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Decision 91-11-054 November 20, 1991. NOV 2' 1J991, 
,~ ~ " L ,J " 

••••• ;:: • ,,' ,:'~'.~::. _,' r < • ' 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES, COMMISSION OF THE STATE .OF CALIFORNIA, .. 

Application of PA~IFIC GAS'~"'" ),,' -- '- " 'lOii') [O)ll@ll-ml§j' ~ ~ 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for a certl.fl.cate ,)" , ' @iUlzl.l[J W, 1.1, , ' 
of public convenience and necessity, ) , ' " :;.:,: . ~ . , 
authorizing participation in·the,,·. ~:':). Application ~'9·0'';';OS-056· 
California-Oregon Transmission ,), (:Filed August:3l:r:~1990) 
Project. (U 39 E) .. »- ,'. . "';' .~, ,.:::.,<~:: 

--------------------------------) 
And Related .Matters. 

.• ) .... '< ". '·""1 ". ,"'., '. ~\~.' ... '.~~ •. 
• ". .. " •• '.. • ,.> • . •• 

..) . ,. '. \ -' r' 
, ..•.. ,-..... ,,', . ," ) .. 

.. _." . ' ' 

Application.90.-.0,8:-067 ." :.:~::r 
. Appl:i:c:'ation' 90''';;'09-001,,''' 

.,1 h . • .' "::'., 1':' ,::',.', _~ 0 '.( j" .,:. ::~:~. ~., .' I~:' 

,~ ~,.1'; 

,j ,~., .. 

Pursuant to Rule 7'6.56· of the, Rules' of ',Praet:ice,and 
Procedure, Gregory H. Bowers re~e'sts .an,award'of"·'co~p~n's:';tion of 

. -. '" , .... .... " 

$40,407.28 for his .'substantial ·contribution,.,to Oec·ision··/(:D,.) 
91-04-071 and $3,695.50' for his'subst'antial' contributr~::i,".fn . ' " 

responding to the applications for rehearing of 0.91-04-071. TURN 
'.. . ... , •. • ,. 0"',., '. , .'. r , •• (~, ~.. .". 

requests compensation' of '$5S,901.37· for' its substantial'" "\. , 
contribution to '0.91-04-071. Rehearingo'f 0.:91~04:";07Ywds;de~:L~d" . 
in 0.9'1-'07''':'075'.' . ' '.' .,: i':': :'::.':';"',,;'".,: 

, I" 

Bowers's Reguest 
Bowers received his Bachelor of ' Science in ciVii"::':" .:: 

Engineering: from the UniV'ers'i ty of 'wasn:i:n:gton and: h~'s 'si)eei~ii'~ed ::;, 
training in power '. system' gene'ration' plaM:.ing'; 'hyd~opowe:r:~ne'fji ,"," 

, ' '" •• L I' .h , •• " " • , "\ !, "', ,,", " . " 

determination, and hydraulics ~ . Bowers is a- Profes.s-ionalEngineer· 
registered in Californiaand'washington. He :has';17<ye'ars' ~'(;, .' 
experience in power sys'tem~planning and'has' 'evaluated' 'po~E;r : ... ' ,,' , 
projects' in the Northwest fo~' 'the" U.S'. Army Corps oi 'Erigin~~r~:"d~d:'·;d:, 
for the Federal Energy RegUlatory Comm£ssiorC"He:· , says~'th~i' :iri' this:' 
proceeding, his expert knowledge of the Pacific' Northwest:'po~er: ::~ " : ' 

system was needed to evaluate the proposal. Bowers's presentation 
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"',: I :,: ~:< ",' .," . , 

sought to establish that participation in the COTP was not cost 
effective :to the'applicants; "The::Commission~ s~'·foUnd.'/ ;;';:' :'.' ... " 

._ ....... , ,.; ,_ .. ~ , ,II" .. '~ 

, II' '." '.', "" .. We', have concluded that the request"must be<. 
,.,,~ ,'den'i.ed. The applicants have " failed to',' .,,' 

" i" , ....... " " ... ·demonstrate that the project will be cost,' 
e!toctivQ under .the economic and rosourco 
assumptions provided in the recordo! this ",' 
proceedinq. (D.91-04-071, p. z.) 

