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Application of PACIPIC GAS AXND g
SLZCTRIC COMPANY for.authorizy, azong
other Taings, to increase its razes ) Application 60153

ané Sharges for electric and gas (Piled Decexmber 23, 1980)
service.

)

|

Application of PACIPIC GAS AXD )

SLECTRIC COMPANY for autnorizy wo ;

increase izs eleciric ravtes and

charges effective Augast 1, 1981, o )

esvablish an annual energy rate ané o ) Application 60616

mexe cervain othe> rale caerges in ; (Filed June 2, 1981)

accordance with <The energy ¢osv

adjustaens clause as modified by ;

Decision No. 92494,
)
)

(BElectric)

(See Decision 82-12-11% for appearances.)

ORDER ON REQUZST POR AWARD OF
2URPA_COMPENSATION

2y a petition filed January 27, 1983, Toward Tzilizy Razve
Normalizavion (TURN) reguests an award of compensation anéd fees for
its participation in vhis proceeding. The reguest {s made under Rule
76.06 of our Rules of Practice ard Procedure. The amount regquested
was Initially $42,637.60 which included aztorney's fees of $75 per
hour. The petition was amended on June 17, 1983 <o increase tThe
Tequest To $49,300.10 plus inverest which reflected increased
atiorney's fees of $100 per hour.
Subszantial Contridution

TURN's £iling shows that its participation substantially
contriduved to The adoption of 2 Pudblic Utility Regulatory Policies
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Act (PURPA) position that is related to the PURPA cost of service
standard. The PURPA posizion was the adopiion of a Three~tier
residenvial rate structure. 7TURN was the only party wao advocated
adoprion of This rate strucTure.

Pacific Gas and Zlectric Cozpany (PG&Z) responded thav TUF
advocated vhree issues {n Tne proceeding:

". Three Tier residenzial rates.
- A new allocation me<haod.

2
3. A meghod of prorating bills during seasonal
lifeline changes.

Since only wo of <he issues were PURPA issues and since only one
(three-tier rates) was adopted, PG&Z suggests that TURN de audited To
deverzine The time and expenses which are related o vhe adopved
issue.

True That only one of TURKN's positions was
adopved and that - Tailed o ellocate %ime and expenses to <he
separate issues, believe Thet an audizt is necessary.
Instead we will make sueh an alloca<ion ourselves. In arriving at
our adjustment, we note that one of <he Principel reasons that TURN's
allocasion proposal was nos adopred was because its a2llocation and
Tate design proposals were invimasely intervwined ané nozg separadle.
It appears thav {f TURN had made only a rave design proposal then it
would nave required more shan half of ivs effort in This czse. Since
TURN failed %o allocate its efforzs by issue we delieve zhat a '
conservative anount of S0¥ of TURN's fecuest is appropriave.
Commensazion

TURN originally proposed tha<c <he azs Tney's fees of 875
per hour be awarded alvnough iv felt that $90-5100 per hour would
mOTe reasonabdly reflect "prevailing market rates fo- persons of
comparable training and experience” and 21so de no greater than such
fees paid by this Commission (Rule 76.02(L)). TURX later amended its
request o reflect vhe 3100 per hour figure. The amendment is based
primarily on the contingent nature of the awaréing of fees. TURN
believes thet the highly conzingent nature of recovery of expenses
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warrants a comewhat nigher nourly fee. , : > will tnherefore ]
allow wtne $100 per nour astorney feec.
TURN's azmended peviztion of-Yda 5% on any award

.

because of zthe decision lag. ¥ wwo facte. Qur ~ules do

not provide for suecn an inzers Tual ar . TURN nasz not bdeen
ne delay. s it appears =That TURN wook

advanzage oL the dolay o anend reguest, part of which we grant

in this decicsion.

