I.07-01-022 et al.  ALJ/JLG/jt2
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Date of Issuance  5/15/2009
Decision 09-05-016  May 7, 2009
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Investigation to Consider

Policies to Achieve the Commission’s

Conservation Objectives for Class A Water

Utilities.


	Investigation 07-01-022

(Filed January 11, 2007)



	And Related Matters.
	Application 06-09-006

(Filed September 6, 2006)

Application 06-10-026

(Filed October 23, 2006)

Application 06-11-009

(Filed November 20, 2006)

Application 06-11-010

(Filed November 22, 2006)

Application 07-03-019

(Filed March 19, 2007)




DECISION GRANTING INTERVENOR COMPENSATION TO 
DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES FOR ITS SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO DECISION (D.) 08-02-036 AND D.08-08-030 
	Claimant: Disability Rights Advocates
	For contribution to Decisions 08-02-036 and 08-08-030

	Claimed ($):  84,419.26

	Awarded ($):  82,299.26 (reduced 3 %)

	Assigned Commissioner:  John Bohn
	Assigned ALJ:
Janice Grau


PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES
	A.  Brief Description of Decision: 
 
	D.08-02-036:  Opinion resolving Phase 1A Settlement Agreements and Contested Issues

D.08-08-030:  Decision resolving Phase 1B Settlement Agreements and Return on Equity Adjustment




B. Claimant must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Public Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812:

	
	Claimant
	CPUC Verified

	Timely filing of notice of intent to claim compensation (§ 1804(a)):

	1.  Date of Prehearing Conference:
	February 7, 2007
	Yes

	2.  Other Specified Date for NOI:
	March 9, 2007 (scoping memo of 3/8/07 extended NOI deadline until 3/19/07)
	Yes

	3.  Date NOI Filed:
	March 19, 2007
	Yes

	4.  Was the notice of intent timely filed?
	Yes

	Showing of customer or customer-related status (§ 1802(b)):

	5.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	I.07-01-022, et al.
	Yes

	6.  Date of ALJ ruling:
	5/7/07
	Yes

	7.  Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	8.  Has the claimant demonstrated customer or customer-related status?
	Yes

	Showing of “significant financial hardship” (§ 1802(g)):

	9.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	D. I. 07-01-022, et al.
	Yes

	10.
Date of ALJ ruling:
	07    5/7/07
	Yes

	11.
Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	12. 12. Has the claimant demonstrated significant financial hardship?
	Yes

	Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)):

	13.  Identify Final Decision
	D.08-02-036 and D.08‑08-030
	Yes

	14. Date of Issuance of Final Decision:
	2/29/08 and 8/25/08
	Yes

	15. File date of compensation request:
	10/24/08
	Yes

	16. Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I (use line reference # as appropriate):
	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	13
	DisabRA
	
	Parties were instructed to file compensation requests after Phase 1B issues were resolved (Decision 08-02-036 at § 17), so DisabRA did not file a request for compensation after the first decision, D.08-02-036, was issued in this proceeding.  This request is for all time contributed to this proceeding, including time spent on work contributing to D.08-02-036 and subsequent time spent contributing to D.08‑08-030.


PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION (completed by Claimant)
A. In the fields below, describe in a concise manner Claimant’s contribution to the final decision (see § 1802(i), § 1803(a) & D.98-04-059) (For each contribution, support with specific reference to final or record.)
	Contribution
	Citation to Decision or Record
	Showing Accepted by CPUC

	DisabRA, working in conjunction with other consumer groups, primarily contributed to this proceeding via the settlements negotiated with the various Class A water companies.  In one instance, with Suburban, DisabRA separately negotiated an MOU that addresses accessible communications with customers with disabilities.  DisabRA also participated with other consumer groups in negotiating multiple other agreements; in these negotiations, DisabRA took the lead in ensuring that accessibility concerns were addressed, and participated in other issues that affect all consumers, including low income consumers, as people with disabilities are disproportionately low income.  These efforts were specifically commended by the Commission.
In subsequent paragraphs, the contributions that specifically address the needs of the disabled community are highlighted.  Other contributions are discussed at the end.
	D.08-02-036 at p. 4

