: l":i~? f ·:d~:,-i.~~~~·;3~;'l-; !="~ lhJ{!~·!~~41[!():~ h';!-.-fi ~'j;~.-: _tf\si} ~~}\5~~~ J(; ~C,t.tC<:1-0·1 

. ': . " .. ~;RJ?C;:~~qu~~!-sc't~;)I!lpe.J}~at.i:pn" ~~r::8~:.11J;18P~8;8~ . S~~i?rr,~~aft,: j 
Att9~J)eYd.~~lphJ~?Y~.I).~gh' ,~i. t~ptef ~!:,. tl}~ FatE7,;~f 1~!,jO~~~r:;)t8~r ~:; f?F , (.c 

$1~, 76~ ~()O, J fO~>;f 1 ~ .h9U!;.~ ~ q,C Eese~5qh ~~~qcia~e~,fhr.A~ ~,~}~~~~,~ 8.,1(1, c; 
time; .. jl,t;. a: J;'~t~ ,9.f $80 .,p~rr hp~r fe. <?r $14, O.QO. O~; : a~d,.\. f?~ $1~J~ 8.Q(of\ y:c' 

its p,l;'in~ing,· qlai,lJnq, i aJ),q; p<;>s:t~.ge exp~n~es" f9r a,., tpt~l, req~~slt;AH!, 
$27,206.80~,·,.,: f:' ,\"f.''; ':'i ',i- ~r!iU'i~'T:" J',:'{ 'ill,: ,,t L~d'~!l'1''-Lfrl<'' 

) ~.' ~ J ',,' Ca.pensable ,B()~S,: [~_! -: :. t ::; - r '1 ': '~. ,- ,:~:} ~ _~_~~ L .1 t~-)c _~_ j $- '.~ 1 . .--; c: ;-;/)~, ~'~~.l j'_ ~ - #"~ t -~ ~.: 

NRDC tpl:l9Ca~ed, tt~tim~; ,be,twe~J) ,.the,9<?~~~m!~~,: a.~~~}i-lW\"'i ' CO,;' 

reP9rt,but no,' ~i.).9,cat,ionwas ,'!'c:tde. to, spe~ific f?su,el? ,.~~~re~,~e?{:J~: 
those documents. 

. , ., , ,; ,We· have determined that two of,NRDC's three, 
. . " -. , , - -, .' _ • • . j,.- t ~, , 

recor.unertdations in its.comments substantially,contributed to 
- . -.... '- '.'.' , :- . ., ..' . 

D. 89:;,05:~067 •. 'J,n ad~ition" NRDC'~ comments ,qn the ?ec1.~lJ.r of 
inves.tm~nt in energy efficie.~cy influ~nced th~, cou~~~ .of, th,~s 
proceedin~. ;,~": .. :., '"' :"[;'_': ',:,' .,'.;::., .. , .... '::.' ,;.,'; 

; :' 

.j One -. of the· time entries ,for NRDC's. attorney, however 1.- . 
, . - • ' . .' .• ' '. __ • . . t'" ~'- ,; _ ~ • t .• " .'.: ' •• _ .. 

precedes· the work on the comments by, several. months a(1d.predt;lf;.~s . 
. " • • . _ . , , • '0 t· -, . - , . . > • ~ 

D.88--12-041', which soliciteC\ the conunents. Th~ timing. ~nd '. 
- • - • 0 - • .... _.:.. ~ • o. • ~ .J , 

description of this w~rk .appears to- be no~ clol?e.~y ,related to th~ , 
topics of the conunents, and we will not allow recovery for the 0.6-. 

, '. ~ + 

hours recorded in this entry. 
Thus I w~ will allow compensat~on for 15.7 hours ?f 

Cavanagh's· time in connection with, the conunents.· 
The hours claimed for work on NRDC's report also require 

adjustment. The report was apparently intended for a wider 
audience than the service list in this proceeding. The .z.:~po~t 

cortcerns the conservation activities of four California utilities, . .. . . . 

including the Los Ahgeles Department of Water and Pow.er (LADWP), a 
municipal utili.ty not subject to our r~g'ulation and n<;>.t a 
respondent in this proceeding. This portion of the repOrt 
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obViou'sly 'did:irtot\"cOIltribute,t6 'our: deoisions;-"the: :teport~) ~yl~eJ\~~;(;"J 
of sigrtifi<1aht'~declilu~s 'iff the, D1)M expeilditures-',Qf~,the Jnyept,QJ:',7',il:,;{~',d 
owned utilities had a much greatei: effect than compa,rl~~)J\s);t.o.,,,th~iu"'Yj 
expenditlites 'of LADWP.' 'It,tis, thus not' appropriate-:for, "the,', 
ratepayers Of;jregulate,d,'utilit ies ·to· coinpeJ\sat~; 'NRDC' f6r,~its,>wpr'~'1·:,r;:i 

relat-ing to ;a' 'mUnicipal: uti'lity., 'Altho~ghdnformation on,:LAPt{P ,~~C',\:i 

appears . throughout , the report', ;:large', passa<1esaddre~sbrQade:r~ v:,',c ~ '-:Hi 
concern'sp:-a'nd -:reducing, NRDC' sh6uis,by, one-fourthis,;llot;., )ju$,ti(i~d".,! j ~": 

