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Public Advoeates, Inc. (Publxc Advocates) hasfrequested
compensatxon in connection with its partlczpatxan in this gm,J.:;;QQ;
proceeding.. We find that Public Advocates madeya substantial - M
contribution to: this proceeding, and- we-award Public Advocatesuhy;ﬁ¢;

compensation-in the-amount of- $155,728. - - -, . ialv.
/

4

2-1__Request for Eliqibility . . .. .. o 0 ceew e

w~w~n¢0nﬁApri1;8,,1985,;PubliciAdvocatesgfiled-a»Request;fo;;;g‘
Finding of Eligibility pursuant;to_Rulep76.54.1 ‘The request -, .- - -
stated that Public Advocates sought: compensation in connection with, .
the issue of Paciftic Bell’s (Pacific)- practzces in contracting for
goods and services with women--and- mlnorlty-owned businesses .(the.
Women and Minority Business Entexrprises (WMBE) issue).
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1 ALl references to Rules, refer to the Comml5516n S-Rules ot
Practice and Procedure, as set forth in Title 20 of the Califormia- =

Adninistrative Code.
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In Decision (D.) 87-05—085 and D. 86 01 006 we found that )
Publzc Advocates is cllgxblc for an award of compensatxon in’ N

connection wmth WMBE issues in this: proceedzng.w Y S E AL ““? o
-~ on. May 11, 1986, Public Advocates filed a: supplement to .

ey

its initial request for a finding of elxgxbllxty.T In thls RS
supplement, Public Advocates requested that it be found el;gible ;Q“
for compensation in connection with marketing abuse issues. .- .
Based on the eligibility finding in D.86-01-006-and"the " -
supplemental request by Public Advocates, in D. 87=12- 067 we found 1
that Public Advocates is also eligible for an award of compensation '
in this proceeding for its inveolvement. in the marketing abuse
question.
2.2.__Regquest for Compensation . . . . ...
On Fabruary 25, 1988, Public Advocates filed a request
for compensation pursuant to Rule 76.56. Public Advocatesvseeks'' .~
$260,722 in compensation for its participation on three-issues in
Application (A.) 85-01-034. The work was performed between- 1985
and 1987. Public Advocates asserts that it made substantial”‘ﬂ* T
contributions ‘to Commission orders regarding: three issues::
(1) marketing abuse, (2) contracting with: WMBE, and (3) billngual”“”“
telephone services. : - e
On March 23, 1988, U.S. English: !iled an.opposztzon.to e
Public Advocates’ request for compensation.  U.S. English 'asserts
that Public Advocates should not receive: compensatlon tor dits
partzc;patxon on the issue of bilingual services. . Ll
' - On-April 11, 1988, Pacific filed a Response to Public.
Advocates’ Request for Compensation. Facific contends'that Public:
Advocated should receive less than the' amount it: requests,“because ¥
Public Advocates’ efforts were substantially duplicated by other
parties. In addition, Pacific believes that Public Advocates has
inadequately documented its costs. Pacific asserts that Public
Advocates should recexve no more than half of the total amount~1t
now. requests. ' e
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Public ‘Advocates filed a reply to Pacific’s: responseon ™ =%
April 21' 1988- ‘ ) ) , ’v /: ‘. s N : . s

- Public ‘Advocates has been’ found eligible :for compensation:
on the issues of WMBE and marketing:abuse.: ‘Although -Public:: ..o+ .
Advocates has not requested a finding of eligibility onithe . u..onvst
bilingualvissuez, we will consider its request for compensation
on this issue. As we explained in D.88-11-057, the rationale for
filing a budget and a list of issues is to provide the Commission
with an opportunity to notify the intervenor: if there are elements -
of duplication or if the budget appears unrealistic. If an:-
intexrvenor fails to provide the Commission with complete-oxr . . _
accurate information in its request for eligibility, the intervenor .
proceeds at its own risk that participation on unreported issues
znd costs may be disallowed as duplicative or excessive., . .o -
3.2 Public Advocates’ contrijbutiom - -~ - - . o o g