	Yes

	The settlement agreement between Suburban Water and Joint Consumers which included DisabRA, on customer outreach and education, data collection and reporting (“Suburban-Joint Consumers Settlement”), was found to be reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with the law and in the public interest and was thus adopted by the Commission.  The settlement calls for Suburban to inform its customers about water conservation and changes to their bill in light of the conservation efforts.  This written material will include key information in large print for people with low vision.  This educational notice will also include contact information such as its website and a TTY number.
	D.08-02-036 at p.33, Ordering ¶ 1

[settlement on docket as Attachment to Motion to Approve Settlement Agreement (filed 8/10/07)]


	Yes

	As part of the settlement with Joint Consumers, Suburban agreed to provide information to customers about LIRA in a separate notice.  Key information on this notice will be in large print for people who have low vision.  Additionally, contact information such as Suburban’s website and TTY number will be included.
	D.08-02-036 at pp. 33-34


	Yes


	In the settlement agreement between Suburban and DRA, Suburban agreed to send notices to community based organizations, including those serving people with disabilities, and a yearly notice to publicize the LIRA program.
	Suburban-DRA Settlement at § 4.2

[on docket as Attachment to Motion to Approve Amended Settlement Agreement (filed 6/15/07)]


	Yes

	Suburban agrees to work with DisabRA to make sure that notices regarding eligibility renewal are accessible to people with disabilities.  
	Suburban-DRA Settlement at § 4.1
	Yes

	A separate Memorandum of Understanding was reached between Suburban and Disability Rights Advocates, in which Suburban made a variety of commitments to accommodate people with disabilities and ensure that effective communication and education to people with disabilities is reached. 
	Suburban-DisabRA MOU

[Attachment to DisabRA’s Testimony]
	Yes

	Park Water agrees to work with Joint Consumers, which includes DisabRA, on customer outreach and education especially in areas where Park has limited or no experience.
	D.08-02-036 at p. 36, § 10.3

[settlement on docket as Attachment to Motion to Approve Settlement Agreement (filed 6/15/07)]
	

	In the settlement agreement between Division of Ratepayer Advocates and Park Water Company on WRAM & Conservation Rate Design Issues (“Park-DRA Settlement”), Park agrees to develop a customer education and outreach program associated with implementing the new conservation rate design.  To help develop this education and outreach plan, Park agrees to use accessible means of communication to meet the needs of people who are hearing and/or vision disabled.  Additionally, Park agrees to meet with Disability Rights Advocates to determine the best ways to make this conservation rate information accessible to customers with disabilities.
	D.08-02-36 at p. 39, § 11.1

	Yes

	In the Park-DRA settlement agreement, Park agrees to work with consumer based organizations, including organizations that represent the needs of people with disabilities, to publicize the conservation rate design 
	Park-DRA Settlement Agreement at § 11.2
	Yes

	The settlement agreement between San Jose Water Company and Joint Consumers on Customer Education, Outreach, Data Collection and Reporting (“SJWC-Joint Consumers Settlement”) was found to be reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with the law and in the public interest and was thus adopted by the Commission.  As part of the settlement agreement SJWC will provide key information on their conservation rate notices in large print for those customers who are low vision. 
	D.08-08-030 at pp. 24-26, Ordering ¶ 1

[SJWC-Joint Consumers settlement on docket as Attachment to Motion to Approve Settlement Agreement (filed 6/13/08)]


	Yes

	SJWC agrees to post notices regarding new conservation rates on its website in a conspicuous manner and in a format that is accessible to screen readers.
	D.08-08-030 at pp. 24-26
	Yes

	SJWC will provide customers with TTY information on their bills in order to better accommodate people who are deaf or hard of hearing.
	D.08-08-030 at pp. 24-26
	Yes

