
Agenda ID #

Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific (ias and lilectric Company for 
Authorilv to Increase Revenue Requirements to Recover 
the Costs to Implement a Program to Improve the 
Reliabililv of its ldeclric Distribution System. (Odd for 
Approval of its 200D-201 1 lincrgv IdTiciencv Program 
Plans and Associated Public (ioods Charge (PCiC) and 
Procurement funding Requests.

Application 0S-05-02.3 
(filed Mav 15. 200K)

CLAIM AND DECISION ON REQUEST FOR INTERVENOR COMPENSATION

Cliiinianl: The llilitv Reform Nil work lor contribution to 1).10-06-048

Awarded ($):Claimed (S): 
enhancement of 25%. or 885.995)

S 435.818(8349.823. plus

Assigned Commissioner: Peevev Assigned AI..I: lukiitome

I hereby certify that the information I have set forth in Parts I, II, and III of this Claim is true to my best 
knowledge, information and belief. I further certify that, in conformance with the Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, this Claim has been served this day upon all required persons (as set forth in the Certificate of 
Service attached as Attachment 4).

Signature: /s/

Date: 8/24/10 Printed Name: Koherl linkclslcin

PART I: PROCEDURAL ISSUES (to be completed by Claimant except where indicated)

A. Brief Description of Decision: flic decision addressed PCiAili's proposal for a Dislrihulion 
Reliabililv Improvement Program (DRIP), which PCAf gave 
l he moniker "Cornerstone Improvement Project.” PCAI'. 
proposed spending nearlv 82 billion in capital and 860 million in 
expense over the period 2010 through 2010. In I). I0-00-04S the 
( ommission rejected PCAf's proposal in lav or of a sealed-back 
version generally consistent with an alternative recommendation 
put forward bv TCR\. with expenditures amounting to 835”.4 
million in capital and S9.2 million in expense for the period 
2010 through 2013. file reduced program approved in I). 10-00-
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048 is cMimalcd lo achicv c up lo OS"n ol’ihc quanlillablc 
rcliabilin improvement benefits. hul al approximately 1S"i. of 
the cost requested bv P(iAk. The adopted outcome on nearly all 
issues is far closer lo Tl RVs position than PC link's, and the 
decision cites w ilh lav or Tl It Vs analysis throughout its 
discussion of the various elements of PCAI's proposal ;uul the 
adopted outcome.

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: Jaiuinrv 26. 2000

2. Other Specified Date for NOI: None

3. Date NOI Filed: l-'ehniiirv 23. 2000

4. Was the notice of intent timely filed?
Showing of customer or customer-related status (§ 1802(b)):

5. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number: A.08-05-023

6. Date of ALJ ruling: April 22. 2000

7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify):

8. Has the claimant demonstrated customer or customer-related status?
Showing of “significant financial hardship” (§ 1802(g)

9. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number: A.08-05-023

10. Date of ALJ ruling: April 22. 2000

11. Based on another CPUC determination (specify):

12. Has the claimant demonstrated significant financial hardship?
Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)):

13. Identify Final Decision 1). 10-06-048

14. Date of Issuance of Final Decision: 0 25 10

15. File date of compensation request: 8 24 10

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

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

# Claim CPUC Comment

2
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ant

PART II: SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION (to be completed by Claimant except where 
indicated)

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.)

Showing Accepted 
by CPUC

Contribution Citation to Decision or Record

As described in more delnil below.
Tl RN's substantial eoniribulion lo I). 10­
06-048 is evident at all levels in the 
decision and on nearly all issues the 
decision addresses. PCLNL's application 
sought Miilhori/ulion to spend 
approximate!) 82 billion oxer a six-year 
period. In I). 10-06-048. the Commission 
largely agreed w ilh Tl RN's analysis as the 
basis for rejecting PCLNL's proposal. ;tnd 
adopted a fl RN-dcxeloped allcrnalixc 
instead, aulhori/ing spending at 
approximately 20"i, olThe total lex el 
sought by the utility, yet still achieving 
nearly 70% of the quantifiable reliability 
improxcmcnl benefits.

I'l RN Testimony./>dssim. (pp. 03-08 for 
allerntilix e reeommenilation).

TI RN Opening Urielptissim. (pp. 35-37 
for allerntilix e recommendation).

|). 10.00-048. $$8.1.2. S.2.2. S.3.2 and 
8.4.2. '

Motion lo Dismiss: Shortly alter PCLNL 
filed its application. Tl RN took the letid 
role in preparing a joint motion to dismiss, 
filed with I)R.\ and supported by sexeral 
other consumer groups. In late 2008. the 
Assigned ('ommissioner and AI ..I issued a 
joint ruling granting the motion to dismiss 
in part. The ruling noted that "Addressing 
distribution-related expenditures and 
reliability incentive mechanisms in 
between CiRCs is contrary lo established 
( ommission (iRt policies and 
procedures." consistent w ilh central 
arguments in the motion to dismiss.
I low ex er. the ruling found that there xxas 
sufficient cause lo make an exception to 
these established policies and procedures 
for purposes of PCLNL's request. The

TI RN DRA Motion to Dismiss (June 17. 
2008): Tl'RN DRA Reply on Motion lo 
Dismiss (.lulx 18. 2008).

Assigned Commissioners and 
Administratixe Law Judge's Joint Ruling 
Denying in Part and Chanting in Part 
Motion to Dismiss the Application and 
Setting Prehearing Conference (December
10. 2008). pp. 5-8.

3
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i'll liny did prohibit rule ivancri ol'nnv 
2004 nr 2010 ol'nnv revenue ret]uiremeni 
associated with the distribution reliability 
improvement program.

Scone ol' Proceeding: Alier the Assigned 
( ommissioner and AC.I sel lhe first 
prehearing eonl'erenee. I*( i«V; Iser\ed a 
prehearing conference statement that 
purported to identify all of the issues in 
dispute, as well as indicating the utility’s 
inleni to sene updaled leslimonv in be 
consistent with the decision on the motion 
lo dismiss. In coordination u ilh sc\ oral 
oilier consumer groups (I)R A. California 
farm Hurcnu I'ederalion. and California 
Large I 'nergv Consumers Association 
(Cl.LCA)). Tl RN filed a rcspoiisiv e 
prehearing conference statement that 
idemilied a number of issues nol included 
in I’CLNP.'s statement bin that should be 
ilcemed w ilhin the scope of lhe proceeding: 
reaffirmed IHi&L's burden of proof on lhe 
issues in lhe proceeding: and proposal an 
alternative schedule dial provided more 
lime lo inicrv enors lo review the ulililv's 
updated showing. The Assigned 
( ommissioner's Ruling and Scoping 
Memo issued februarv 23. 2000. re Heeled 
many of the criticisms and concerns raised 
in die Tl RN-drivcn prehearing conference 
slnlcmcnt. Il direcled I’diNf lo include in 
its update testimony material that 
addressed several specific i|iicslions Tl RN 
hail raised, il agreed with TIRN's analysis 
ol die burden of proof in die proceeding, 
and il adopted a procedural schedule very 
consistent with die on Tl RN hail 
proposed.