.,' , 

Bowers's contention at the hearing was thatthe'Paciffc 
Northwest~do~s not. (and does not plan to have in the: future): ; 'the .' 
quantity of capacity available for export which was assumed .. in the. 
application and that the Pacific Northwest's energy available for 
export would De less than applicants suggested. The Commission so 
found. The above quotation continues: 

In,thesecircwnstances we are not convinced' '.' 
that there will be sufficient power available 
in the Pacific Northwest over the' life of the 
project to' support investor-owned " utility 
participation. and assur.e the financial , 
integrity of the project'. 

, ".' -< . . , 

0.91-04-071 is replete with statemontsreqarding: .the lack of . 
< , • ..,',' • ',' • , , • • \ .. - .~ 

capacity and energy in the PNW.,' .Bowers states that the four ... 
adjustments to the lOUs' capacity a;aiiability anaiysis..~hi~ were 

. " \ " , , 

specifically recognized on page 19 of the decision, wer,e .,r,aised ... in. 
his testimony .. He is cited on page ,19 as, the" source, for" . 

• '. , " •. I , • '. •• I ~" ••• 

adj ustments fl~r ''Nonexpor:table Additions" ",and Transmission Losses .. ".' 
" • , • ".I • • , " .< •• !.. ' 

The adjustment in the. decision labeled.';No Interr'Uptionof. OSl 
Before CA". is ~lso an adjustment prop~seclby him.' Th~ finai.. . 

. , ".' , 

Commission adjustment (Maintenance. Reserves) was broken down. ,and. 
, ," . . .,' '-'-' ~ 

cliscussed by Bowers as ,two elements,.namely, "maintenance on , 
, '-I ,', •• ,'e, , ' , 

additions" .and "reserves. for additions.''. .. Energy a~~la~i~ity .. 
constraiIltsnoted by B~wcrs cont];ibuted.to the issue of.cost 

.'.... j 

effectiveness. 
, ""'''',':'' ., _. 

:~·,'II ".':.)1 .' .. ~~ .': ; .. ! •••• : 
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A .sUIlIlUa%'y'of the: costs.,itemi:z,ed by Bowe'rs':is:,',' 
Hourly Fees: ',: ,'. ~':""y':" '" ....., .. ,,:J" .' .,': ~ .;' ", 

, 467,.-1;. hours.at ,$SOlhour . '.<..; • .:..;) ...... $3.7,:3.6.8,.'00 ".:; ~ :::" . 

Other Reasonable'Expenses:. ' ... \ • " : ~ ~ 't.'· ~,:: ... ' '> 
•• '''f ' 

Copying ." ...... '. '.: •• ~.·~~ . .,.M~. ~:~~-:._' ••. ~~:'';'':' .. ~.'':.: .. $; '.\··342":~ Sl~' :.: .;' :.:.' ,:', ' ... 
· .,Postage ... -0-. ", .......... ".' ... , ...... " ...... L.W' • $ ",301 .... 85, . 

Travel •• '~". '~". ~,,,';;' •• ' ••• ' •..•• "' •. -... '~'. • .•..• $ ,',.: 928.;. 00 c.' • 

Food .', ..... .;. ' •. _ • .:' .,,:,'~, ... ).,: ........ ~. :';,', •• ' ~,:~ .• '. $.~ ;~.' ",J; '4:08; •. 0 0 ,.- .: ',:' ,~ ' ... ::;'", " p . "..' 