" Rule 76.58 requires the Commission to determine.whether:
or not Public Advocates has made a substantial contribution. to-the -
final oxder or decision in the hearing or proceeding. in-which ‘it is. -
eligible for compensation. Lo S

Substantial contribution means that, in the judgment of. .

the Commission, the customers’ presentation has substantially.:: .-
assisted the Commission in the making of its order. or .decision . -
because the order or decision has adopted,. in whole. or. in:part,..one. .
or more factual contentions, legal- contentions .or specific policy ..l
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2 We observe that Public Advocates’ motion (May 6, 1986), to set
hearings on the adequacy of Pacific’s bilingual services;” was filed
just five days before Public Advocates filed a supplemental' request. '
for eligibility on the issue of marketing abuse. Therefore, we are
puzzled by Public Advocates’ failure to include the bilingual issue
in this supplemental request for eligibility.
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or procedural: recommendations. presented by the customer. ...
(Rule 76.52(g).) s

To determine whether Public Advocates has made.a .
substantial contribution to the orders or decisions: 1n~thls
proceeding, we must determine whethexr these: decmsxons have adopted
in whole or in part, one or more contentions presented by Public .

Advocates in the proceeding. 'This:requires.a;careful-comparisqn.of;;
Public Advocates’ contentions in;the,proceedinngith\the,adopted,mmgu

decisions. : ‘ o :
. Once we have !ound that a party has made a substantxal

contributlon,_the next step is- toidetermzne‘the;approprza;eﬁampunt
of compensation. Public Utilities (PU) Code § 1803 authorizes the

Commission to award reasonable advocates fees, reasonable witness. .

fees, and other reasonable costs of participation.in.a. decision. .
These costs of participation are collectively referred to as
¥compensation.” Conmpensation is defined by section 1801(a) as
”“payment for all or part, as determined by the commission, . of .
reasonable advocate’s fees, reasonable-expertawitneSS-feegiahd
other reasonable costs of participation...”
2:.2.0_The Marketing Abuse Iesue \ o Co
The marketing abuse issue arose when Division of..
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) released-prepared-testimonyhin~this
proceeding in April 1986. This testimony detailed marketing . -

activities which were subsequently .found to violate PU.Code 532, ...

General Order 153, and Tariff Rules 6 -and:12. In D.87-12-067 the

Commission ordered implementation of a notification and refund . .. ..

mechanism to correct these marketing abuses. In D.87-12-067 we
reviewed the overall effectiveness of this remedial approach, we
considered whether the remedial mechanisms should remain in effect,
and we adopted other appropriate remedies.

Publlc Advocates made 2 substantial contributxon to

D.87-12-067 on the .issue of marketlng abuse because ‘the COmmmssaon :

has adopted several of Publlc Advocates' recommendations.
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70f all the options- presented to. us, we believe ' ..

that Public Advocates has come the c¢losest to.

recommending a ‘specific penalty designed to

address the fact that .the restitutionary remedy

will not reach all affected. ratepayers.”

(D.87=-12-067, 27 CPUC 2d 1, 48.) ’

We also adopted Public Advocates recommendatlon that
Pacific develop, test, and 1mp1ement further 1n£ormat1onal and
corrective measures. (27 CPUC 2d 47.) We also found merzt 1n
Public Advocates proposed. “red circle” campamgn._ (Id ) ‘ N .