NRDCts time'rec.oiding practices 'do not "allow ,us to do" a, precise,~;.",;' r~': 
allocation of its -·time~' (' .Ba'sed; on "our 'review 'of· the repo,rt, .we"wiJ,lli:o, 
reduce {the: time for which' compensati.~n \o{ill" be 'Ji}'larcled ,by .19%_, tc. " f!F." {i 

reflect: the 'work related "t6 :LADWP., .>This il;djustrnen_t.· affect~ ,all ,of, <).: 

Calwellfs time and' 57.'3 holirs 6fCavanagh'stim~, [0;. ,!:'; ',' .,;" ,;:" 

" r '\",One other adjustment"is:necessary. r,NRDC reques.ts ,(\',",,';:-
compensation·for tiIt1e 'spent holding; a press ",co~ference :anrtouncing,; ,,-·f, 
the release of its report. This time is not a reasonable cost of 1:' 

particlipation in:this proceedingi'and:we will not·permit 
compensation:fo:t this :timei' which we estimate ·tobe one hour, 'ii.I','; 

We will 'allowcompensatioJl.for.'63.1 hours of ;Cavanaghts, "" 
time and 157.6 hours of Calwell's time in connection with, the,' ':" 'I,') 

preparation of the report. :, ',"; ,'jl" ""'<cC"'t " ,i 

, Thus, ~ th~ total compensable', hours are 7 a • 8 hours of 
Cavanagh's time and 157.6 hours of Calweli's,time. 

Hourly Pee .,. ,;,; I • 

In 0.88-07-025, we approved an hourly rate of;$150 for 
Cavanagh's time. We find that the requested hourly rate of $150 is ; , 
reasonable and does not exceed the market rate for'an'attorneyof, 
Cavanagh's training, experience, and expertise. ',' 

'NRDO requests, an hourly rate of $80 for Calwell's time. 
i Rule 76.52 defines' ~expert witness, fees" as "recorded or, ! 

billed costs incurred by a customer ,for an expert witness. ~Ca).well,., 
is employed by NRDC, so:apparently no fees were billed to NRDC, and 
NRDC does not state the costs it incurred for Calwell's 
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_ ""t'artiblpationt 'inlthis-r case'/).f .NR.DC· provides, information,.o'\.JJal,wel,l:,'.s:do ." 
_.r...,~.~ ~ _ _ _~ 

back9r(ju-ntl/!'bu-tdbes'~'-not"otherwi.se explain tli(!:basi's.dor'ithe 1 ~ r:::-' i 2: J.o 

reque'sted l hourly"-rate"; .'<'[~ ,': :",,'t 'to 'f'jj C:,'·~.ir' ll~H;,1 G br,r{ <".'cd: :J[ f f}1I L':)[i":o 

Cal(.rellJ:receiVedh.i~ Master~s degree il'nthe area ,of,:; [11;< l1':') 
Energy'Resou'rces'" io';1989',: 'and he has ,been ,'employed .:by;,NRDc, sinc .. e,'j I;,' .. 

then. 'tif "determining ari' "a'ppropriate rate ;for his,'compensatio'!/l ,we ,r 'n 

haVe reviewed· recent 'decisi.ons ;awardiIigcomp,ensation rto:lexpert ":, C<'-i'i C' 

witries's'e'S .;';';lnD. 89'-01..;,046; we a.warded ;anhourly,;tate '.of ($lOll, ct() ,'a i,C) 

witness -With 'comparable education to :Calwedl's'.aQd 115 . years ' f,r ;c,' "<I?:~ 

experience. "(The' saine witness received;$55;'per~hour2in 1<, ;;"(ii~,·;.friC 
D.89-l0--032, 'hilt, he:Appareritly agteed,to __ wor}(~f<ir a(}~educedcfee',:,il\;~~J" 
this 'cas'e'.) ;,11\' D.89 .... 10..;,031·, we awarded /$60 __ per~hour to . witnesses I ".I 

with experience and expertise : that we, ;found' veiy -helpful ,to our t c • f ,,'j 

decision. 'In D.89-()6-()Sl and 0, 89-0S"'03()i' a w~tness ,was awarded a 
dailytee"of $400;' roughly the equivalent of $50'per hour, .and,we: .,':' 
again mentioned the witness' extensive experience. ' 

Judged against these decisiqns~_an hqurly.'fee of, ;$80forf!-'~ 
a witness with calwell' 5 'experience seems too ;high." An'hourly, fee ;) • 
of $7011s1a~~~asonable~at~~for,the conbributiol\~{of!S6meone with 
Calwell'g education and experience. 