	As part of their education and outreach efforts, SJWC will provide information on conservation rates and the low-income water ratepayer assistance program to community based organizations, including those that serve the disabled community.  Additionally, they will provide information about those community based organizations on its website.
	D.08-08-030 at pp. 24-26 
	Yes

	SJWC agrees to a number of accommodations on the conservation rate customer notice to better communicate with customers with disabilities: key information in large print and a number to call in order to receive an entire notice in large print, inclusion of website and TTY information
	SJWC-Joint Consumer Settlement at §§ 3.1.4 and 3.1.5
	Yes

	SJWC agrees to post the conservation rate customer notice on its website in a clear conspicuous manner and will make the notice accessible to screen readers so as to accommodate people who are low vision or blind.
	SJWC-Joint Consumer Settlement at § 3.2.2
	Yes

	SJWC will include TTY information on their conservation rate bill insert.  Customers with hearing disabilities will be able to call the TTY number in order to receive more information about conservation rates.
	SJWC-Joint Consumer Settlement at § 3.2.3
	Yes

	The settlement between Golden State Water Company and Joint Consumers (“GSWC-Joint Consumers Settlement”), which includes DisabRA, was found to be reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with the law, and in the public interest and was thus adopted by the Commission.  Part of that settlement requires that GSWC will provide conservation rates notices to customer as a bill insert which will include key information about water conservation in large print, in order to accommodate people with low vision.  Additionally there will be a number that customers may call in order to get an entire notice in large print.
	D.08-08-030  at 17 and 18, Ordering ¶ 1
GSWC-Joint Consumers Settlement at § IV C.

[settlement on docket as Attachment to Motion to Approve Settlement Agreement (filed 3/25/08)]


	Yes

	GSWC, as part of the settlement agreement with Joint Consumers, will conduct outreach to persons with disabilities by making large print notices available, making its website accessible to people who are blind or low vision and establishing TTY accessibility.
	D.08-08-030 at p. 17
	Yes

	GSWC will also extend their educational outreach by making best efforts to work with community based organizations to develop effective educational materials.
	D.08-08-030 at p. 17

GSWC-Joint Consumers Settlement at §IV I. and J.


	Yes

	GSWC has made an ongoing commitment to provide all notices in large type upon request, with information on how to request such an accommodation.  They have committed to make its website accessible for customers who are visually impaired. Additionally GSWC is committed to include in large type on customer bills, the amount due, the due date and a phone number to call for questions, including a TTY number.
	GSWC-Joint Consumers Settlement at § V
	Yes

	The settlement between Cal Water, TURN and DRA was adopted and approved by the Commission.  In their motion to approve the settlement, as part of their Customer Education Initiatives, California Water Service Company (“CalWater”) will meet with Disability Rights Advocates to determine the best way to make information accessible to people with disabilities.
	D.08-02-036, Ordering ¶ 1

Motion of TURN, DRA and CalWater to Approve Amended Settlement Agreement at § I [docket 6/15/07]
	Yes

	In addition to the access issues for which DisabRA took the lead, DisabRA participated with the other Joint Consumers in the overall development of the various settlements which addressed general customer education and outreach, low income rate assistance, and other measures to benefit consumers in light of the changes to rate structure developed as part of this proceeding.  See below for a discussion of how Joint Consumers worked together efficiently and avoided duplication of effort.
	
	Yes


B. Duplication of Effort (§§ 1801.3(f) & 1802.5):
	
	Claimant
	CPUC Verified

	a.
Was DRA a party to the proceeding? (Y/N)
	Yes
	Yes

	b.
Were there other parties to the proceeding? (Y/N)
	Yes
	Yes

	c.
If so, provide name of other parties: 

National Consumer Law Center, The Utility Reform Network, California Water Association, Park Water Company, Golden State Water Company, San Jose Water Company, Suburban Water Systems, Consumer Federation of California, Apple Valley Ranchos Water Company, Latino Issues Forum
	

	d.   Describe how you coordinated with DRA and other parties to avoid duplication or how your participation supplemented, complemented, or contributed to that of another party: 

DisabRA was the only party in this proceeding to represent the unique interests of persons with disabilities and thus took the lead on dealing with issues in this proceeding as they affect our constituents.  No other party involved represented people with disabilities, making our participation crucial.  Where appropriate, such as in the MOU negotiated between DisabRA and Suburban Water Company (supported by the Commission in D.08‑08-030 at p.42), DisabRA acted independently on behalf of our constituents.