As Pacific notes, in D.87-07-033, the Commission reduced o
Toward Utllxty Rate Normalxiat;on's (TURN) award of compensat;on -
for its contribution to D. 86—06—026 by S0%. leewxse, Pac;fxc | o
arques, any award for Publ;c Advocates on the market;ng abuse 1ssuedA
should be reduced by at least 50% to account for dupllcatxon : o
between DRA and Public Advocates. o

Although we reduced the compensation roquestod by TURN
for its contribution to:D. 86~08—026, we find that- the circumstances
surrounding Public Advocates' particxpatlon in this proceedlng do
not warrant a similar reductron. D.86-08-026. adopted customer
notification and refund plans, riled in compllance with-
D.86-05-072, the cease and desist order. relat;ng to certa;n Pacific
marketing practices. As we explained in D.87- -07=-033, our ‘decision
to reduce TURN’s award is in recognzt;on<o£ the fact that. it was
the Public Staff Division (now DRA) which was on the cutting edge
of this issue and is due the lxon!s-share of credlt for a superb
investigatory effort in the proceedings: which led to D.86-08-026.

©. In contrast to the earlier proceedings where. DRA-is due

the primarxy credit and other intervenors playing a supporting role, -
Public Advocates has played a primary role in this portion. of the .
proceeding on the penalty aspects of the marketing abuse issue. .As .
stated above, Public Advocates came to the ¢losost: to proposing a .-
penalty in the form we ultimately adopted.. In this sense, Public .. ..
Advocates was the major moving-force toward development .of the . . ... ..
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adopted penalty, just-as DRA was  the: ma:or movlng force inthe
first phase of the mnvestlgatlon._ Therezore, we Wlll award Public
Advocates compensatlon tor alI hourS'whxch it: devoted to
participation on thls issue , in. thls proceedmng ‘

3-2-2_ The WMBRE Issve

 We szimilarly £ind that Publmc Advocates ‘made 'a
substantial contrlbutxon on the Lssue of WMBE in“this proceedxng. R
D.87=-12=067 adopted Public Advocate argument that more is’ needed :
to be done to improve the eftectxveness of Pacific’s system of
verifying ellg;blllty of WMBE status. (27 CPUC 2d°1; 62. ¥y

 Pacific urges us to reduce Publlc Advocates' compensation”
request by at 1east 25% due to duplicat;on or etfort between Publlcfm
Advocates and DRA. - S e

In D.87-10~078 we reduced Public Advocates requost ror o

compensatlon by 25%. ce Y

”We also find some duplzcatlon in dlscovevv work
- and- the prepared testimony:presented: by Public: : . oz -
Advocates’ witnesses in this proceedn.ng and the = .
concurrent PG&E rate case (e.g. witnesses'Dexr, ~ -
Cordero, and Yee) which raises concern over the .
number of attorney hours claimed..
Additionally, the ALY determined that the
prepared testimony of seven: other Public - :
Advocates’ witnesses was essentially non-expert
testimony (Reference Items A through G), and we
gave this testimony no evidentiary weight.
Nothing is gained by expending attorney efforts
to prepare and/or review written testlmony that
is essentially ‘public witness’ testimony.”
(D.87-10-078, mimeo. p. 22.). . ,

The rationale of D.87-10-078: for a zst.reductxon.ln
Public Advocates’ compensation request is equally applicable.to
this proceeding.  In this proceeding, as. in A.85-11-029, much of

the prepared testimony on WMBE issues was not received in evidence.-
In response, Public Advocates argues ‘that, at most, .this should .
result in a reduction of 5% of its request. However, Public ;
Advocates has not explained how it arrives - at a reduction-of 5%.--. .1
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Unfortunately, the summary of attorney hours on:the WMBE issue is

not helpful . in determining the amount of time devoted. to preparing .-

testimony. fThe broad categories used by Public- Advecates. =, ;.. .
(Pleading/Research, Meeting, Telephone) . are too general to' provide . .. .

neaningful insight into the services rendered by Counsel. In the - .

absence of a clear explanation of how much time was-actually :
devoted to preparation of testimony by the attorneys, we find that. . .-
a 25% reduction in attorney- hours is appropriate. .

