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Decision 10-07-013  July 8, 2010

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion into Reliability Standards for Telecommunications Emergency Backup Power Systems and Emergency Notification Systems Pursuant to Assembly Bill 2393.


	Rulemaking 07-04-015

(Filed April 12, 2007)




DECISION GRANTING INTERVENOR COMPENSATION 
TO DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES FOR SUBSTANTIAL 
CONTRIBUTION TO DECISION 10-01-026
	Claimant:  Disability Rights Advocates

	For contribution to D.10-01-026

	Claimed ($):  62,415
	Awarded ($):  59,386.74 (reduced 4.85%)

	Assigned Commissioner: Timothy Alan Simon  
	Assigned ALJ: Jeffrey P. O’Donnell



PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES
	A.  Brief Description of Decision: 

 
	This decision adopted guidelines for customer education programs for facilities-based providers of telephony services (service providers) who provide service to residential customers using technologies that require backup power on the customers’ premises.  These guidelines address the need for backup power to operate the customer’s telephone during a power outage, backup power limitations, and service provider and customer responsibilities.  The Commission directed service providers to enhance their existing customer education programs to meet the guidelines.  


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:
	N/A
	Yes

	2.  Other Specified Date for NOI:
	June 4, 2007
	Yes

	3.  Date NOI Filed:
	June 7, 2007 (see additional comments below)
	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:
	R.07-04-015
	Yes

	6.  Date of ALJ ruling:
	June 14, 2007
	Yes

	7.  Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	N/A
	

	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:
	R.07-04-015
	Yes

	10.
Date of ALJ ruling:
	June 14, 2007
	Yes

	11.
Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	N/A
	

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

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

	13.
Identify Final Decision
	D.10-01-026 (see additional comments below)
	Yes

	14.
Date of Issuance of Final Decision:    
	January 22, 2010
	Yes

	15.
File date of compensation request:
	March 23, 2010
	Yes

	16.
Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I:

	#
	Claimant
	CPUC
	Comment

	3
	X
	
	Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, DisabRA made a motion on June 7, 2007 seeking permission to late-file the NOI in this proceeding after inadvertently missing the deadline.  ALJ O’Donnell granted permission to DisabRA to make this late filing via email the same day, June 7, 2007.  ALJ O’Donnell then formally granted DisabRA’s NOI in his ruling of June 14, 2007.

	13
	X
	
	This compensation request relates exclusively to Phase 2 of R.07‑04‑015.  DisabRA submitted an Intervenor Compensation Request for its Contributions to D.08-09-014, which ended the first phase of this proceeding, on November 7, 2008, and that request was granted (with a 9% reduction) in D.09-06-017.  The instant compensation request does not reflect any of the time or other costs included in the previous compensation request resolved by D.09-06-017.


PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION 
A. Claimant’s description of its claimed contribution to the final decision: 
	Contribution
	Citation to Decision or Record
	Showing Accepted by CPUC

	1.  DisabRA pointed out that in order for outreach and education efforts around emergency backup power to be effective, the educational information had to be provided in a manner that all customers could access.  Specifically, DisabRA recommended that carriers be required to place key information in their educational disclosures in large, high-contrast print and provide the full content of these materials in alternative formats including Braille, large print, audio file, and electronic text upon request.  These recommendations were adopted in full in the Final Workshop Report prepared by Communications Division staff and appended to the Final Decision as Attachment A.  The requirement for educational materials to be written in a comfortably readable font size and for materials to be made available in alternative formats upon request was also incorporated into the Final Decision itself.
	Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on the Draft Workshop Report, filed July 31, 2009 at 3-5; Reply Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on Draft Workshop Report, filed August 14, 2009 at 1-8; Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on Proposed Decision of Assigned Commissioner Simon, filed November 9, 2009 at 1-3; Reply Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on Proposed Decision of Assigned Commissioner Simon, filed November 16, 2009 at 2-4; D.10‑01‑026 at 14, 26 Findings of Fact 18 and 20 at 33 Conclusion of Law 19 at 39-40 Ordering Paragraphs 6-9 (requiring that customer education materials be provided “in a form the customer can utilize”); Attachment A to D.10‑01‑026 (“Final Workshop Report”) at 39, 40, 42 and 43.
	Yes