.loinl Consumer Prehearing Conference 
Sialemeni (Januarv 22. 2004). pp. 2-7 
(scope of issues). 7-0 (burden of proof), 
and 0-1 1 (schedule).

Assigned ( ommissioner's Ruling and 
Scoping Memo (februarv 23. 2000). pp. 
X-l I (scope of issues). 1 1-12 (burden of 
proof), and 12-13 (schedule).

l he Need for PCLCf's Proposal Prournm:
TIRN's leslimonv and brief addressed al 
some length PCiNCs failure lo meel its 
burden of proof in support of its 
application and, in particular, its failure to 
demoiislrale die need for its proposed 
distribution reliability improvement 
program or lo explain vvhv its approach lo 
comparing reliabilitv performance with 
other utilities was now reasonable when

PI RN l eslimonv. pp. 2-37: 1 CRN 
Opening Uriel', pp. 4-35.

4
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l’CiiNf had argued against lh;il approach in 
the recent past.

In I). l<)-()(i-04X. ilie Commission agreed 
that the preponderance of the evidence did 
not support the need for a program w illi the 
scope and cost of l’( iiNf‘s proposal, and 
therefore denied l’ChNfs rei|iiesl for cost 
reanciy associated with that proposal.

The Commission also rejected l’(i<Nf "s 
proposal to chance the prc\ ions 
determination in D.04-10-044 with respect 
to reliabilitv comparisons with other 
utilities.

I). 10-00-04X. pp. 15-1X; also C onchisions 
of I .aw 1 and 2.

1). 10-00-04X. p. 1 also findings ol fad 
4 and 4.

Distribution Automation: TURVs 
testimony and brief presented a detailed 
analysis of I’CiAil-.'s proposal spending on 
distribution automation and the undcrKing 
equipment's role in the distribution svslcm. 
The tcslimoin illustrated the poor cost- 
benefit ratios under IHiiNfs approach. In 
an alternati\c described in the testimony.
’l l RN called for funding an amount 
necessaiy to automate l’( iiNf's 400 worst­
performing circuits, with the recognition 
that w'hat gets done might be different than 
the 400 worst-performing circuits as 
identified in 200X or 2000.

In 1). 10-00-04X. much of the material in 
section X.1.2 (discussing the adopted 
outcome for distribution automation 
spending) paraphrases w ith faiorfl RN's 
testimony anil brief, for example, the 
decisions states, “TURN’S alternative 
recommendation for distribution 
automation is a reasonable means for 
addressing our reliability concerns with 
respect to poorlx performing circuits. We 
will adopt its recommendations as 
described aliene. but with a slightly 
mollified cost as described below."

The ( ommission also adopted Tl RN's 
"three /one assumption.” forecasted labor 
escalation factors, and lower per-unit cost 
for underground de\ ices.

TURN Testimoin. pp. 40-55: anil 04-05.

TURN Opening Uriel", pp. X0-I05.

1). 10-0h-04X. pp. 22-2(i (quoted material 
from p. 25): finding of fact 14 and 
( onclusion of l.aw 7.

I). 10-()b~()4X. p. 25: findings of fact IT- 
15 and ( onchisions of l.aw X-0.

5
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feeder Inicrconncciiv itv: Tl RN’s 
testimony and brief presented a detailed 
analvsis of PC LANs proposed spending on 
feeder connectivity and the underlying 
equipment's role in the dislribulion svslcm. 
After eoneluding that PC LANs proposal 
overstated the need for connecliv itv to 
support its distribution automation 
proposal, 'l l RN identified "low hanging 
fruit" that would obtain a significant 
portion of the cmcrgcncv conncclivitv 
benefits for a small fraction of the cost. In 
an alternative described in the testimony, 
Tl'RN' called for funding an amount 
consistent with the recommendation 
regarding the 400 poorlv performing 
circuits, including an amount ncccssarv to 
capture this low-hanging fruit.

In 1). 10-00-04X. die Commission agreed 
with Tl'RN that a broadly based 
connccliv itv program had not been 
justified. It went on to adopt Tl'RN's 
allernati\ c funding recommendation based 
on the scaled bitch distribution automation 
program adopted earlier, and the low 
hanging fruit Tl'RN hud identified.

Tl'RN Tcslimoin. pp. 70-X5: ami 05-00.

Tl RN Uriel’, pp. P4-X5.

I). 10-00-04X. p. 27-2X: findings of fact 
I 7-1 X: Conclusions of Law 12-15.

Lleclric Dislribulion Capacity: Tl 'RN's 
tcslimoin and brief presented a detailed 
analvsis of PC LANs proposal to change its 
planning process and. as a result, spend a 
half billion dollars to add emergency 
capacilv such its substation transformers. 
Tl'RN addressed the limited SAIDI anil 
SAII'I benefits of such spending, the 
a 1 reads-high reliability of PC LANs 
substation transformers, the past success of 
PC LAl i’s substation asset management 
program, and the availability of mobile 
transformers to mitigate the impact of tins 
substation outage, should one occur.

In I). 10-00-04X. the Commission noted the 
inappropriateness of making the w holcsalc 
changes PC LAI: proposed for substation 
transformer cmcrgcncv capacitv in the face 
of the rejection of PC LANs broader 
proposal. It also spcciftcallv cited as 
troubling PC LANs specific propositi to rclv 
less on mobile transformers. The decision 
then lists 15 "important points" made bv

Tl'RN Tcslimoin. pp. 5L-7p

Tl'RN Opening Uriel', pp. 40-04.

I). 10-00-04X. pp. 5 1 -54: findings of fact 
14-25: C onclusion of I.aw 14.

6
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'l l RN <111 this issue. and poilii^ mil that 
most ofthc points were not ruhulicil by 
PdiNh.. Thu decision then embraces 
TlRVs arguments that I’dNil. had failed 
k' demonstrate llml ;i problem exists. or 
that ils proposal was ilie best solution even 
iTone wav lo concede llial a problem 
exists. The decision goes so fur as lo 
suggest llial P( itVIi lake ’l l RVs (ami 
l)R A"s) erilieisins of ils proposals in lliis 
proceeding should it seek to establish the 
need lor improving substation transformer 
emergency capacity in lhe fulure.