We alse find that Public Advocates made:a substantial

contribution on the bilingual issue. In D.87-12-067 we approved. - -

the language Assistance Plan and Hispanic Marketing Plan proposed
by Pacific. "These plans were. supported-by all parties. in’this
proceeding, including Public Advocates. . We also adopted the.
position,. as advanced by Public Advocates and DRA,  that the .
Commission should retain continuing oversight over these programs,-
and we adopted some of the: reportlng requxrements suggested by DRA
and Public Advocates. Cor 3 S e

While we find that Publzc—Advocates has- made a
substantial contribution to our decision, we do not agree-with .-
Public Advocates’ characterization of its.-contribution. According
to Public Advocates, “more important in considering Public- .- .-
Advocates’ ‘contribution....is its extraordinary success in -
neutralizing ‘opposition [to Pacific’s bilingual plan] by the - . - -
organization U.S. English.” Public:Advocates assexts that it was ... -

#exclusively responsible for the defeat of U.S. English.”. .. -... . _ -

" Pacific argues that Public Advocates’ assertion that it -..- .

was ”exclusively responsible” for the .withdrawal of U.S. English.is .-

not supported by the record. We agree with Pacific.. As U.S.-
English indicated in its opening brief, it withdrew its opposition
to the bilingual plans as a result of responses given by Pacific. . .
Public Advocates’ opposition-to U.S. English substantially .. -
duplicated the efforts of DRA and Pacific.
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- Concerning the bilingual issue, we - -find.that-Publie. .. - ..
Advocates-has exaggerated its contribution-to this-proceeding:and:

has engaged in extensive duplicative efforts. However, the time: . - ..
sheets. provided by Public Advocates do not, indicate how .much: time . -

was actually devoted to the:matters for which:'it made a .- _
contribution. In the absence of accurate and informative time
records, it is necessary for us to estimate these . hours., - We-will .
reduce the hours requested for the attorney and law student-on the .
bilingual issue by 50%; however, we make no reduction of the $4,000
amount claimed for expert wltnesses, whose testlmony we_ find not to
be dupllcatlve. . L - SRR
"Public Advocates.requests.$4,4oo for: 3. experts onwthe :
issue of marketing abuse,. $8,400 for 2 experts on: the:WMBE lssue,:;mw;
and $4,000 for three witnesses on the bilingual: issue.. . Expert:. . .. .-
witness costs are defined by Rule 76.52(b) as recorded or billed . .
osts incurred by a customer for an expert witness.. R
Pacific notes that Public Advocates’ request for.
compensation does not even allege. that expert costs were incurred
by Public Advocates. o co SR Lo L
Public Advocates responds that it had agreements ox.
understandings with James, Willlams,wphmllxps,,Gamboa,ﬁanduNavarro
as to their rates of compensation. ' Although Public Advocates has --.

not produced written evidence of such agreements or other bills ox. .
records of these costs, we will accept.its representation .that such- .
agreements existed. For all future proceedings we place Public . . .-

Advocates on notice that it must provide evidence in the form of a
contract, bill or written record, to substantiate the costs which
it anurs for expert witnesses. e P gs

For the expert costs requested: by Public Advocates, we
f£ind the requested time and rates.to be reasonable and.we:will
award compensation for -experts in the amount:of .$16,800. ... -

e b e
et i 4
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Public Advocates: requests a‘xate .of -$50 per hour fox -

paralegals. :Since a rate-of $50 i{s consistent with: srmilar’awarda;am

for paralegals.for work performed durlng 1985 througb 1989, ‘we will-:
authorize a rate of $50.. = i-lo L Uit n s o monn s
2.5 __Attompey Compensation. -« - SRR RIS S S LR IS R