Other Reasonable Costs 
NRDC requests recovery 6f $117.90 6f copying ,and mailing 

costs for the comments; and,$323.90'forthe prlntiilg j copyingr and '.-, 
mailing costs of issuing the report. ",', .:! ''''': 

the costs 
$323.76.-

We note that NRDC has misread,the ~ttaGhed'invoice for 
of produoing the report, requiring an adjustment to' 
In addition, the invoice submitted with its request, 

appears to be for reproduction of a·later version.of'its report,and 
not for the production of the report submitted inaonnection with 
the en bane hearing. Even if we take into account some hartd-
written corrections to the invoice, both the orderdate'and,the'due 
date are too late lor this invoice to be, the bill for,' the reports 
distributed in c6nnection with the en banc hearing. :' The writteh 
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•• • • '. coro.mE(J1t s ri!()f ~hg en-tbanc r.J}~~r~.Il9·tW~f~, <;I:q~ij<.al};dn~,u~~~~t;~~{ ,}~80f,~H~~ 10 

• 

to NRDC' s hourly record!?) fJ?~~<?r,~ t~tq~ j qqp:en1fes:L?'t.d~,~ ~~tE~\:.~~ f ~lJi~ o~;'; T ,: 
• • 
1nVo1<;~·Ld;(;r:, ':':; i:'J;,1!':-; '.1 ·C: J.! ,,:.{ :::1[; u(} .h::-_)[,rq ;::i T:'.~15~;1 

D~f)pi.~~,' ~!li~5,~~q~ep~npy, ~q~,;;~~?,~,n~r,~~q~e,st.e!d .. by' ~ft~J~'.;'J 
a. reasonabi~J ~s~~~a~e.1c:>,f !~h~,;so~F~:~~ \i~'R\P;~~~t)~,p' ~;~~~~ng:l~~.u'· 'iF'fL' 

repo~ti 3 ~~d.\~~, wi~,~ j a~~ow;t;~~oy:~ry,.~f: $~2 3~, 7.6 ,~f.,c,o~~~·r~l.~~~g;! ~6:! ';~}~, 
the.,~~port,~ .. c' .j",):.;~<rl ,',. ',':fI' ~ "j •. "~·!':·;1;f:) f(t e ~:.=, ;"'>1"1"'" (:i 

Thus, fNRDC isentitled,to r recover. $441.66,.ot,the,costs;. ," 
~ ... t·, .' .. ~;-:...~.--,: ._'_:_ .. _._~.-.~. t ... ·• "'~ ~"."._'i.;""., '_C':_".' JJi!,-~1~.·.) .•. 

incurreQ ,,in c;on_n,ec~ioll ,~$.th ,i~s p~u::ti~,i.p~tiqn ~n~._,~J:l~~ p~oc~~~ir~"<i; ',', 
Allocation , ··JJ.f~ ~ ;'(~ ... <~:~.,I'} <) t ~'~:~"l :: -.~\) ~;}f.~~'~l :":ji."t: "!:~[ 1uc~~i -,-t~; ,:i'.]\~-!fJ~ .'; 

No one address~d ,the quest:.i,ono~,how.t9.,alloqate .. NR~/~" ; ._ 
• - ", • - • _ • <. ~ ~ ~,~ , ~ "." 1 I ..... l • ~ ,.~ " _ i . f .'!. '~ ••. ' ,. _} ... ~ -... ~ ",' .:.. .} !: '. i' 

compensation among the utilities involved in I.86-10-9QJ~ ;~h~p"fL"i': 
proceedJng" fo?~se.~ pn:. ~ey_~~ ing· J7'at~mC1k.i,n,9 ~~9~e~ism~ ,,.,for.; ?~ci f ic 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern,~alifornia,Edison Company 

, • ' -. ~ . I ~ . ! ,\' ~, . . 

(Ed,ison);·and, S~n' OJego:Ga~ & Electric :C~mpany:, (~DG&~). "it is 
reasollable to, allo~ate, th,e respons~bilit;.y t?r.P?ying NROC's 
compensiltion-equal,ly ~mo,t;lg these three utilities. 