The Commission aulhori/eil funding for 
the 2s substations for which I’Ciitli 
reported deficiencies of greater than 15 
MW. The authorized funding was 
approximately SI 14.5 million, rather than 
the Spot) million PdiNII requested.

I). 10-00-04S. pp. 54-55.

Reliability Moniloritm ;tn<l Ineenlive 
Reeoiiimeiuliilioiis: Tl RN (along w ith 
l)R A a ml (41.) opposed I’d A; I ,'s 
proposed Reliability Performance Incentive 
Mechanism. Tl RN‘s testimony first 
addressed the proposed changes lo the 
method for monitoring reliability, agreeing 
with PdiAII that a new definition is needed 
but disagreeing with l’dNil.'s proposal 
new definition. IT RN called for a 
different "Mela" and that human-caused 
outages not be excluded from the reliability 
measurement mechanism. Tl’RVs 
approach resulted in more aggressive 
performance targets than I’diNli proposed, 
furthermore. because of the difficulty of 
establishing financial incentives in a 
manner that does not ultimately reward or 
pcnali/c l’d\:l. basal on the weather. 
TIRN recommended that no financial 
rewards or penalties be adopted.

As noted in the deeision. I’diNlfs rebuttal 
testimony withdrew the utility's proposal 
fora reliability performance metric with 
associated penalties and rewards.

Tl RN Testimony. pp. 00-1 OS.

7
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[). 1 0-00-04S. p. 7.

Requirements lor future Procccdinus: 
from 1 he xerx beginning oil he proceeding. 
Tl RN\ criticisms of I’( iiXL’s propo^nl 
included the utility’s failure to present a 
Value of Ser\ iee (Y( )S) sludx or lo 
perform cost-effectiveness analysis of its 
proposals. Tl RN maintained those 
criticisms throughout the proceeding.

In I). 1 0-00-04K. the Commission directed 
that PC iiC 1! include a new VOS sludx in its 
next C IRC for use. al least in pari, in 
determining and justifying its electric 
distribution reliability needs. The 
Commission also made clear its 
expectation that PCLCL conduct appropriate 
levels of cost-effectiveness analyses for 
proposed reliability programs or projects in 
the future.

Motion lo Dismiss, pp. 4. and 25-20.

Replx for Motion lo Dismiss, pp. ‘MO.

Prehearing Conference Statement of Joint 
( onsumers. pp. ~-0.

Tl RX Replx Uriel', pp. 7-S.

I). 10-00-048. p. 20: also ( (inclusion of 
Law 5.

Limitation on I'undinu flexibility: The 
proposed decision included a short section 
on "Implementation flexibility" that gaxc 
I’CiiVL "flexibility as lo how it implements 
the improx emenis and x\ hat it spends." In 
its opening comments. PCuXL called for 
clarification that this flexibility would 
permit it lo shift funds within and between 
all of its reliability programs described in 
the PD. TCRX's reply comments urged 
the Commission to reject PCiifcL's request 
and to instead explicitly prohibit shifting 
funds between programs, al least lo the 
extent that funds might be shifted away 
from either the rural reliability or 
distribution automation programs in order 
lo increase funding for emergency 
substation capacity projects. In I).10-00- 
04X. the ( ommission adopted such a 
prohibition, w ilh the authorization for 
emergency substation capacity limited lo. 
at most, the identified projects xx ith 15 MW 
dcllciencx or more.

Tl RN Replx Comments, pp. 4-5.

D. l (M)(,-04K. p. 40.

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

Claimant CPUC Verified
a. Was DRA a party to the Yes

8
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proceediii»? (Y/N)

YesI). \\ ere there other parties to the 
proeee(liii»? 1V;\)_____________

e. If so. prm idc n;ime of other pnrlies: ( ulilbrniu Turin Mure;ui Tcdcrulion ((.THT):
( ;tlilorni;i l.nitre Tncryx t oiisiimcrs Assoeintioii ((’I.ITAL ( itv nnd C’ounlx of Sun 
ITuncisco (( ( ST): I uminccrs nnd Seientists of( iilifornin (1 .SC ): nnd C oulilion of 
( ;ililorni;i l li 1 il\ T.mploxccs (( l I').

d. Deserihe how xou coordinulcd w ilh l)RA mul oilier pnrlies to uxoid diiplienlioii or 
how xour pnrlieipnlion siipplemenied. eonipleineiiled. or eonlrihuleil to lliul ofunolher 
pnrly:

Tl RN look the lend role unionu llie pnrlies opposed lo l’( i&T.’s npplienlion for n 
distribution relinhilily imprmemeiil protirnm. When I’CiiNL filed its npplienlion.
Tl RN wus primurilx responsihle for de\clopinu nnd implcmcniinn the slrulcm of 
pursuing n molion lo dismiss llie npplienlion. When n prehenrinn eonlerenee wns 
scheduled. IT RN nun in plnyed n lend role in prepnrinti n prehenrinu eonlerenee 
slntemenl lo eounler l’( iiN 1 f s. nnd souidil onl nnd ohmined die snpporl of n w ider 
urrux of consumer uroups (w ilh ( THT mul (LIT A joining ’ll RN nnd l)R.\ on l he 
plendinn). Prior lo druflinti leslimonx. Tl RN met willt oilier eonsimier groups lo 
ensure n minimum of mcrlup in llie issues covered in eneli purix’s leslimonx.

Tl RN suhmils lliul llie Commission should find dint IT RN look nil rensonnhle sleps 
lo n\ oid diiplienlioii nnd. lo llie cxicnl lliul there w us unv o\ erlup. Tl’RN's w ork 
siipplemenied nnd eomplemenled lliul of l)RA nnd llie oilier pnrlies opposed lo llie 
npplienlion. This is espeeiulK line in lijrlil of lhe repeuled fuvorublc references lo 
IT RN's ud\oenev efforls in 1). 10-00-04N.

C. Additional Comments on Part II (use line reference # or letter as appropriate):

# Claimant CPUC Comment

PART III: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (to be
completed by Claimant except where indicated)

A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ isoi & 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

’ll RN’s purl iei pul ion helped lo com incc llie ( om mission lo rejeel l’( LNL's 
proposul for u S2 billion prourum in the numc of distribution re 1 iubi 1 ii\ 
imprmemeiil in fuvorol’un ullernulivc rccommcndulion pul forwurd bv Tl’RN 
w ilh u price luu of upproximuleh S.’7() million. This reduelion in eupilul spending 
menus l’( iiNli‘s rule buse w ill be upproximuleh S1.4 billion low cr in 2010 limn 
llie ulililv liuil proposed. Assuming u rex enne retjuiremeiil of 1 S‘‘.> of rule buse lo 
collect depreeiulion. lux nnd rel urn on l h is umoiml. I’CiiNl rulcpuxcrs uvoided nil 
incrcused rex emie rei]iiiremeni of upproximuleh S250 million per ycur in 201“ 
nnd eonliniiinn ul neurlx lliul level for munv vents bexond.