© Public-Advocates requests-a .rate 0£:5295.00 pexr:hour. foxr . :
its attorney, Robert Gnaizda. In its:initial request for .. ... —uo
compensation, filed in February 1988, Public Advocates offers-. .- -
extensive ‘argument in support of a requested .rate of. $225.00: pexr -
hour. In a supplement to its request for compensation, filed- -
March 4, 1991, Public Advocates increased its: requested hourly rate

to $295 perx: hour.3
Many of the arguments in Publlc Advocates' 1n1t1al

request for compensation in this. proceeding are.nearlyaldentlcal.to~;
arguments. raised by Public Advocates in- support of:its requested
rate of $225.00 per hour in A.85-11-029.% In D.87-10-078, we . -
carefully reviewed each.of Public Advocates’ arguments . at great-
length. Despite the detailed discussion-of the question of -
attorney compensation in D.87-10-078, and deospite the. fact that -
Public Advocates’ request for compensation was filed- four: months
after D.87-10-078, Public Advocates szmply repeats ‘much of its:
prioxr argument.. : S SRS oo : RV _
- Based ‘'on:our careful consideration of all pertinent tacts

PR

in A.85-11-029, D.87-10~078 awarded an heurly.rate:o£g$150-oowfor:wm»

Gnaizda’s time incurred in A.85-11-029 during 1986 'and 1987.

3 The supplement did not recalculate the total requested
compensat;on as set forth on pp. 28-32 or the 1nit1a1 request- — e

4 COmpare Request for Compensatlon, dated February 2, 1987 ;n
A.85-11-029 (pp--14~21) with Public Advocates’ Request -for-. Voo
Compensation-on Behalf of Minority: COalztion, dated February 35,;.w
1988 in A.85-01-034 (pp. 41-48). ooNTTE L L
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Public Advocates’ request in this proceeding fails toraddress-wour ~..-
reasons, ‘as set forth in D.87~10-078, for-adopting.a rate.of $150
per hour for Gnaizda. Nor.does Public Advocates’ request offer any..
persuasive new reason why we should now awaxrd Gnaizda a. rate.of
$225 per hour for work done during 1985-1987. . . L NS
Subsequent to the f£iling of Public Advocates” request: for.
compensation in this proceeding, we have also.reviewed rezuests for
compensation by Public Advocates in D.88-04-058, D.89=07-046, and . -
D.89-08=030. ‘These decisions uniformly awarded Gnaizda . .u.: @ . s
compensation at an hourly rate of ‘$150, for his participation in. o
these proceedings between 1986 and 1988. T oo =
Public Advocates’ initial request.for compensatxon
included declarations from ten attorneys. These declarants: -
generally state that they are. aware..of the quality of Gnaizda’s
work and his experience. Based on: their knowledge, they state: that
the market rate for his services would:be. $225 to $300- per-hour.. .-
As we stated in D.90-09-080, while we.do not doubt-the sincexity of.
the declarants, we do not find their statements:to provide much.. ... -
useful information. D.90-09-080. addresses.the limitations-of these .
types of declarations. These problems are undexscored by the new -
declarations filed with the 1991 supplement. .Six of the eight -
supplemental declarations are by the same individuals who filed the’ -
earlier declarations. Five of these supplemental declarations axe. -
nearly verbatim to the original declarations'except-that they are
executed three years. later and contain a- higher ‘estimateof. the

value of Gnaizda’s serV1ces.5. B A U N LR S AT

o »t: t‘c::: B :.;';:.':"::::>.’Cc.;:‘:;;:":';
5 CULOT DRt MO oD
S Given the explic;t direction in D. 90-09-080 regardmng the
necessary contents of.declarations. regarding market value,-we:can
only wonder why 'Public Advocates chose simply to reexecutesthe:' ...
older, deficient declarations, rather. than.attempt to‘comply'wmthw g

the quidance of D.90-09-008. L
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We find that the hourly rate.of . $150 fairly reflects the
complexity of Lssues, and the. 1evel of sk;ll and abrlrty*he‘has
demonstrated in these cases durrng 1985 through 1987'; The hourly
rates of $75/hour for Russell and $80/hour for Campbell were
previously approved by D. 87-10-078 and are srmmlarly approprmate in
this proceedlng. ' . t;-sww _ R DORRRIN