· ,..Parkinq •• a,e •• ,e .,e .,., .••••• "."T~ ." •• , ....... ,-..- •. ,"$ h .. ,103 ... ~OO. "', ·"~'(,·-'l 
Lodqinq ...... ~ •• ~.~' •.•..•.••••.••. > •• ~~ ... ~~~ "$. \-"9S:5',~92- "~"'~" 

Expenses Total,!: ... ' ,,,' ',"C $: :3;03.9~.~28';: :." ", , 
Decision,Total Request, $40,407 .• 2:8. ,'.' 
Rehearing Request' . S 3« 692::.. 50' '," \ " 

,'Total Request .": .. ' .. ,;e,· ,,' . '$4.¢:rl.02';,:·78-' 'C':,: 

','/ ,., 

l'QRN's Request 
" .J., •• ..:.:~) ~.,:'.::.. " ,.",>. ~ \;~·.·:t·:'. ;",,~,.,- h::~: 

TORN asserts that from the .beginningo,f its. participation .. , 
, .' '" , " ,'., I . ~,. J " • __ • ,',_ \ ,"" • -

in this ease it has addressed'two,issues.. .F,irst, it"demonstrated 
.,1 ."'" '.' . . ~.~..j , . '., •. "". J' " " , 1 

that a mismatch. existed. betwee~~e timing of the proj.e.ct,' S co S:t s. 
and. benefits. As a result, approval of this project ,would.· have 

I ' • • /.. • • I L '., '- ~ ,../ • "' ' •• , 

forced ratepayers to pay for a project, whose benefits WOUld. .. ha:ve " 
, ,,/ , , ,,'. .,.,.... _" ,J ~ ~ , • c •• 

materialized. only in the. next century, if at all., TURN·' px:oposed.a 
, ".' • ,._. ,I t... \" ",' , ,I. 

n\lll'lber of ratemakinq. mechanisms to limit this risk. . Second".:I'tJRN 
, ' - '.1 • • _ '. •• ~ ,-- ........ ' • 

challenged. the cost effeetiyenessofthis project by,showing.that 
. '. .. , , , ., 'I.", ."", " 

its cost, when properly calculated., could easily exceed., its. 
" ...' _',c," .. " • 

benefits •. As a result,. TURN proposed. mechanisms to ,limit;.ratepayer 

exposure to excess costs. , '. ., . .,' ... c),' ; r'. ,: ... 

The Commission concluded. that. applicants fail.ed to,. ' 
\ ' " ,. _, I ••••• ','''' " • ~ ._, ,." 

d.emonstrate that this proj eetwas cost·.effecti ve. ,and .. failed ,to '. meet .. 
, " ',..... .. ", . .' ",~ . -- ' .. ", . 

the requirements of Public Utilities (PO), Code§ ·ll02 •. " This. , . 
• ' ','.' ,." J' ",.' .... , ,'.' ... " •.•. ,' "I"., ""' t,,_ . ' 

conclusion, TORN asserts, was based in part on evidence., and " ,--,.,,' 
· ' . _ ',. ..' . _, , ~ • • .' ' I, " '. " ,'., .... ",. I / ~ H.' • ,_ ' .. , • I, ' 

analysis supplied. by it. Since the Commission denied the requested... .. 
- ' ." .' ,.,'" ' .. , ., -' .. ~ ~.. 

CPCNs, it did not address TURN'sratemal,cing proposals.... , 
Ill: rej.eeting .. the a~plications, the, co~issionc~~s~u,de.<:i,.' 

that PG&E and Edison failed. to ~~monstrate that tbei~p~rtic~pation. 
in the COTP was cost effective and that SDG&E failed to demonstrate 
the feasibility of negotiating long-term contracts. TURN submits 
that it made specific contributions to both of these conclusions. 
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As part of their cost-e·ffectiv.eness showinq;;:',applicants 
argued that the costs of the reintorcements to :the'",'PG:&E'!,',':,,:,' 
transmission system south ,of the 'Xes~asubstation shou'ld not be 
included in analyzing the costs of the" COTP proj,ect'~Appl'icants 
contended that ,these reinforcements lnight .never be::nee~ed, and, if 
they were, a separate C~CN ~oUJ:,d be :Il:e~ec:l:e~ :w~ich wo~ld:'"require its 
own cost-effectiveness analysis., ' .The ,commission ,rcj,eeted the 
applicants' arg'Ulllent, conclud:i,Il:~ 'i-,,~st~a:~ 'tb:a:t:,~he,eos't':~f the South 
of Tesla reinforcements (SO'I'R) should be' analyzed as.'part of COTP. 