	2.  DisabRA raised the concern both in its written filings and at the first emergency backup power workshop held on November 24 that emergency backup power to residential telephones would be of little help to people with disabilities who rely on assistive communications equipment either in place of or in addition to the telephone if this assistive equipment does not have adequate backup power or cannot function at all without electricity.  The Assigned Commissioner found the topic of backup power for assistive telecommunications equipment for people with disabilities to be of such concern that a third workshop was added to the proceeding on March 9, 2009 specifically to address the unique backup power needs of people with disabilities and other special needs.  The power limitations of assistive telecommunications equipment were also discussed in the Final Decision, including in the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.
	Disability Rights Advocates’ Answers to Workshop Questions on Customer Outreach and Education, filed November 7, 2008 at 3-5; Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling filed February 18, 2009 (setting workshop on performance reliability standards for customers with special needs); D.10‑01-026 at 12, 31 Conclusions of Law 17 and 18, and 38 Ordering Paragraph 5; Final Workshop Report, at 34-35 and 41‑42.
	Yes

	3.  DisabRA noted that people with certain disabilities might not be able to change the batteries in their Battery Backup Units (BBUs) independently and that carriers should provide battery replacement assistance upon request.  This recommendation was adopted in the Final Workshop Report and was also referenced in the Final Decision.
	Disability Rights Advocates’ Answers to Workshop Questions on Customer Outreach and Education, filed November 7, 2008 at 6; Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on the Draft Workshop Report, filed July 31, 2009 at 5-6; Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on Proposed Decision of Assigned Commissioner Simon, filed November 9, 2009 at 6-7; D.10-01-026 at 32 Conclusion of Law 18 at 39 Ordering Paragraph 5; Final Workshop Report at 40 and 41.
	Yes

	4.  DisabRA recommended that when installing equipment at the customer’s premises, carriers give customers the option of specifying where the BBU should be placed to make it as easy as possible for the customer to monitor and change the battery independently.  This recommendation was adopted in both the Final Workshop Report and the Final Decision.
	Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on the Draft Workshop Report, filed July 31, 2009 at 10-11; D.10-01-026 at 11, 12, 30 Conclusion of Law 11 at 38 Ordering Paragraph 5; Final Workshop Report at 39.
	Yes

	5.  DisabRA pointed out that battery level indicators that rely only on lighted displays do not provide vital information to people with vision disabilities.  To make battery level information available to all customers, DisabRA recommended that carriers include both audible tones and visual light warnings on their BBUs and that alternate forms of low-battery indicators, such as text messages or e-mails or messages sent using a vibrating pager, also be made available upon request to those for whom neither a tone nor a light would be detectable.  These recommendations were adopted in the Final Workshop Report.
	Disability Rights Advocates’ Answers to Workshop Questions on Customer Outreach and Education, filed November 7, 2008 at 5-6; Opening Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on the Draft Workshop Report, filed July 31, 2009 at 8-10; Reply Comments of Disability Rights Advocates on Draft Workshop Report, filed August 14, 2009 at 11-12; Final Workshop Report at 39, 42.
	Yes


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

	a.
Was DRA a party to the proceeding? 
	Yes
	Yes

	b.
Were there other parties to the proceeding?
	Yes
	Yes

	c.
If so, provide name of other parties:

Cal-Ore Telephone Co
Calaveras Telephone Company
Ducor Telephone Company
Foresthill Telephone Co.
Happy Valley Telephone Company
Hornitos Telephone Company
Kerman Telephone Co.
Pinnacles Telephone Co.
Sierra Telephone Company, Inc.
The Ponderosa Telephone Co.
The Siskiyou Telephone Company
Volcano Telephone Company
Winterhaven Telephone Company

AT&T Communications of California, Inc.
Pacific Bell Telephone Company
TCG Los Angeles, Inc.
TCG San Diego
TCG San Francisco

The Utility Reform Network

SureWest Telephone
SureWest Televideo

Visalia Cellular Telephone Company

TW Telecom of California LP

Verizon California Inc.