9
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In considering the reasonableness oil 'l'RN‘> requested aniouni of compensation, 
llie ( ommission should also compare lhe o\ crall benefits \\ ilh the overall aniouni 
Tl R\ is requesting. As described below. Tl 'UN's eosls ol‘ pmlieipiilion sought 
in ibis reejuesl nre iipproximnlelv S550.()()(). liven w ilh llie ret]uesleel 25".) 
iiiolliplicr. llie lolnl ret|uesl is below N450.()()(). which is ;ippro.\iin;iiel\ iwo-lcnihs 
of I".i ofllie S250 million of re\emie requirement savings eneli vear from 2017 
and for mail), years llierealler, as described earlier in this subsection.

B. Specific Claim:

Claimed CPUC Award

ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

S470 S 24.2992008 51.7 D.08-08-027Robert
Finkelslein p. 5

S470 S124.9262009 265.8 Res. ALJ- 
235: D.09-10- 
051. p. 20.

R. Finkelslein

S470 S 7.2852010 15.5 Res. ALJ-247R. Finkelslein

S280 S 38.4162009 137.2 Res. ALJ- 
235: D.09-10- 
051. p. 20.

I lav lev 
( modson

S280 S 9802010 3.5 Res. ALJ-247II. (modson

S280 S 25.060See
Comment 3. 
below.

2009 89.5Nina Suetake

S280 S 4202010 1.5 Res. ALJ-247N. Suetake

Subtotal: $221,386 Subtotal:

EXPERT FEES

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

S250 S 1.0502008 4.2William
Marcus

D.08-11-053'.
p. 10.

S250 S 31.9752009 127.9W. Marcus D.08-11-053

S250 S 752010 .3\Y. Marcus D.08-11-053

S200 S 6802008 3.4(iavalri 
Schilberg

D.IHM )4-D27.
p.

S200 S 30.3002009 151.5G. Schilberg l).i)‘)-()4-(i2~

l D.08-11-053 and D.09-04-027 approved these rates for Mr. Marcus’s and Ms. Schilberg’s work 
performed in 2008; JBS Energy has not changed its rates since then.

10
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S120 S 3602008 3.0(inrrivk .lone* D.00-04-02T
p. 9,

S120 S 57.7802009 481.5(I. .lone- l).(W-()4-():7

S120 S 3722010 3.1(i. .lone- I)no-()4-(>:-

Subtotal: 122,592 Subtotal:

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

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

:u(w SI 25 S 475V\ . Milieus 
Travel

Vi the approved 
hourly rale

Subtotal: Subtotal:S 475

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION **

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

Robert
Finkclstcin

2000 1.25 S235 50% of S470 S 294

Robert
Finkelstcin

S235 s 3.41.02010 14.75 50% of S470

$ 3,760Subtotal: Subtotal:

COSTS

Detail Amount# Item Amount
S 1,376Phnluvupies TURN Pleadings1

l.e\i- \e\is ( ompuieri/ed iv-v;irch S 892

Phone and 
postage

Proceeding-related phone calls and 
TURN pleadings

S 1453

Subtotal: Subtotal:S 1.610

TOTAL REQUEST (without multiplier) $: $ 349,823 

$ 85,995 

$ 435,818
25% Multiplier (on non-comp issues) (see Comment 5) Multiplier:

TOTAL AWARD $:TOTAL REQUEST

When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.
*lf hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach rationale. 
**Reasonable claim preparation time typically compensated at % of preparer’s normal hourly rate.

C. Attachments or Comments Documenting Specific Claim (Claimant completes;
attachments not attached to final Decision):

Attachment or 
Comment #

Description/Comment
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Attachment I Detailed Time Reports lor Ilk Vs At tomes s nml Consultants 

Detail of l l RN's lApciiscs 

( ertil'icate of Ser\ ice
Rcasonalilciicss of Tl'RN Hours: l'dAf's distribution ru 1 i; 1 hi 1 il\ iniprov ement proposal 
vv arranted a lev d of effort and resource commitment similar to that vv 1 licit Tl RN typical Is 
devotes to a full-fledged general rale case. The application focused on I’C iifcl.'s electric 
distribution operations, both proposing changes to tile utility ‘s operation atul reliability 
measurement standards, and seeking to implement those changed standards through very costly 
measures. Substantial lime and effort was rei|uircd to understand I’C iAb.'s proposals sufficiently 
to challenge them on a technical basis, furthermore, throughout the proceeding l’CiAI. 
steadfastly refused to present traditional or typical cost-effectiveness analysis of its proposals, 
thus requiring Tl RN to engage in cxlcnsiv e discov cry and analysis in order to backfill this 
omission of material that (in Tl RN‘s experience) would typically be included in a utility's 
initial workpapers supporting such an application. As a result, in order lo perform the broad and 
detailed analysis that a multi-billion dollar proposal warranls. Tl RN was required to devote 
substantial attorney atul consultant resources lo further fleshing out and rev ievv inn the utility‘s 
proposal. As just one example. Tl RN's consultants and at least one of our attorneys made a 
v cry substantial effort in order lo dev clop a sufficient grasp of inlcrconnccliv ity issues atul the 
importance of the number of/ones on a feeder. The result is that both Tl'RN's attorneys and 
consultants recorded a substantial amount of hours. As described below, the number of hours 
for each Tl'RN representative was reasonable under the circumstances present here.

—
Atmdmicni 2

_Attachment 3

( ommetil 1

■

Robert finkelslein was the side Tl'RN attorney assigned to this proceeding from its start in mid- 
200X through the service of I’C iAI'.'s updated testimony in March 2000. Soon thereafter. I lay ley 
(ioodson and Nina Suelake both began working on the proceeding with Mr. finkelslein. with 
Ms. (ioodson inking on distribution capacity issues and Ms. Suelake focusing primarily on 
distribution automation issues, while Mr. finkelslein continued to address the broad policy 
issues (including the purported need for the new program) and rulemaking issues, overseeing the 
work of Tl RN's other attorneys, and generally coordinating 11 RN's efforts.