, , 

The Commission'made this decision based, largely on evidence 
elicited :by '!'URN during cross-examination and data request 
responses included in TORN's testimony. 

Similarly, in viewing the cost effectiveness of COTP for 
PG&E, the Commission relied on testimony by IEP to the "effect that 
the gas prices' used in the j oint study were considerably hiq'her 
than the gas price forecast in the' California Energy Commission's' 
(CEC) ER 90~ TURN says it tirstraised' this issue' during: :it;s " , 

cross-examination of PG&E witness Tom. During that cross;":' 
examination', TURN' introduced' Ex." 45 which contained the: CEC'S', ER 90' 
gas price forecast for PG&E'. On cross-:exaxnination', Mr~'Toin 
confirmed' that the use of the CEC'scjas', price 'forecast in PG&E's 

,e , ' ~ 

analysis would have reduced the energy benefits ofCOTP. 
Finally, the Com:m£ssionreli'ed on PO" CocIe § 1102' t'o - -

reject these applications. The application otthis statute to this: 
case was discussed extensively in TURlt's::brief and- in'TORN's 
conuuents on'the proposed' decision. Moreover, ''l'URN'stestimony 
listed a nwnber'of factors which reduced: the likelihood: that' lonq-' 
term contracts" for capacity would be' 'ava.llable' in the ' Paei:fie . 
Northwest. In particular, the Commission cited: fa'ilureto: . 
negotiate long-term capaei ty contracts' as the basis for rej e~ting ,', 
SDG&E's participation. The failure of both SDG&E and PG&E in this 
respe'ct 'was noted in TURN's testimony .. 

",: .: 

. , '~'.' 
" ,,' ''', .. , 

" I •• ,' • 1 
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TORN r:equests full compensation-, ,for,: time' :~located·.,.to- tbe-.> 
general preparation of· its ·case •.. While-. the:-;,Comm-ission's, :decision.~:; 
to reject the applications obviated· the. need to address','rORN:~s:~;'::". 
ratexnaking issues, TURN nonetheless believes it :made, a ,sw:>stantial 
con.tribution to this, case. 'l'hegeneral. preparation. time, for. which .-, 
~ is requesting' compensation ,was,~ .in its, opinion,". ,a· necessary i, 
!?rerequisite to its participation in- this case •. It. asserts)·it.- . ,. 
could. not have substantially-contributed on· any. issue' ·without·. , :, 

participating in the prehearing conferences, engaging, in-d'iseovery, 
or reviewing the application. This time'is·in .the nature:' o·f fixed 
costs which would have been incul:'red .. to, support any.,subs:tantial:::", 
participation.:. " , :.:. . ,.' 

Table .. ,One summarizes TORN"s,request for.~attot:ney, time by, 
issue. .TURN ·is seeking full,coxnpensationfor the· hours ,in the:. ',~',:, 

preparation (GEN) and cost ef.fectiveness (COST)' categories .. : TTJRN·, 
is not seeking any compensation for time exclusively,. devoted to the',: 
issue of whether CO'I'P would, be constructed wi thoutapp-l:icants' 
participation, (MUNI) or TURN's proposed·'ratemakinqmethodoloq.ies, . 
(RATE) issues.. ' " .. ' ......) :', ' 

;cssw: .... 

GEN '," 
COST'" 

"., I ,',. i. , 

.Table- .1 

I' ,., 

",". 