Public Advocetes requests Slo 375 for preper;ng the
request for compensatlon. "

Public Advocates states that 1t devoted 90 9 hours of
attorney tlme to preparlng rts request, for attorney fees.‘_A
portion of thrs trme was devoted to preperrng the reques* ror L
eligibility. Approxrmetely 60 hours were devoted to preparing the
request for compensatlon., Publrc Advocates has reduced the 90. 9.
hours requested by one-thrrd, to avord any possrble dupllcatlon
between Campbell and Gna;zde.l (to 59 hours ). .

~ Despite the voluntary reduction ot t;me by Publlc
Advocates, we fxnd 59 hours to be an excessrve amount of trme to be
devoted by attorneys to the task or preparlng the request for .
eligibility and the fee request. In partxcular, when ve. note the )
25 hours billed by Campbell to preparzng the fee request, we
question why an addrt;onal 35 hours. were devoted by Publrc
Advocates’ “serior counsel” to the same task. The poor
organization of the fee request srmply does not justrfy the
excessive number of hours billed by Gnaizda and Campbell for
preparlng this document. :

N In D. 89-05-072, et p. 9, we found that 15 3 hours clarmed .
for work on a compensation request came close to. berng excessive.‘ .;
In this case, we f£ind that ten hours by ‘each attorney is a '
sufficient, if not generous, amount of attorney time to award for
the preparation of the eligibility and compensation requests.
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“In D.87=-05-029, we moteds . . . LT LIl
7that TURN has used 'a standardized compensation:: v

pleading format for several years; indeed we =

‘welcome this because it greatly facilitates the '

decision making process. However, the use-of a ' '

standardized pleading format should, over time,

reduce the number of hours spent (and claimed)

for these pleadings, except in those cases

which present highly complex substantial

contribution questions. For the future, we

fully expect to see .the number of hours claimed: .

by TURN for its work on componsatmon requests

decrease rather than increase. (D 87- 05 029,

P- 16.) ‘

"It has been four years sxnce we stated our expectatlon
that the hours claimed for fees on fees should decrease: Desp;te
our statement, we have been presented in’ many subsequent cases with'
substantial claims for fees on fees. ' Ve f£ind no justxricatlon for o
attorneys to present ratepayers with a bill for ‘the costs of o
preparing a bill. Because nost 1ntervenors keep accurate' and -
detailed tlme records and use’ standardized compensat;on pleadlngs,
the cost of’ calculatlng the fee request ‘should be minimal. '
Theretore, in the ruture, we will not authorize compensation for o
the cost of calculatlng and submlttlng a fee request.
Wﬁt& -

Public Advocates seeks $2,175 for othexr’ costs such as oo
travel, telephone, postage, and photocopying.‘ We will approve e
these costs.
i.r_ﬂnmﬁign

In accordance thh the proceedzng discussion, Public
Advocates is entitled to’ compensatlon of $161 878. “The" components

of this award are set forth in the followzng table-"“ﬁ’ S
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Gnaizd&

394 hrs x $150/hr
Law StudenEE ;h. .
180 hxs x $50/hr

Expe:;s__n_;;:;:
WMBE

Gnalzda

270 hxrs:xX:.<75: x«$150[hr
Russell ¢

261 hxs.x275 X $75/hr~¢

Law Students -
97 hrs x SSO/hr

Gnaizda S
191.8 hrs x .50 x $150/hr

Law Student
122.5 h’§A¥Q:5°;x~$5°/h?e

Experts e e

v LTl

Gnﬁlzaa :?
10 hrs’ x'$150/hr“

Canpbell.
10 hrs x SBO/hr

m_& ,; R -. e s
Marketing Abuse
WMBE .
Blllngual Be
Fees . s

ALJT/GLW/p.C *

TOTAL

’30 375

L

'”&¢,631**“

RN ;8:501 RTINS

8,400

l 150
650
vrame s R

155,728
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As in previous Commission decisions, this order will
provide for interest commencing on the 75th day after Publzc -
Advocates filed its request and continuing until full paymcnt of
award is made. e .Tﬁfhﬁ?