Mr. f inkelslein's hours are reasonable. In 200X. he recorded approximately 30 hours, almost 
entirely related to the very substantial and comprehensive Motion lo Dismiss and the ensuing 
reply pleading. In 2000. he recorded approximately 2(o hours associated with scrv inn as the 
sole Tl'RN attorney on the matter for the first portion ofllte year, and then Tl'RN's lead 
attorney (coordinating discov cry and rev ievv of l’( iAI.s application atul updated testimony, and 
Tl RN's xlex elopment of testimony. ongoing coordination vv ith DRA and other inlcrv enors. 
handling of evidentiary hearings, and drafting of briefs) as well as maintaining primary 
responsibility for policy and related issues.

The hours Ms. (ioodson and Ms. Suelake recorded in 2000 (approximately 133 and 00. 
respeeliv cly ) re Heel a reasonable amount giv cn the effort required to assist vv ith later rounds of 
discovery, testimony development and rev ievv. preparation for cross examination mi complex 
and highly technical issues, and briefing those issues. As noted earlier, the absence of any cost- 
efleetiv cncss show ing in I’C iAtf"s application and supporting testimony required a broader locus 
on technical issues, which in turn led lo Ms. (ioodson and Ms. Suetake devoting substantial 
effort lo quickly getting up the learning curve on issues related to substation capacity and its 
effect on system reliability, and feeder lines and connectivity matters.

.IHS I nergy. Tl'RN's consultant for expert vv itness scrv ices in this proceeding, allocated its 
resources in a manner similar to the approach taken in the most recent SC T! (IRC ( A.07-1 1-01 I t.
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The vast majority oldie hours hilled in Tl RX for work in lliis mailer were lor ihe rev iew and 
analysis performed In Garrick Jones, whose billing rule is substantially lower than lhose ol'lhe 
oilier linn members. 1 iv having Mr. Jones perform the most suhslaniiul slime ol'lhe inilinl 
review and analysis of a wade array of issues raised in this application, as well as drafting large 
portions ofihe leslimony ullimalely sponsored by Mr. Mareus. JI5S Energy was able lo eo\er a 
wider array of die disputed issues in lhis proceeding while slill eonlrolling die amounis invoiced 
lo Tl RX for die work in this proceeding, l'urlhermore. Mr. Jones look die lead for JUS Energy 
in lernis of gelling a handle on die non-cosl-cffccliv cncss issues ITiN I relied on lo support its 
application. Mr. Jones devoted main hours lo rc\iewing and nnaly/ing l’(INI's claims aboul 
die purported benefils of adding lo ils emergency siibslntion capacity and die ulilily's 
dislrihulion aulomalion proposal. The number of Mr. Jones’s hours (approximalely -P5 in 
2000) makes sense w hen die far low cr figures for (lay alri Sehilberg (approximalely 150 hours) 
and Mr. Mareus (approximalely 150 hours) are considered.

Ms. Sehilberg’s focus was primarily on I’GNE's proposed changes lo reliability mcasurcmcnl. 
monitoring and reporting, as well as die ineeniix e meehanisiii I’GNE proposed in its application 
bill lhen withdrew in the lace ol'lhe opposition raised by Tl'RX and other inlcr\cnors. She 
sponsored portions of Tl RXs leslimony. and drafted a portion sponsored by Mr. Mareus.

In die S(T. GRC. the Commission awarded intervenor eompeiisalion for approximalely 2.000 
hours for JUS Energy (die full amount of hours requested), of which approximately 00" n were 
for Mr. Jones's w ork. 11 ere. Tl R N seeks compensation for approximalely 250 hours for .IMS 
Energy. Mr. Jones's hours represent approximalely 02"» of the total sought for .IMS Energy's 
work (4’’5 755 (>5T>). Tl'RX submits dial the Commission should find the JMS Energy totals 
reasonable and aw aid compensation for die full amount of hours requested, eonsisleni w ilh its 
treatmenl in D.00-10-05 1 (in A.07-1 1-01 1).

A very small number of hourly entries reflect meelings attended by two or more ol'Tl'UN's 
altorneys and experl w ilnesses. In pasl eompeiisalion decisions the ('ommission has deemed 
such entries as reflecting internal duplication that is not eligible for an aw'ard of intervenor 
eompeiisalion. This is not die ease here. These meelings were essential lo Tl'RX developing 
and implementing ils stralegy for lliis proceeding. Tl RX's rcqueslcd hours do not include any 
for any ’l l RX allorney or experl vv iiiicss where his or her presence al a meeling was not 
necessary in order to achieve die meeting's purpose. Tl'RX notes dial l’GNE had three 
attorneys handling the proceeding, and those three attorneys worked with at least five PG&E 
staff or considlnnls sponsoring testimony. Tl'RX suspects (bill does nol know fora fact) dial 
those allorneys similarly met among themselves and vv ilh one or more ol'lhe experl w ilnesses in 
order lo dev clop and implement the utility 's strategy. I I RX submits dial such meelings can be 
part of an interv cnor's effective advocacy before die Commission, and dial intervenor 
eompeiisalion can and should be awarded for the lime of all parlieipauls in such meelings vv here, 
as here, each participant needed lo be in the meeting to advance the inlcrvcnor's advocacy 
efforts.

There is also travel time associated with TURN’S expert witness's attendance at the evidentiary 
hearings conducted in this matter. This trav el vv as not "general eommuling." as .IMS 1 inergy stal l 
members only rarely come lo die ( I’l (' for business, and Mr. Mareus would not hav e irav eled 
to San ITnncisco on lliis day but for his need lo appear al die hearing.

finally. Tl'RX is requesling compensation for lb.O hours devoted lo compeiisalion-relaled 
mailers, primarily preparation of lliis rcqucsl for eompeiisalion. Of lliis amount, approximalely 
2.0 hours were devoted lo researching and preparing die request for a fee enhancement. While 
slightly higher than die number of hours Tl'RX lends lo seek for compensation-related mailers, 
this is a reasonable figure in light of the fact that TURN’S NOI in this proceeding presented its
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support for the annual finding of financial hardship (resulting in highcr-lhan-normal hours 
dcxotcd lo ihis. task). and gixcn lhe si/c ami conipli^xilv of llie request for compensation itself.
In I). 10-07-012. llie Commission awarded compensation for the full 1.C0 hours requested for 
compensation-related work in a somewhat less complex proceeding.

Allocution of Honrs: Tl RN has allocated its lime entries In the follow ing aeti\ ity eodes:

MolDis Motion lo Dismiss: lime de\oted to preparing the 11 RN I)R.\ Motion lo Dismiss 
and the Reply ti' the responses other parlies liled to the Motion lo Dismiss.