12'.75· .' 

MON! 
RAXE , , . 3.9·.'10,·,. ~" , ..... ;. '" ,,~,.'"'" I 

Total Hours' (ail issues j 324 .50 
Total Hours Claimed" ,' .. ~~Z77'~:10': . 

~ _, _ ,_ ". • ,':) "'" ., , ,~,I '. \ .,,;' _. ::'1 : :': l' ;, ;' ~ ;'::_ ,', ~; (~ 

,TURN seeks an hourly rate of $·175, for Michel P. F.lo;t:'io, 
,',0, r", .. ',,' 1" • ,',,--,~ .,,' ''''''''. ,~~ ',,~. . .• ~. : ••• _, .... ' ".!" " '·I.·,~. ,:"C·"~.:;· 

and $;.160 .. for Jo.el~ R.,Sin9'er. .. 
Posi'tion;z Of etherb;tties . " ' " ....~: ~: ',': I..: .: ... :~ '. ,::': c ',. (; 

DRA supports both Bowers' '~nd'TTJRN ~ o:Eb\ b~li'e~es' that' :.: i',:YI 

TURN made: a substantiai'~on~~ibuti6n b~caus'e' 'TURN'~; pre~~ntation ., 
! . '_ .. , . ".:',: ",:' ', ..... ,e., . ,'e.:'" :~.~": ',.... '. :'"-,"J.:r:.': ~:. __ :'~, ." '. !:,.\ ,,-:_ I,:' 

was substantially different from ORA's. and the, information 
: ,~ . . ","," ' ,':rl~'I'" '.~ : ... ':....:.~, <. ":.,~~; ,I':" ,".: ". '~,",,::,::,,:: .... ', ,. ,_/ 
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contained. in TURN"s tes.timony,~' :or" reveal'ad. through;'its~:;cros.s
examination, would. probabl:y not ,have-oome :to. tneComm:i:ssi'on:'s: 
attention' but for TURN's.' active- participation.~, ,c:" :1','" ,':,' :; ):,~; 

ORA believes. Bowers."'request,for compensat'ion'is~::' : 
reasonable and his. participation: wa's noteworthy.' - ORA':says:that: 
Bowers has. a more detailed, knowledge :of:the operation' of-BPA's 

.'\". 

" 
~ .,.1 

hydroelectric system than i anyother:witnessinJ the 'case, , as well', as' 
extensive "knowledge of other, resource' planning:' issues -in- : the> ' 
Pacific~ Northwest. ," : ';'" -" 

, 'The Independent Energy Producers, Association; (rEP) 
supports both: Bowers and 'l'URN for the same reason's as,DRA'~:, 'IEP , 
asserts that Bowers' analysis was oritical to, the decis'lOn; because', 
he:was the only party: who initially 'opposed the eapacity:,estimates 
submitted by applicants: and: his. analysis was cruoial 'i'n "convincing 
IEP that the issue of availability of' capacity wassigriificant,., He 
oaused IEP to,' eonduet its own analysis~ and 'support him~:: 

With' respect to TURN"s participation,IEPse'es', ,a; 

substantial contribution. TURN- repeatedly' focused, the :issueon the' 
uncertainty and poor timing of the eost-effecti venessot' 'the 
project, which elicited strong utility opposition to l:>eing held 
accountable for any of their es'l:imates. The utilities":: 

". ",,, I 

unwillin9!less to stand by their numbers on South of Tesla 
reinforoements, the availability of Northwest capacity/'and the 
energy benefits which the utilities identified, was a.eirtical 
element in the denial of the applieations.. IEP believe:s',TURN 
contributed to all of,those issues. .. 