Public Advocates is placed on notice it may bé sﬁbnect to
audit or review by the Commission Advisory and COmplxance DlVlSlon -
Therefore, adequate accountlng records and other necessary
documentation must be maintained and retained by the organization
in support of all claims for intervenor compensation. Such e
recordkeeping systems should identify the specific proceeding ;n -
which costs are incurred, specific issues for which' compensat;on is
being requested, the actual time spent by each employee, the hqu;ly’
rate paid, fees paid to consultants, and any other costs for:which .
compensation may be claizmed. Such recoxds shall be complete and.
legible. T ‘, V l:"‘::":’ |
Eindings of Xact o e

1. Public Advocates requests $260,722 in compensation zor _"
its participation in this proceeding, A.85-01-034. BRI

2. Public Advocates filed a request for flndlng of
eligibility in A.85-01-034 on April 8, 1985, and filéd a’ °
supplemental request on May 11, 1986. S“ﬂﬂ:fh W

3. In D.87-05-085 and D.86-01-006 we found that Public”
Advocates is eligible for an‘ award of compensation in connection:- .
with WMBE issues in this proceeding. s T ey

4. In D.87~12-067 we found that Public Advocates is elzgxblé“
for an award of ccmpensatxon in this proceeding for xts 1nvolvement
in the marketing abuse question.

5. Public Advocates has made a substantial contrzbutlon to
D.87=12-067 because this decision has adopted, at least in part,
one or more of the contentions presented by Public Advocates in the

v
Y [t St N

proceeding. S umd Tl
6. In this proceed;ng, as in A.85-11-029, much of the .
prepared testimony on WMBE issues was not received in evzdence.

B N Y
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7. Of:all the options -presented to us on proposed penalties,
Public Advocates came the zlosest to .recommending a ‘specific ™
penalty designed to address the fact that'the restmtutxonary remedyw~“
will not reach all affected ratepayers. ' IRAPEDN . SN

8. The requested time and rates are reasonable for. the
expert costs requested by Public Advocates on the issues of.
marketing abuse and WMBE.

9. Public Advocates has been awarded, by prior Commission
decisions, an. hourly rate of. -$150.00 for Gnaizda’s participatien in
Commission proceedings between 1985 and 1987.

1. Pub11C~Advocates’ reque,t for an hourly attormey fee rate
of $225 for Gnaxzda between 1985 and 1987 is unreasonable and

should not be adopted.

2. As previously determined by the Commission, an hourly
rate of $150.00 for Gnaizda between 1985 and 1987 is reasonable and
should be adopted.

QRDER

XT IS ORDERED that:
1. Public Advocates, Inc.’s (Public Advocates) request for
compensation is granted in the amount of $155,728.
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‘2.  Pacific:Bell shall,. within::15:days of the effective date
of this order,- remit to Public Advocates $155,728, plus..interest ..
calculated at the 3-month commercial. ‘paper rate, from:May::10,: 1988.-
until full payment is made. o - ‘ L

This orxdexr is effective. today. PR A
Dated July 2, 1991, at-San Franciscov Callfornia.
SRR Co S AT,
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“PA’I‘RICIA ‘M. "ECKERT "
s cew s cPresident o el oo e
c. 'MITCHELL WILK. " .
JOHN B. OHANIAN -
- ;... /DANIEL -Wn.  FESSLER:
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY. _ . ... .
e COmm1551oners A

I CERTIFY -THAT THIS DECISION
WAS APPROVED IBYTHE ABOVE

COMM.SSIONERS TODAY