(■ P - (ieneral Participttlion: time for acti\ ities necessary to participate in the docket that 
typically do ni't \ ary In the numher of issues addressed, such as initial rex iew of applications 
and updated applications, participation in prehearing conferences, and similar aetix ities.

(ill (ieneral I learing: time spent preparing for and participating in the ex idenliary hearings 
that is not easily allocated to a specific issue category. (Due lo a coding error In Tl RVs 
attorney, hours designated “HP” in the attachment also fall into this category.)

Pol Policy and Need lor Progam: I CRN's more gcncrali/cd crilic|lie of PCRAk's proposal on 
policy grounds its well as the broader failure lo demonstrate the need for the program.

DislC tip Distribution ( apacily: A Italy/ing and critiquing PC iiAl ,'s propositi for substation 
emergency transformer capacity anil related issues, and dex eloping Tl RVs proposed 
alternative recommendation.

DA Distribution Automation: Analy/ing and critii|uing PC INI! s proposal for distribution 
automation ami related issues, and ilex eloping Tl RVs proposed alternalix e recommendation.

RelMonilor Reliability Monitoring and Ineentixe Mechanisms: Analy/ing ami critiquing 
PC iiAlfs proposals for reliability monitoring and incentix e mechanisms, and dex eloping 
Tl RVs proposed alternalixc recommendation.

# - Time entries that cover substantive issue xvork that cannot easily be identified with a specific 
aetix ily code. The time entries coded ' represent approximately 13"•• of the total hours Tl RN 
recorded lor xvork allocated to subslanlix e categories in this proceeding, w hich Tl RN beliexcs 
is a reasonable amount gixen the simultaneous handling of all stibslantixe categories throughout 
much of the proceeding. TURN requests compensation for all of the time included in this 
request for compensation, and therefore does not beliex e allocation of the time associated w ilh 
these entries is necessary. I low ex er. if such allocation needs to occur. Tl'RN proposes that the 
Commission allocate these entries in equal 20"n shares to the four issue-specific categories 
described aboxc (Policy. DistCap. DA. ami RelMonilor) anil general participation (CiP).

Settle — Settlement-related matters, including discussions with other parties and development of 
Tl'RN's settlement position and strategy.

PI) Proposed Decision: Time dex oted to rexiexxing and analy/ing the Proposed Decision and 
any modified xersions thereof, dex eloping and drafting Tl RVs comments and reply comments, 
and rex iexx ing comments and reply comments of other parlies.

( onip Time dex oted lo compensation-related pleadings

Traxel Time ilex oted lo trax el related exelusixely lo work in this proceeding.

Tl'RN submits that under the circumstances this information should suffice lo address the 
allocation requirement under the Commission's rules. Should the ( ommission xx ish to see 
additional or different information on this point, TURN requests that the Commission so inform 
Tl RN and prox ide a reasonable opportunity for ’l l RN lo supplement this slum ing accordingly.

( ommeni 2
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( omnicnl 4 Hourly Rule lor Tl RN attorneys oil (I consultants in 21)09 and 2010:

2009 Rules: Willi one exception. Tl RN's request lor compensation uses 2009 hourly rules for 
its attorneys and consultants :il levels prev iously nudiori/cd in prior ( ommission decisions. us 
noieil in lhe lablc ulio\ e.

Tl'RN seeks un inereuse in l he hourly rule for l lie work ofslnffnllnrncy Nina Sueluke in 2009. 
Ms. Sueluke joined Tl 'RVs sluffus un attorney in lute 2004. Since joining Tl RN's slulT. Ms. 
Suctake has participated in a wide array of technical and complex matters, including serving as 
Tl'RN's lead attorney on the urruy of AMI-rclnlcd upplieutions before the C ommission in recent 
\eurs. Based on her work ul Tl RN in 2005-200S. she hud four years experience on public 
utilities-related issues in California prior to the start of 2009, and was early in her fifth year as 
un ullorney in lhis Held w lien 2009 begun. In Resolution Al ..1-24”. die Commission adopted a 
range of S2S0-300 (die same us for 200X) for attorneys in their fiflli through seventh year of 
experience. The requested rule of S2S0 is at the low end of this range. It would also bring Ms. 
Suelake's 2009 rale to the same level adopted for Ms. (ioodson's work in 200X(in D.0X-0X-027. 
p. 5). consistent with Ms. (ioodson hav ing joined Tl'RN's staff as an attorney in late 2004.

Tl'RN's showing in support of this requested increase is based on and consistent with the 
showing l'CAN made in C.0N-0S-020 in support of die requested increase for its attorney's 
hourly rate. The ( ommission approved die requested increase in 1). 10-0N-0IX (p. S).

2010 Rules: The ( ommission has not previously aulhori/cd an hourly rale for’ll RN's 
attorneys or consultants w here a substantial portion of die siibstaniiv e work in the proceeding 
occurred in 2010. In this proceeding Tl RN requests compensation using the prvv iously - 
approv ed 2009 hourly tales for each attorney‘s and consultant's 2010 work. Tl'RN reserv cs the 
right to seek a higher hourly rale for work performed in 2010 in a future request for 
compensation.

Rcusminblcncss of K\peases: The Commission should find Tl RN's dirccl expenses 
reasonable. The expenses consist of photocopy ing expenses, including the costs of producing 
the hard copies of Tl RN's testimony, expenses for legal research conducted v in the l.cxis N'e.xis 
database in support offl RN's advocacy in this proceeding, and phone and postage costs for 
Tl 'RN's participation in this proceeding.

Request for fee l.nhuiicciiieiit:
In past awards of inicrv cnor compensation the ( ommission hits recogni/ed that under certain 
circumstances an enhancement of the base lev el ofaw aid is w arranicd. Tl RN submits that 
such circumstances arc present here, in light of die exceptional results Tl RN's participation 
achieved in this proceeding.

Comment 4

( 'omnicnl 5

In decisions addressing requests for enhancement of an inicrv cnor compensation award, die 
( ommission has described two categories of work that might warrant such ;m enhancement:

Commission decisions authorize two different kinds of niiillipliers. sometimes 
differentiated as either an “efficiency adder” or a “fee enhancement.” Both are 
applied to the authori/ed hourly rate. An “efficiency adder" litis been approved 
where a customer's participation involved skills or duties beyond those
normally required....... \ "fee enhancement'' has been approved where die
( ommission determined the inicrv cnor had achieved exceplional results.