California Cable & Telecommunications Association 
	Yes

	d. Claimant’s description of how it coordinated with DRA and other parties to avoid duplication or how claimant’s participation supplemented, complemented, or contributed to that of another party: 

In this proceeding DisabRA concentrated almost exclusively on the unique communications needs of people with disabilities, issues on which it has expertise not shared by any of the other parties to this proceeding.  Thus, there was little to no overlap between the contributions of DisabRA, both in written submissions and workshop presentations, and the contributions of DRA and other parties.  When DisabRA did comment on broader procedural matters, such as the Commission’s jurisdiction to impose mandatory educational guidelines on VOIP providers, DisabRA filed joint comments with The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) to avoid duplication of effort.  
	Yes


PART III:
REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION 
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):
	Claimant’s explanation as to how the cost of claimant’s participation boar a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through claimant’s participation
	CPUC Verified

	DisabRA raised several issues regarding the need for all facets of an educational campaign about emergency backup power for residential telephone service to be accessible to customers with disabilities, from the printed educational materials themselves to battery level indicators to the process of monitoring and changing backup batteries.  None of these issues were discussed by any other party and all were eventually addressed in the Final Decision, the Final Workshop Report, or both.  DisabRA also directed the Commission’s attention to the power limitations of assistive telecommunications equipment used by people with disabilities and the Commission decided to hold a workshop on this topic under the auspices of this proceeding.

This proceeding was generally staffed by one senior attorney (Melissa Kasnitz, who manages all of DisabRA’s work before the Commission) and one junior attorney (transitioning in 2008 from Stephanie Biedermann to Karla Gilbride), and assisted as appropriate by paralegals.  While no second phase was initially anticipated in this proceeding, the actual work conducted by DisabRA to address issues important to our constituency in Phase 2 was reasonable and efficient.
	After the reductions and disallowances we make to this claim, the remainder of DisabRA’s hours and costs are reasonable and should be compensated.


B. Specific Claim:

	Claimed
	CPUC Award

	ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

	M. Kasnitz   
	2008
	16.3
	420
	D.09-10-022
	6,846
	2008
	16.3
	420
	6,846

	M. Kasnitz
	2009
	50.3
	420
	D.10-01-021
	21,126
	2009
	50.3
	420
	21,126

	M. Kasnitz
	2010
	18.9
	440
	See comment 7, below
	8,316
	2010
	16.8
	420

	7,056

	S. Biedermann
	2008
	3.2
	150
	D.09-06-017
	480
	2008
	3.2
	150
	480

	K. Gilbride  
	2008
	25.3
	150
	D.09-06-017
	3,795
	2008
	25.3
	150
	3,795

	K. Gilbride  
	2009
	68.2
	160
	D.10-04-024
	10,912
	2009
	68.2
	160
	10,912

	K. Gilbride
	2010
	27.4
	200
	See comment 9, below
	5,480
	2010
	24.2
	200

	4,840

	Subtotal: $56,955
	Subtotal: $55,055

	OTHER FEES: Paralegal Fees

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

	Paralegal  
	2008
	1.9
	110
	D.09-10-022
	209
	2008
	1.3
	110
	143

	Paralegal
	2009
	18.3
	110
	D.10-01-021
	2,013
	2009
	18.3
	110
	2,013

	Paralegal
	2010
	5.3
	120
	See comment 10, below. 
	636
	2010
	4.6
	110

	506

	Subtotal: $2,858
	Subtotal: $2,662

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

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

	M. Kasnitz  
	2010
	6.1
	220
	See comment 7, below.  Time for compensation requests is sought at ½ the rate of merits time.
	1,342
	2010
	6.1
	210