~",' . l.; / ." - . - : ~: ,'- • ", ~: 

Conclusion -
"it 

',·NRDC;is entit~ed, ,to compensa.tiqn of.$.~3,2~3~66,_.i;.o,be" 
• . .. 1 1 •• . .. ~..,... .• ' . .' , ~.... ~ , • • ' , 

paid in equal shares o.£" $7/7~4. 5;5, by PG&E, Ed~~op'lian<i SDG&~;. f.T.he 
components of this award are set forth in the following tabl:?! " 

Item , .; Hours Amount , 
Commentst 

Cavanagh 
Costs 

Reports 
Calwe11 
Cav~nagh 

Costs 
Total 

15,.7 

157.6 
63.1 

\ . . ~ . 
'I' 

$ 2,355.00 
117.90 

11,032.00 
9,465~O~ 

323.76 
$23,293.66 

Since we deem NRDC to have made its filing on May 4, 
1990, the date of the issuance of 0.90-05-030, it is unnecessary to 
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'f 

pr8Q1.a~~'fd~ iRe~iJst1l6ni:lamdunt'~' no€"'paf(}:<unfil'-!After Ute 75thE day'; :<'l")--.:-
afte~ (lilit\g~!:lti~ ~ethav~:'~fi{'~afri~£ fdeaffii.on§~;'i():1'=! Y ['JI"';! ,:;' :):TSi~' (U 

NRDC is placed on notice it may be subject to audit- 6:riv.'fd 
reV Ie':; 'bY t:iie i. 'c6rlimis'sion;'; ~dv {sorY andi'Compl iAhc~ i 61 v i~ lot\'C{j 
ThereforEijt ad~4ii~tJ accburliTnij; ret:oi'ds';and:-\rlther';J\ec~ssaryLi;':;'l(";i""'~ [. 
docuM~nt:at.iJ~n·;mu~t c.):je:maltltislil.6d-; a'nd Jretillned· by' th~ f or~fan'izati6i\''<i C)'j 

in support of all claims for intervenor compensation, Such-:'recOi'd.l'iJ 
keepiIi4S}lst:~ms': sh6,hd; idetttif}lspe(Hfic!: 'l~sues i fdt-:which'\.· 
compehfiAti6ir'l~ b~irig request:ed~' ~ thff'actual timEr'$pettt:iby eb.ch'i :''':,':1 i 
employee, the hourly rate paid, fees paid to consultants and )~nyJ;)f r,\ 
othe~' d6S,ts:'for:'~hlcJ-rc6iri~e.\sati6iFmay D~ lclaim~d(~::-':\ <.1;1<: ',;~ 
Findings,i6f Fac~ (,' ,< ': c i 'C-'-',i: ::-,i,' f: " c,-', ",;f( ::.':J."':(fC", :.-:.' 

i. '~ROC has ~~quest~d'.'d6ritpertsatioJ\' t.bbHi'i1g :$ '; 27,i06;~ 80')'f6r,",f<i 
it§,lpart iclpatlon"lrt this proce~ding., \ :', " " . : :" '.'iL :;f:) 

2. NRDC' wiis' found eligible' for' ~ompensation: io.'0;88.;..04::"'0661.' ;;~ " 

3. NROC' h1ade' si9nlflc~nt' bontributions to' [), 89:"05'::'067 : 'And ".-
D.90-05-030 on the issu~~: of' devEH6pirtq'incEHlt:ives' for utilities' : " 
investments in conservation and demand-side management, the\'ilk'ed"'l;;;,') 
for an ~n' ban~' h~~~ih~' oilco~se&at.io'rt;(h\dthei desi:blblil1y of 
reemphasizlng' t'h~'utliities' ':t61es · ill' p~~motin(i denla'll<i .... slde: ' :,:: i 

managem~'nt: ~ , '.', 
4. An hourly"rate of $150 i's 'A ')reasonab1e fee for an 

attorney of Cavanagh's training, experience, and expertise. 
5. An hourly rate of $70 is a reasonable fee for someone of 

Calwell's training and experience. 
6. Except as noted in this decision, the time claimed 

NRDC's participation in this proce~ding is reasonable. 
7. The ot'h~r costs claimed in connection ~ith NROC's 

for 

participation in this proceeding, as corrected, are reasonable. 
S. Since its inception, this proceeding has focus~d on the 

revision of ratemaking mechanisms for only PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E. 
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Conclusions of Law 
1. NRDC made substantial contributions to 0.89-05-067 and 

0.9()-05-030. 
2. PG&E should be ordered to pay NRDC $7,764.55. 
3. Edison should be ordered to pay NRDC $7,764.55. 
4. SDG&E should be ordered to pay NRDC $7,764.55. 

ORDBR 

IT IS ORDERED that t 
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall pay Natural 

Resources Defense Council (NRDC) $7,764.55 within 15 days as 
compensation for NRDC's substantial contributions to D.89-05-067 
and O.90-()5-030. 

2. Southern California Edison Company shall pay NRDC 
$7,764.55 within 15 days as compensation for NRDC's substantial 
contributions to D.89-05-067 and D.90-()5-030. 

~ 3. San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall pay NRDC $7,764.55 
within 15 days as compensation for NRDC's substantial contributions 
to 0.89-05-067 and 0.90-05-030. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated July 18, 1990, at San Francisco, California. 
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