PG&E has no oomment on Bowers' contribution, but contends 
that' 'l'ORN's' request should be x-'~due~d~uJ:;'stantiaily.: ,PG'&E als'!; 
proposes that any award be divided among 'the uti'iiti~~' a~:'foll:ows::"::: 
PG&E, 40%;; Edison, 40%; and SOG&E, 20%.' "," "i" "";"" :', ,,:, 

PG&E point~out that TURN i~: requesting'c'omperi~ation for 
all of its 131.5 ho~r~ spentori the' cost-eifect'i~~ries's' issue,"but" 

~. '" . . . • 1 " ' .-~ • '. ",,~:._ ",'.' , ,* .. ',' . ~ . , \ :.<.. ,....,,:, ::' ·'1 ,. .,', : " .. :' _~ •• ~"I. ..' 'J 'J" 
other part~es were substant1al contr1butors to several elements of 

6- " -- -, 

., 

::. 
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that issue., For instance',PG&E'says·,that :tEP's" testimony:'ra,isea:":",,:;', 
the. gas price' ,forecast issue ,ana' Bowers" testi'mony,was. ~ theomoving' 
force on NW capacity and energy issues, that were: decided":' adversely·:· -' ' 
to the applicants. Therefore, PG&Ebelieves that~ TURN/s.; ,', ',' ,', 
contribution was not significant because others, were 'the~ lead ' " 
advocates of positions aaopted on' gas price, forecasts, " NWcapaci ty , 
ana energy. , Although TORN's participation',on these" issues,,:,may:have';': 
in some way "assisted, the, Commission.. in' the making of·, its order' or 
aecision," it is questionab,le how significant~,thatparticipation~: 
was in comparison to, the' participation, and contributions ",of rEP ~ and;' 
Bowers. Therefore, PG&E requests that, the Commission:~'consider 
reducing TURN.' s "COST" hours eo:mxnensurate with the Commission" S . 

evaluation of TURN~s actual substantial contribution' to,',: the 
Co:mxnission's decision on these issues:. , ' ;. 

PG&E arques that TURN's actual contributionshould'be" 
measured in comparison to the' contributions of.other.participants. 
The awarding of costs for general preparation time should be" ;'" 

4It directly proportionate to the Commission's. determination of TURN's 
actual substantial contribution to the'decision. This incl"Uaes,-,the 
time that '!'URN spent preparing, for several issues, which' were never 
adaressea in the aecision.Although,.TURN is not';requesting 
~:ompensation for those hours specificallyassigned,to those' ,issues, 
PG&E·believes, the general preparation, time. should ,be appropriately 
adjusted. PG&E ~contends .that its,'conclusion is :.explicitly ,';'," 
supported byO.90-0a-03.s. , c ' ,.':. ;," 

"Where •• ' . a ,party has: llQj;, made· a' substantial. 
contribution on most issues ••• it is our . 
practice to awara compensation for'init'ial' 
preparation on a pro-rata basis, according to 
the proportion of successful issues •••• " 
(D.90-08-03S,p; 5~) 

Discussion 
.~. . . 

• 1 "," " ,,' •• : ,I ... 

The ,r,eque~t of".,BoW~~S" ~ee~.' n~t: detain, :~,~) •.• ,His x:~~.e~t,t.0, ... 
be compensated at $aO per,bour, for his, time is,t:e~s.onable :givenhis,_:: 

• • " • ,,'. I ,,' " ..• I " '." 'j _ ,,' •• _ , .. I ..... ~ •. ~ _~ ,,-... • ~ ••• " 
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education,,. -. experience" "and: obvious' knowledge in " hiS: field.· ': His:-:: ,-, ,-::; 
presentationr-: and, testilnony' were: instrumental,· in' fact:' eS!5entlal-,' to': :.; 
our finding that there ,is not enough, Pacific Northwest·: capa'city '-,,',: '. : 
available to support-IOU participation inthe-project:-,(Find:ing '4}·~::' 
We will grant· ·his ·request. ',': ... -",,,:",l 