Notwithstanding our independent action as appropriate, DisabRA primarily worked closely with the other active consumer groups in the proceeding, including Latino Issues Forum, The Utilities Reform Network and National Consumer Law Center (together these consumer groups negotiated with the water companies and filed pleadings as Joint Consumers); the intervenor consumer groups also coordinated with DRA throughout the proceeding and worked with Consumer Federation of California to the extent we were able to adopt common positions.  In working with the other Joint Consumers, the organizations sought to maximize efficiency, and to capitalize on each organization’s expertise.  For example, TURN and NCLC represent ratepayers generally, with a focus on low-income ratepayers, while LIF represents many customers who do not speak English as their primary language.  Thus, we allocated tasks to ensure that the most representative organization took the lead, or, for those tasks that were common to all intervenor groups, we allocated tasks for efficiency.  This allowed each group’s participation in a manner that was necessary and non-duplicative.
For example, other members of the Joint Consumers took the lead on data collection issues since this is not an area of expertise for DisabRA.  In contrast, DisabRA took the lead on issues relating to people with disabilities, since this is our area of expertise.  Working together to represent each of our constituent groups, Joint Consumers were able to collectively participate as active voices in the proceeding and to reach beneficial settlement agreements with San Jose, Golden State, Cal Water, Suburban and Park Water companies.  
Please see attachment 3.
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part II (completed by claimant--use line reference # or letter as appropriate):
	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	Gen.
	DisabRA
	
	DisabRA has presently worked on many energy and telecom proceedings which cover similar issues to those raised in this water proceeding; thus, we have obtained meaningful institutional knowledge that has allowed us to be effective in our advocacy in this proceeding.  Nevertheless, this is the first water proceeding in which we have been an active party.  Due to lack of direct experience with water utilities and some of the issues unique to water, we were required to spend more time in the earlier stages of this proceeding to familiarize ourselves with certain issues within the scope of this docket.  We understand that some of the other consumer groups with which we worked, and upon whose areas of expertise we often rely, were also new to water issues, and thus were also working to become familiar with certain issues.  Given this background, we worked efficiently to master new issues and to leverage both our existing expertise on disability issues and our general understanding of Commission proceedings to benefit our constituency in this proceeding and to enhance our advocacy efforts into this new area. 

	Gen.
	DisabRA
	
	We have highlighted above the specific areas where DisabRA has contributed to this proceeding on behalf of people with disabilities.  However, working as part of the Joint Consumer group, we have been able to benefit consumers who receive water from Class A water companies as a whole.  Our work has helped to ensure that water companies provide adequate water conservation and LIRA information to their customers and that they provide adequate data information to the Public Utilities Commission for appropriate future policymaking.


PART III:  REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (completed by Claimant)
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):
	Concise explanation as to how the cost of claimant’s participation bears a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through participation (include references to record, where appropriate)
	CPUC Verified

	The participation of Disability Rights Advocates, in conjunction with the other consumer groups working collectively as “Joint Consumers” resulted in the Commission’s adoption of multiple Settlement Agreements between the various water companies and the Joint Consumers.  Each of these settlements were found to be in the public interest generally, and each settlement requires the relevant water company to take specified actions to ensure accessibility by disabled persons to information regarding conservation rates as well as LIRA programs, among other commitments.
Additionally, the separate MOU reached between DisabRA and Suburban goes even further than the settlement agreements to ensure that accommodations for people with disabilities are being met.
Although it is not possible to quantify the benefits to the significant number of disabled persons who have occasion to interact with the various Class A water companies, it is clear that the participation of Disability Rights Advocates resulted in substantial benefits to disabled persons.  In addition, DisabRA’s participation with the other consumer groups as Joint Consumers contributed to overall benefits for customers of the regulated utilities, as each of the settlements was approved by the Commission.