	1,281

	 K. Gilbride 
	2010
	7.0
	100
	See comment 9, below.
	700
	2010
	3.2
	100
	320

	 Paralegal 
	2010
	1.0
	120
	See comment 10, below.
	100
	2010
	.00
	110
	.00

	Subtotal: $2,102
	Subtotal: $1,601

	COSTS

	#
	Item
	Detail
	Amount $
	Amount $

	8
	Internal Office Costs
	See comment 11, below.
	500
	                                            68.74


	Subtotal: $500
	Subtotal: $68.74

	TOTAL REQUEST $: 62,415
	TOTAL AWARD $:59,386.74

	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.

We remind all intervenors that Commission staff may audit their records related to the award and that intervenors must make and retain adequate accounting and other documentation to support all claims for intervenor compensation.  Claimant’s records should identify specific issues for which it seeks compensation, the actual time spent by each employee or consultant, the applicable hourly rates, fees paid to consultants and any other costs for which compensation was claimed.  The records pertaining to an award of compensation shall be retained for at least three years from the date of the final decision making the award


C. Attachments or Comments Documenting Specific Claim (documents not attached to final Decision):
	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	1
	Certificate of Service

	2
	Attachment 2 includes DisabRA’s detailed records for time spent on this phase of the proceeding in 2008 (excluding any time spent on matters covered in DisabRA’s prior compensation award, D.09-06-017).

	3
	Attachment 3 includes DisabRA’s detailed records for time spent on this phase of the proceeding in 2009.

	4
	Attachment 4 includes DisabRA’s detailed records for time spent on this phase of the proceeding in 2010, excluding time spent on this compensation request which is separately submitted below.  

	5
	Attachment 5 is a summary sheet of DisabRA’s internal office costs.  See comment 11, below.

	6
	Attachment 6 includes DisabRA’s detailed records for time spent on this compensation request.  In keeping with the Commission’s general practice, DisabRA is seeking compensation for this time at ½ its awarded rates, notwithstanding the fact that the records themselves reflect the usual rates.  

	7
	This application is the first request filed by DisabRA seeking 2010 rates, and the first rate submission since the Commission issued Draft Resolution ALJ-247 indicating its inclination to decline to adjust intervenor rate ranges for 2010.  While this resolution is not yet final, DisabRA is submitting its rate request based on the ranges set forth in this draft resolution.  Notwithstanding the stability of the rate ranges, DisabRA is seeking a rate increase of just below 5% for Melissa Kasnitz.  Ms. Kasnitz, a 1992 law school graduate, remains in the 13+ years of experience range, and has used both step increases since rate ranges were set.  Nonetheless, a rate increase is appropriate in order to reduce the gap between Ms. Kasnitz’s rate and the rate of others who entered the 13+ year category at a higher rate when current the ranges were first set in 2008 (see D.08-04-010).   

Without such occasional increases, there is no opportunity for attorneys in the highest rate range to reduce the gap between those who entered this range at a higher level and those who entered at the bottom.  For example, Bob Finkelstein of TURN had a 2008 range of $470 per hour.  Since then, no COLA adjustments have been permitted by the Commission.  However, if the Commission eventually provides for a 5% COLA, Mr. Finkelstein will receive an increase of $25, increasing his rate to $495, while Ms. Kasnitz would receive an increase of either $20 or $25 (depending on whether the Commission would round the mathematical result of $21 up or down), but in neither case would the gap between these rates decrease.  Indeed, if the rate were rounded down, the gap would increase.  Since there are no additional ranges beyond 13+ years of experience, the Commission should thus use some other mechanism to allow gaps to be reduced among regular intervenors.  