'l'ORN's. request ~ is:' questionable'. " ' 'l"ORN·'s.··prineipal : 
presentation at the hearing ,was in-: regarc:l.to. methods.:'of,'·paying'for-' 
the- project should it.:be approved •. It presented: two" witnesses,' one: ~ 
who testified'to' the timing- of eosts .. and bene'fits and: the: other who" 
testified regarding, two· al ternati ve cost recovery;:) methods"" t~~' reeou~ 
the cap-ital costs' of CO'I'P. ,Because IOUpartieipation: in'cCOTP wa's: . ' 
denied for lack of need,., neither issue"discussed 'by,'TtT.RN',s'," ",-. 
witnesses contributed toa resolution, of this: ease>' TURN'; in'all 
candor ,recognizes this and does, ,not request compensation' for" 
ei ther its witnesses for, time spent on those issues ~ " but; "'requests 
full compensation for the time its attorneys and wi tnesses:-:spent on' 
the general preparation of . its ,case •. , ... ';, ',. 

In D.90-0S-035 we reduced' eompensation::for·.i:nitial '.,,', 
preparation on a pro rata basis 'where a"party did'notmake::a~: 
substantial contribution on most issues:.. ,,: In our review' of'the', 
record it is clear to us that 'I'URN's<eontribution ·to issues other" .,,', 
than those in, which it presented' wi tnesses'was secondary.'~ ':Other' " ': ',,': 
parties" notably Bowers,. IEP', and. ORA~ carried the' '1 ion 'sshare' of 
the :burden. TORN' contributed by way: of cross-examination'and" " 
briefing support of issues raised by others .. Arev±ew -of·, · 
0.91-04-071 shows ,few references to 'I't7RN:or itscontribut:tori except 
on the South-of-Teslaissue; where 'TUF.N:p:a:rtic'ip~t~d,.bcit,::riot in a 

, . '" '{ , , . ,'. I., '." 

leading role. " .~(;" -: I,,~: ,.,,,:, '. 
, "'" "','.,"" .. 

T'O'RN must make 'a' J":Su:bstan:ti'al·c:ontribl.ition~,,_to, .tne 
" , 

decision (Rule 76.52 (g», which is made when the Commission, in its 
decision has "adopted in whole or in part one or more factual':"'""" 

." ,'-., . , ". '-. "", -> ',_' " " ,I,": ", -"":.' .,!, ".,' ."/:" 

contentions, legal 'contentions,'or spec'i'fic policY,or procedural 
reeoWnend~t'ionS presented- by the' eu~t'om~r:';' (RU~le7G:.S2'(g)·;. " ' ,",:' ,.; 

- S -- ":" ,,, 
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Further, the contribution must not "materially duplicate'~tbe/,:: :;,: :'<~ 
contribution ','or presentation' of, ,: any' other· party"' 'and ·'i:f,',':tt: does, 
the compensation "'maybe :reduced· :inproportion, to.:the·amountot·· 
duplication of effort" (Rule 76.53(c». 

In our opinion TURN was.not.the le~d party on any issue 
necessary to our decision and on the issues on which it did make a 
contribution its contribution was in part a:du.pl-ication of effort 
of other parties_ Of the $5S',.901request we can ,only ,make; an· 
informed judCJlXlent as to how ' much was a duplioation:o'f. effort,· but,· 
it certainly was in excess of 60%'_ , ,,"\ 

" / ... , 

We will fix the award for TURN at $20·:,·OOo.~· \':,... : \~~," ~I ~~'"" 

I:1n9.ingsot Fac;:t .' , .' 

l.·~ Bowers· has made a·':s@stantialcontribution"to-·0·;.91'-04-071 
and 0.91-07-075 in that ,the,.Commiss:tonadoptedhis' position: on the' 
insufficiency of Pacific Northwest' capacity available ,to':'S:upport~' " 
the participation of PG&E, Edison,. and S:oG&E in. the·COT:project. 