	Yes


B. Specific Claim:

	Claimed
	CPUC Award

	ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Melissa Kasnitz   
	2007
	100.60
	$390
	D.07-06-040
	39,234
	2007
	100.60
	$390
	39,234

	Melissa Kasnitz
	2008
	49.80
	$420
	Attachment 4
	20,916
	2008
	49.80
	$420
	20,916

	Mary-Lee Kimber
	2007
	11.00
	$190
	D.08-01-033 
Attachment 4
	2,090
	2007
	11.00
	$190
	2,090

	Lisa Burger  
	2007
	67.00
	$190
	Attachment 4
	12,730
	2007
	67.00
	$190
	12,730

	
	Subtotal:
	 $74,970
	Subtotal:
	$74,970

	OTHER FEES

Describe here what OTHER HOURLY FEES you are claiming (paralegal, travel, etc.):

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Paralegal  
	2007
	18.90
	$100
	D.07-06-040
	1,890
	2007
	18.90
	$100
	1,890

	Paralegal
	2008
	7.20
	$110
	Attachment 4
	792
	2008
	 7.20
	$110
	792

	Outreach
 
	2007
	.50
	$100
	Attachment 4
	50
	2007
	.50
	$100
	50

	
	Subtotal:
	$2,732
	Subtotal:
	$2,732

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Melissa Kasnitz
	2007
	4.30
	$195
	D.07-06-040
	838.50
	2007
	4.30
	$195
	838.50

	Melissa Kasnitz  
	2008
	6.70
	$210
	Attachment 4
	1,407.00
	2008
	6.70
	$210
	1,407.00

	Lisa Burger
	2007
	7.30
	$95
	Attachment 4
	693.50
	2007
	7.30
	$ 95
	693.50

	Paralegal
	2007
	1.70
	$50
	D.07-06-040
	85.00
	2007
	1.70
	$ 50
	85.00

	Paralegal  
	2008
	23.60
	$55
	Attachment 4
	1,298.00
	2008
	23.60
	$ 55
	1,298.00

	
	Subtotal:
	$4,322

	Subtotal:
	$4,322

	COSTS

	#
	Item
	Detail
	Amount $
	Amount $
	

	1
	Photocopying
	Attachment 6
	2,181.00
	100.00
	

	2
	Postage
	
	5.02
	5.02
	

	3
	Telephone & Fax
	
	170.24
	170.24
	

	4
	Travel
	
	48.00
	-0-                                    
	

	Subtotal:
	2,404.26
	Subtotal:
	$ 275.26

	TOTAL REQUEST $:
	$84,428.26
	TOTAL AWARD $:
	$82,299.26

	When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.

*If hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach rationale.

**Reasonable claim preparation time typically compensated at ½ of preparer’s normal hourly rate.


C. Attachments or Comments Documenting Specific Claim: 

	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	1
	Certificate of Service

	2
	General Comment and Request Regarding Use of Standardized Intervenor Compensation Forms

	3
	Reasonableness of Staffing and Number of Hours

	4
	Justification of  Rates for Attorneys and Paralegals

	5
	Explanation of Time Spent on Work on Fees 

	6
	Reasonableness of Costs

	7
	Detailed time records for Work on the Merits in 2007 

	8
	Detailed time records for Work on the Merits in 2008

	9
	Detailed time records for Work on Fees in 2007

	10
	Detailed time records for Work on Fees in 2008


D. CPUC Disallowances & Adjustments (CPUC completes):
	#
	Reason

	Photocopying
	DisabRA states that it incurred $2,181 in costs incurred in printing documents that were electronically filed and served by the utilities and various parties in the proceeding, as well as rulings and decisions of the Commission.  There were two other intervenors who filed requests for compensation in this proceeding.  Of these two, one requests no compensation for photocopying of documents and the second requests $69.  We approve $100 for photocopying expenses.  While DisabRA may adopt a method of the photocopying documents that are retrievable electronically, we find it unreasonable to expect that ratepayers pay for this practice. (Disallow $2,081)  