2 D.04-08-025 (1.02-04-026 - PG&E Bankruptcy), p. 46.
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As the Commission noted in l).04-UX-()25. a mulliplicr aw aid is rare in all cases, and 
particularly rare as a “fee enhancement” for achieving exceptional results. .’i

Tl'RVs research suggests that the most recent award of a multiplier ns a "lee enhancement" 
occurred in l).0(M>4-00N. awarding inier\enor compensation it' TURN and other inlcrvcnors in 
l’(iiAL's lest \ear 1444 (IRC. In that tleeision the ( ommission first reviewed the factors set 
forth in I).XX-02-05h for determining w liclhcr an upward adjustment it' the base level of 
compensation is warranted. It went on to quote the earlier decision’s recognition that the factors 
"are not it' he applied in a rigid manner."' The Commission then found that Tl'RVs request Id: 
a 25".i enhancement for work performed on depreciation-related issues in that (IRC was 
justified, noting that "'l l RN aehiev ed a remarkable degree of success on these issues" 
particularly in light of the substantial dollars associated with the depreciation issues in that 
CiRC. ’ '

Tl'RN submits that the circumstances present here with regard it' the enlirelv of l’( iiVif’s 
distribution rcliahililv incentive program similarlv warrant a 25".. enhancement. As described in 
the section on Tl'RVs substantial contribution, 'll RN achieved remarkable success in this 
proceeding from the outset through the conclusion ol'thc proceeding. Throughout the decision, 
the ('ommission cited vv ith lav or 'l l 'RVs anaKsis. and generallv adopted Tl 'R Vs 
recommended outcome on each ol'thc disputed issues. As a result, the ulililv was authori/ed lo 
spend approximalclv 1S"„ of the requested amount on capital and 10% ol'the requested amount 
for expense. I). 10-00-04S. p. 2. IN cn at the final stage of the decision-making process, the 
Commission adopted the change Tl 'RN recommended It' prevent the utilily from spending on 
substation emergenev transformer capacilv amounts authorized for distribution automation or 
rural rcliahililv. improvements. In sum. the Commission should find that the outcomes Tl RN 
achieved in this proceeding represent the tv pc of exception results that warrant a fee 
enhancement.

In I).()4-OX-()25. the ('ommission described the fee enhancement as applv ing lo the aulhori/ed 
hourly rale. In the table in Part III.M of the request for compensation. Tl'RN used the regular 
hourly rates approv ed (or lor which approval is sought) for each Tl'RN staff member or expert 
witness, and made a single entry to reflect the 25% fee enhancement TURN is requesting. The 
table below makes the same calculation wdth the enhancement reflected in the hourly rate used 
for each staff member or expert witness. (Since Tl'RN seeks a single hourly rale lor each 
attorney ‘s or consultant's work in this proceeding, the follow ing figure shows the total hours for 
each attorney nr consultant from 200X-2010.)

Normal
Rate

25% of 
Normal Rate 
(enhancement)

Requested 
( omp ill 
Normal 
Rale

Requested
enhancement

Total
requested
comp

I lours

S1 1 7.50 SI 50.5 10 SI 45.058R. Finkelstein S4“0 S54.I2S555
S2S0 554.54011. (inodson S70 S4.X44 S 44.245140.7
S2X0 S7(i S25.4SO S 5I.X50N. Suetake S0.57041
S250 SX.405 S 42.515S02.50 S55.IOOW. Milieus 152.4
S200 S50.4S0 $7,745 $ 58,725(i. Sehilberg S5()154.4

3 Id., and fn. 17, pp. 46-47.
4 D.00-09-068, pp. 27-28.
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SJO $58,512 SI 4.02 X(i. Jones SI 20 S 7.1.1404X7.0
SS5.005S.14.1.07S 8424.07.1lota I

D. CPUC Disallowances & Adjustments (CPUC completes):

# Reason

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))

(CPUC completes the remainder of this form)

A. Opposition: Did any party oppose the claim (Y/N)?

If so:

Party Reason for Opposition CPUC Disposition

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

If not:

Party Comment CPUC Disposition

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Claimant [has/has not] made a substantial contribution to Decision (D.)
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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 $

CONCLUSION OF LAW

1. The claim, with any adjustment set forth above, [satisfies/fails to satisfy] all 
requirements of Public Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812.

ORDER

1. Claimant is awarded $

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, 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 
FI. 15, beginning
continuing until full payment is made.

, the 75th day after the filing of claimant’s request, and, 200

3. The comment period for today’s decision [is/is not] waived.

4. [This/these] proceeding[s] [is/are] closed.

5. This decision is effective today.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.
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Attachment 1:

Detailed Time Reports for TURN’S Attorneys in A.08-05-023
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8/24/2010 
10:57 AM Hours Page 1

Attorney Activity Description Time SpentDate

Attorney: BF
5/13/2008 BF 
5/15/2008 BF 
5/22/2008 BF 
5/24/2008 BF 
5/25/2008 BF 
5/26/2008 BF 
5/28/2008 BF 
5/31/2008 BF 

6/1/2008 BF 
6/2/2008 BF 

6/14/2008 BF 
7/15/2008 BF 
7/16/2008 BF 
7/17/2008 BF 
7/18/2008 BF

Preview meeting w/ DRA and PG&E
E-mail TURN re: summary of PG&E request
Review application, testimony
Draft Mtn Dismiss
Research, draft mtn dismiss
Research, draft mtn dismiss
Draft mtn dismiss
Draft mtn dismiss
Draft mtn dismiss
Draft mtn dismiss
Draft and revise mtn to dismiss
Review PG&E and CUE responses to MTD; contact DRA re: reply, review file 
Review file; outline reply 
Research and draft reply on MTD 
Draft and edit reply

GP 1.25
GP 1.75
GP 2.75

MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis

1.50
6.25
1.25
1.75
3.25
6.25
2.75
3.75
4.25
5.75
3.25
6.00

Total: 2008
51.75

1/11/2009
1/12/2009

Review draft DRs
Review draft DRs; e-mail w/ other consumer reps; begin review of app, 
testimony
Edit DRs, review case file, e-mail to consumer reps, BM
Review PG&E PHC Stmt; e-mails to JBS re: disc'y, other consumer groups
Review PG&E testimony; e-mail BM re: intersection w/ Smart Meters
Review PG&E testimony, exchange e-mails w/ JBS re: DA and KEMA studies
Background research for PHC statement
Draft PHC statement
Draft and edit PHC statement; e-mails w/ other consumer groups; p/cs w/ BM,