, 2 •. ' A compensation. award to, Bowers of $44~ lO·O~a$>his:.: costs of 
participation is reasonable. 

, . . 
3. 'I"O'RN'J:ias lnadea substantial contribution to 0.91-04-071 

",1,'_, ' 

in that the:Commission adopted its position on the South-of-Tesla ... ' , 

issue. 
4. TORN's presentation, however, materially duplicated the 

presentation' of 'others., especiallY,::IEP and ORA, and its 
~ . ., ., .. 

compensation should be reduced in· proportion to its duplication. 
5. TORN has not made a substantial contribution on most 

issues important to the determination of 0.91-04-071 and therefore 
its request for compensation for initial preparation must be 
reduced on a pro-rata basis. 

6. A compensation award to TURN of $20,000 is reasonable. 
'~"C~7,~ .... ':J I.t-t~s, x:ea.so.x?-ap, ,~e_to divide the compensation awards among 
"~.. .~"...,I ... ~ '-.... • JC4 ,""'. , ... f • h .... "" II 

th~,,':.~~~i?~s!~~:~'?;~~~~~~.:-2lJ;&E, 40%; Edison, 40%; and SOG&E, 20%. 



A.90-08-066 et a1. 

Conclusi9!l"of"kw,', "',',; .. " ;-r,,- _. "'_ ."C~., .. :,_;::..>~~-,':-:}i:.: " ';':'-:: ... 

, Bowers shou'ld"·be- awottdecI' ,$44,:100 and :'TURN·,:awa·rded"::'$20,000 ", 

for their substantial contr:.i;l:>ution.to· DI~9,1-04-07·1',and':D:91-07:-07:5;.."-

.~ , 

IT IS,ORDERED -._that: ., " 
.".",.1,., ,,' ,.,,-'.' • I,.' •• '" 

1., Gregory.H. Bowers ,shall,"received, $4:4', 10:0 for'his.'~: '~' 

substantial .. contribution to'D'·. 91-04.-071:·andD .:9-1-'0·' ~O'.s ... ,··.· ". 
2 • TURN shall received $20,000' for· its 's.ubs:tanti,alr.' : .. ':: ' ,J 

contribution to D.91-04-071.' '." , •. ; ,:, '~..,~, 

3. The awards shall be paid by the utilities wi'thin<-:3 O:-::days'" , 
oftoday'sdec-ision in the-£ollowing:percentages:'Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company,' 40%; Southe%Xl, 'California. Edison Company ~·1.:4·0t;- . and ' 
San Diego-,Gas & Electric Company,... 2'O'%-~ , "':: ... , 

This order. is effective today .. ,., 
Dated November. 20, 19'9,1, at San,Francisco', 'Californi'a . 

-, '. "', 

. ,J. 

" 
, '",co.' .~. :.'" ;~,,~~, f .~ 

, ,~A'1'RICIA,.M .. "EC~; 
, '" I "Pres'ident 

:,,'DANIEL tWln.. .. :FESSLER","::: 
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY 

Commissioners, 

. ' 

','"' "', ~ • I '. : ,~' II~:' ',' I' .:.,',~i·,:;': ., ,"~:' .<.:'~" .. ,.' 
Commiss ioner John, "B,. ",OhaniAll" .. ',] ) , '",' ," . ~ ~ ~, 
be'ing necessa'ri"lyabsent';' 'did' ' . 

, "not pArticipater~, . I ,:'i; .. ",," ,.-;, ,,:": ,~,'" . , .. 

! . .:" ",.,', . '. 
. .' ... 

.', 
.;, '.,J-' 

.. ' ',::etTinN~:1HA" m~-:'t)~elS10N , 
" i';~ ... I ",,....,! ,.',. .... ( ~ ,....... , .... ," "., •. "'" .~ 

, "'WAS APPROVEO·'8Y1HE~ AOOW " .. 

eOMMlSSlONES2S ... TOOAV 
..... , , ....... '~ .~, '. .. 
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