	Travel
	DisabRA requests $48.00 in travel expenses, yet it provides no receipts or justification for this expense.  (Disallow $48)   


PART IV:
OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS

Within 30 days after service of this claim, Commission Staff

or any other party may file a response to the claim (see § 1804(c))
	A.  Opposition:  Did any party oppose the claim (Y/N)?
	No

	B.  Comment Period:  Was the 30-day comment period waived (see Rule 14.6(c)(6)) (Y/N)?
	Yes


FINDINGS OF FACT
1. Claimant has made a substantial contribution to Decisions (D.) 08-02-036 and D.08-08-030.
2. The claimed fees and costs, as adjusted herein, are comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable training and experience and offering similar services.

3. The total of reasonable contribution is $82,299.26.
CONCLUSION OF LAW
1. The claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Public Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812.
ORDER

1. Claimant is awarded $82,299.26.

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company, shall pay claimant the total award.  We direct Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company to allocate payment responsibility among themselves, based on their California‑jurisdictional water revenues for the 2007 calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily litigated.  Payment of the award shall include interest at the rate earned on prime, three-month commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve Statistical Release H.15, beginning January 7, 2009, the 75th day after the filing of claimant’s request, and continuing until full payment is made.
3. The comment period for today’s decision is waived.

4. This proceeding remains open to address other matters.

5. This decision is effective today.

Dated May 7, 2009, at San Francisco, California.
MICHAEL R. PEEVEY


President

DIAN M. GRUENEICH

JOHN A. BOHN

RACHELLE B. CHONG

TIMOTHY ALAN SIMON


Commissioners

APPENDIX

Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	D.09-05-016
	Modifies Decision?  No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D0802036 and D0808030

	Proceeding(s):
	I0701022

	Author:
	Janice L. Grau

	Payer(s):
	Golden State Water Company, California Water Service Company, Park Water Company, Suburban Water Systems and San Jose Water Company.


Intervenor Information

	Intervenor
	Claim Date
	Amount Requested
	Amount Awarded
	Multiplier?
	Reason Change/Disallowance

	Disability Rights Advocates
	10-24-08
	$ 84,419.25
	$ 82,299.26 
	No
	miscalculation, excessive photocopying, unjustified expense


Advocate Information

	First Name
	Last Name
	Type
	Intervenor
	Hourly Fee Requested
	Year Hourly Fee Requested
	Hourly Fee Adopted

	Melissa
	Kasnitz
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$390
	2007
	$390

	Melissa
	Kasnitz
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$420
	2008
	$420

	Mary-Lee
	Kimber
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$190
	2007
	$190

	Lisa
	Burger
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$190
	2007
	$190

	Paralegal
	
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$100
	2007
	$100

	Paralegal
	
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$110
	2008
	$110


(END OF APPENDIX)

� DisabRA incorrectly totals its award at $84,419.26, but submits a request for compensation which totals $84,428.26.  We use this corrected total for consideration of this award.


�  This time included the preparation and distribution of letters and attachments regarding accessible outreach to Park and Cal Water.  We approve this time as case management.





�  DisabRA’s number of hours claimed for the preparation for NOI and intervenor compensation appears to be excessive (43.6 hrs) and typically we would disallow ½ of this request.  DisabRA used paralegals for document preparation for the first time in this claim. It is reasonable to assume that the work in this instance took more time than it might have taken with a more experienced attorney.  Additionally, DisabRA notes that it spent more time than usual on preparation of its NOI because of ambiguity regarding the scope of the proceeding.  It is important to note, however, that although the number of hours is higher than other intervenor, the total dollar amount is reflective of similar amounts awarded to other intervenors in this proceeding.  We maintain an expectation that future claims will show a significant reduction in preparation compensation due to an increase in experience. 
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