	8
	There has been some confusion regarding Karla Gilbride’s 2009 rate.  In D.09-04-030, the only decision directly addressing Ms. Gilbride’s rate for that year, the Commission used the rate of $150 per hour in its calculations (at 12-13), but noted that an hourly rate of $180 (the requested rate) was adopted in the appendix.  In fact, DisabRA believes that the appropriate 2008 rate for Ms. Gilbride, a 2007 law school graduate, would be $160, which represents a 5% step increase within the 0-2 range of experience from her 2008 rate of $150, which was set in D.09-06-017.

	9
	This application is the first request filed by DisabRA seeking 2010 rates, and the first rate submission since the Commission issued Draft Resolution ALJ-247 indicating its inclination to decline to adjust intervenor rate ranges for 2010.  While this resolution is not yet final, DisabRA is submitting its rate request based on the ranges set forth in this draft resolution.  For 2010, Ms. Gilbride moves into the rate range for attorneys with 3-4 years of experience, making a rate of $200 per hour, the minimum for the new range, an appropriate rate.

	         10
	This application is the first request filed by DisabRA seeking 2010 rates.  While rates for paralegals are not included in the rate ranges set by the Commission, DisabRA is seeking a modest increase in rates for its paralegals from $110, which has been the assigned rate in 2008 and 2009, to $120.  The requested rate for 2010 essentially matches the rates awarded to paralegals working with other intervenors as long ago as 2006.  See, e.g., D.07-04-032 at 16.  

	         11
	A summary of our internal office costs is included as Attachment 5.  This summary reflects internal costs of $655.34, of which $623 is copying/printing costs, generally recorded at $0.25 per page.  Additional costs include postage (primarily courtesy copies of filings), incremental telephone expenses and travel, which reflect BART fares between DisabRA’s office and the Commission.  Because the Commission has generally capped these types of office expenditures at $500, DisabRA is reducing its request from the recorded amount by $155.34.  


D. CPUC Disallowances & Adjustments:
	#
	Reason

	2010 hourly rate request for M. Kasnitz
	ALJ 247 disallows increases in 2010 hourly rates for intervenors.  Here, we approve the previously adopted rates for M. Kasnitz’s 2008-2009 work of $420.  

	2010 hourly rate request for paralegals
	For the same reason we list above, we disallow DisabRA’s request for an increase in 2010 hourly rates paid for paralegal work.  Here, we approve the previously adopted rates for paralegal 2008-2009 work of $110. 

	2010 paralegals hours related to compensation preparation
	We disallow the hour of paralegal time spent on this task for “filing and servicing of compensation request” as being clerical in nature and not compensable.

	2010 hourly rate request for K. Gilbride
	For Gilbride’s 2010 work here, she moves for the first time into the range of $200-$235 for attorneys with 3-4 years of experience.
  DisabRA’s request of $200 per hour for her work is the minimum for this new range.  We approve this rate as requested.

	Disallowances for clerical tasks which are not compensable
	 .40 hrs (2008-Paralegal)- “Reviewing workshop note, schedule and calendar”

 .20 hrs (2008-Paralegal) - “RSVP and calendar workshop; per M. Kasnitz instruction.

 .40 hrs (2010-Paralegal)- “draft ex-parte meeting requests; consult with K. Gilbride re: same”

 .20 hrs (2010-Paralegal)- “receive voicemail regarding meeting, confirm same and calendar” 

 .20 hrs (2010- Gilbride) - “Review email exchanges regarding the scheduling of ex-parte mtg.

 .20 hrs (2010-Gilbride)- “ Telephone conference with TURN re: scheduling ex-parte mtg”

 .10 hrs (2010-Gilbride)- “Meeting with paralegal to set up ex-parte meetings” 

 .20 hrs (2010-Kasnitz)- “Review and edit meeting request for ex-parte mtg”

1.0 hrs (2010-Paralegal @ ½ hourly rate)-“Filing and service of compensation request”

	Disallowance of travel hours  related to “routine commuting”
	1.5 hrs (2010-Kasnitz)- “travel to and from ex-parte meetings”

1.2 hrs (2010-Gilbride) “travel to and from ex-parte meetings”

1.5 hrs (2010-Gilbride) “travel to and from ex-parte meetings” 

Although non-routine commuting is typically compensated at one half hourly rate, here DisabRA requests compensation for routine commuting at full hourly rates.  As such, we disallow this time from the professional hours billed by both Kasnitz and Gilbride.