Pindings of Faet

1. By <hiz pezizio A QUL ST e award of 34¢,700.70 plus

2. OTURN was previously found c¢ligidle for compensation by
82795 in <this proceeding.

&

TURN's wozal cost of participation in this proceeding is as

Attorney's Tees f $26,650.00
Witness Fees 2 20,569.00
Expenses 2.081.3%5
Tozal 349,700.%5
L. TURN's petition failed <o allocase its cost specili
advocated issues.
5. TURY advocated (1) o new mezhod
requirement <o The cusIomer classes ( ) 4
design and (7)) prorationing of cus<
cnange.

5. Allocasion neshodology znd idenvial »
PURPA issues relazed to whe PURPA cost of sgervice szandard.
7. TURN's =zoval PURPA advocacy was eq

rate design issues with very little effort gpent on
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-

€. TITRN was the sole advocate ©

rate design.
9. Decision 82-12-113 adopved
design dut did nov adop TURN's allocation method.

10. TURX's azworney's fees of $100 per hour is reasonadle.

11. An award of compensation of half of 2URX's zozal cost
(824,650.18) is reasonadle.

12. Our Rules of Practice and Procedure &o not provide for <he
accrual of interest on an award issued by a decision which is deyond
the contemplated dave.

Conclusion of Law

TURN nhas complied with the reguiremenss of Article 18.5 of
this Conmuission's Rules ¢f Practice and Procedure ané should de
awarded compensation in the amount noTed in <he following order.

IT IS QOR2E2ED <hazt:

1. Within 30 days Lrom the effective date oF whis order
Pacific Gas and Zlectric Company (2G&T) shall pay vo Toward Utilizy
Raze No*ma ion (ITRN) s24, 690.1

2. In PG&“'s next rate application which seeks To change dbase

ves, PG&E shall include in its valifornia ingrastavte revenue
requirezent an azount sufficient to reinmdurse it for vhe $24,650.18
award.

This order becomes effective 30 days frozm today.

Daved AUG 17 1983 , av San Prancisco, California.

VICTOR CALVO
PP.ISC“'M C. GREW
DONALD VIAD
WILLIAM T. BAGLEZ
Comzizsiozers
T CERTITY THAT TUIS TUTSION

WAS ADIUITEN D "'" '." U e

hing nccossardly abscot, r.’ad o0t -
//{//".’/J /-
: - 4"/" e

CONAISSICITS Toiiiy, Commrnionee Leonaed M, Gromes, 5.
/ /7 particivate.
~—
/E- BOCLCJV'J.L.«, D"”“VWO"
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warrants a somewhat higher hourly fee. We agree. This case is a
perfect illustration. UIURN has expended many aours and hired an
experT witness TO puT on a very compliceted showing in a nighly
professional manner. 3ut because a major part of its showing was novw
adopved it will not be compensated conm pletely. We will sherefore
allow vhe $100 per nour attorney fee.
CURN's amended petition also seeks inveresst on any awaré

because of vhe decision lag. We nove wwo facts. 1. Our ~ules &o
noT provide for such an inverest acerual and 2. TURN has not been
materially harmed by the delay. Rather it appears that TURN <TooX
advantage of the delay o azmend i%s ParT of wiicawe granz
in <his decision.
Pinédings of Pact

1. 3y zthis pelizion TUR awgréd of $4¢,300.10 plus
inverest.

2. TURN was previously found elig¥ble for compensavion by
Decision 92795 in this proceeding.

3. TIURN's zotal cost oFf partieipation in this pProceeding is as
follows:

AtTorney's Fees 26 5 x 8100 = 826,650.00
Witness Fees 274 25 x $75 20,569.00
Expenses /// 2,081.%5

Tozal 7 = $49,300.35

4. TURN's pevivion failed <0 allocate its cosSTE %O specits
advocaved issues. ‘

5. TURN advocated (1) 2 new zmetaod To allocate <the revenue
Tequirement to the cusvomer classes (2) a three-tier residential sazte
design and (3) »- :azioning of customer bills during periods of
change.

6. Allocation methodology and residential raTe sTrucTure are
PURPA issues related TO the PURPA cosT of service standard.

T. OTURN's zotal PTRPA advocacy was egually div‘ded between <the

allocavion and rate design issues with very livile effort spent on
the prorationing iasue.