	Excessive compensation preparation hours-2010 

K. Gilbride
	DisabRA requests 14.1 hrs for compensation preparation.  Gilbride spends a total of 3.8 hrs, or 27% of this time “reviewing time records for accuracy and completeness”.  We assume that business records are inherently correct; requiring only a tally of hours but not an extensive secondary review or clean-up.  As such, we disallow 3.8 hrs of Gilbride’s hours for excessiveness. Claim preparation is a semi-professional task that should not require the expertise of a senior attorney and although we make no reductions in the 6.1 hours that Kasnitz spent on claim preparation, we caution DisabRA here, as we have other intervenors, that the use of its most senior attorney for this type of task is inappropriate.  Should this practice continue in future claims, we may make reductions to more closely reflect our standards of both reasonableness and fairness to ratepayers.  

	Disallowance for activities which occurred after  the final decision was issued and had no bearing on substantial contribution
	.40 hrs (2010-Kasnitz)- “receiving and reviewing final decision”

.10 hrs (2010-Paralegal)-“meeting with K. Gilbride and M. Kasnitz regarding final decision”

	Costs
	We disallow $573 of DisabRA’s photocopying expenses for excessiveness.  The only other intervenor in this proceeding (TURN) requested $65 for photocopying expenses related to their filings in two decisions, not one decision as DisabRA has requested here.  We approve a more reasonable about of $50 for photocopying expenses.  In addition, we disallow $13.60 of travel expenses as they relate to activities involving “routine commuting.”   


PART IV:  OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS

	A.  Opposition:  Did any party oppose the claim?
	No


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


FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Claimant has made a substantial contribution to Decision 10-01-026.

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 $59,386.74

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 $59,386.74

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, the CPUC Intervenor Compensation Fund shall pay claimant the total award.  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 June 6, 2010, 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. Rulemaking 07-04-015 is closed.

      This decision is effective today.

      Dated July 8, 2010, at San Francisco, California.





MICHAEL R. PEEVEY






President





DIAN M. GRUENEICH





JOHN A. BOHN





TIMOTHY ALAN SIMON





NANCY E. RYAN





                    Commissioners

APPENDIX

Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	D1007013 
	Modifies Decision?  No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D1001026

	Proceeding(s):
	R0704015

	Author:
	ALJ Jeffrey P. O’Donnell 

	Payer(s):
	CPUC Intervenor Compensation Fund


Intervenor Information

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

	Disability Rights Advocates
	03-23-10
	$62,415
	$59,386.74
	No
	unapproved hourly rates; disallowance of hours and costs related to routine travel; excessive hours related to compensation preparation; excessive photocopying expenses; disallowance of clerical tasks; lack of substantial contribution 


Advocate Information

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

	Melissa
	Kasnitz
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$420
	2008-2009
	$420

	Melissa
	Kasnitz
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$440
	2010
	$420

	Biedermann
	Stephanie
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$150
	2008
	$150

	Karla
	Gilbride
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$150
	2008
	$150

	Karla
	Gilbride
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$160
	2009
	$160

	Karla
	Gilbride
	Attorney
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$200
	2010
	$200

	Paralegals
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$110
	2008
	$110

	Paralegals
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$110
	2009
	$110

	Paralegals
	Disability Rights Advocates
	$120
	2010
	$110


(END OF APPENDIX)

� See Section D at 9. 


� See Section D at 9.


� See Section D at 9.


� See footnote 1.


� See Section D, at 10.


� See D.08-04-010.





428287
- 1 -
1
- 1 -