DistCap 0.50BF
GP 2.25BF

1/13/2009
1/14/2009
1/14/2009
1/15/2009
1/20/2009
1/21/2009
1/22/2009

BF GP 1.75
GP 1.25BF

BF DA 2.25
DA 2.75BF
DA 1.25BF
GP 4.75BF
GP 3.75BF

GS
1/25/2009
1/26/2009
1/28/2009
1/29/2009
1/31/2009
2/4/2009

2/11/2009
2/12/2009
2/22/2009
2/23/2009

3/6/2009

prep for phc
Prep for and participate in PHC; e-mail summarizing PHC
Review proposed confy agmt, samples from MF
Review materials, draft e-mail to PG&E on confy agmt
Begin review of 2d set of DRs
Review DR responses
e-mails w/ GJones re: discovery
DR to PG&E
Draft NOI, including fin. hardship showing 
Review scoping ruling; e-mail to JBS
review initial results re: tnsfrmr spending and reliability improvements; e-mail
re: strategy discussion
Prep for and conduct DRIP strategy call
Review drs; e-mails w/ JBS
Develop strategy for standard issue; e-mail JBS
Draft case status and strategy memo
prep for and attend DRIP mtg w/ HG and NS
E-mail exchange w/ JN re: DRIP interaction w/ AMI
p/c w/ BM re: metric for reasonableness, strategy
E-mail BM and GJ re: strategy, status
Review and edit DRs
Review DRIP file, review and edit DRs
Review DRs, e-mails w/ G Jones; initial review DRA DR resps
Prep for consumer meeting

GP 0.75BF
GP 3.25BF
GP 0.50BF
GP 1.00BF
# 1.75BF

BF GP 0.75
GP 0.50BF

RelMonitor
Comp

0.50BF
1.25BF

GP 0.75BF
DistCap 1.25BF

3/17/2009
3/20/2009
4/2/2009

4/22/2009
4/27/2009

5/6/2009
5/8/2009

5/21/2009
5/28/2009
5/29/2009

6/2/2009
6/4/2009

# 2.25BF
DistCap

RelMonitor
2.25BF
1.25BF

# 2.25BF
# 1.25BF

Pol 0.50BF
DistCap
DistCap

0.50BF
1.50BF

BF # 1.75
# 3.75BF
# 2.75BF

GP 2.25BF
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8/24/2010 
10:57 AM Hours Page 2

Attorney Activity Description Time SpentDate

6/5/2009 BF 
6/8/2009 BF 
6/9/2009 BF 

6/10/2009 BF 
6/11/2009 BF 
6/17/2009 BF 
6/18/2009 BF 
6/29/2009 BF 
6/30/2009 BF 
6/30/2009 BF 

7/1/2009 BF 
7/2/2009 BF 
7/6/2009 BF 
7/7/2009 BF 
7/8/2009 BF 

7/10/2009 BF 
7/11/2009 BF 
7/12/2009 BF

Meeting w/ DRA, CCSF re: strategy; review files, testimony, wps
Review and edit DRs
Review and edit DRs; e-mail to JBS
Review, edit and draft DRs
DR Resp review; e-mails w/ JBS; review and edit DRs 
Review and draft stimulus funds DR; draft annotated outline 
Draft and edit annot. Outline; draft cover e-mail 
Review and edit DR #11
Review DR responses; e-mail PG&E re: missing DRs 
Review PG&E finl rpts; e-mail to JBS
Review discovery materials; E-mail JBS re: material in board and exec. Reports
Draft and edit request for schedule extension
Review rough draft testimony
Review testimony annotated outline; e-mail JBS
Review testimony general econ analysis section
Review testimony on policy issues
Review draft testimony — substn tfrmrs
Review discy on finl rpts to Board, BusTrans; draft memo re: potential 
testimony or cross
Revise and edit memo; e-mails to JBS and TURN 
conf call w/ JBS; prep for call
E-mail JBS, TURN re: work plan; review GS testimony
Review draft testimony; p/cs w/ JBS
Final draft and edit of testimony
Respond to PG&E question re: confl attchs
e-mail exchange re: cross of Edeson, scheduling
review DRA ex parte notice
E-mail Paul A.; e-mail JBS and TURN re: upcoming rebuttal, preparation for 
hearings
Review CUE testimony; e-mail JBS and TURN re: same
Research, exchange e-mails w/ GS re: momentary outage std under IEEE,
impact on claims
Review file, notes; prep materials for hearings
Initial review rebuttal testimony CUE, PG&E; begin outline of issues
Draft ex parte notice
Review Dasso rebuttal, draft DRs
Review rebuttal; p/c w/ GJ, BM & GS; e-mails to HG and NS 
Finish preparing review rebuttal notes and cover memo; circulate to JBS and 
HG and NS; draft and review rebuttal DRs 
Draft and edit DR #13 on rebuttal testimony
Meet w/ HG and NS; meet w/ HG, NS, and JBS re: rebuttal review, hearing 
strategy, covverage; hearing prep
E-mails to PG&E and service list about Monday call, status of incentive 
mechanism and IEEE standrd testimony
Review rebuttal testimony, record materials; participate in conf call with all
parties; e-mail to JBS re: results
Hearing prep — Dasso, Pearson; e-mails re hearings
Hearing prep — genl (x ests, etc.); prep for Dasso cross; review rebuttal DR
responses
Hearing prep — Pearson, Dasso; forward x notes to HG; review Carruthers 
cross notes
Hearing prep - Pearson - further review of testimony, cross notes, memo to HG 
Hearing prep — review notes, memo to NS 
Prep for Dasso cross

GP 5.75
# 0.75
# 3.75

RelMonitor 1.75
# 2.75

Pol 3.25
# 1.75

DA 0.75
GP 1.25
GP 2.75
Pol 2.25
GP 3.25
# 0.75
# 2.00

Pol 1.75
Pol 3.75

DistCap 3.75
Pol 4.25

7/13/2009 BF 
7/14/2009 BF 
7/15/2009 BF 
7/16/2009 BF 
7/17/2009 BF 
7/27/2009 BF 
7/28/2009 BF 
7/30/2009 BF 

8/4/2009 BF

Pol 1.25
# 3.25
# 2.75
# 2.75
# 4.25

GP 0.25
0.25HP

GP 0.25
0.75HP

8/5/2009 BF 
8/5/2009 BF

0.75HP
RelMonitor 1.25

8/7/2009 BF 
8/8/2009 BF 
8/9/2009 BF 

8/10/2009 BF 
8/11/2009 BF 
8/12/2009 BF

3.25HP
2.75HP

GP 0.50
Pol 2.00

3.25HP
# 5.25

8/13/2009 BF 
8/14/2009 BF

Pol 1.25
3.75HP

8/15/2009 BF 0.50HP

8/17/2009 BF 2.25HP

8/18/2009 BF 
8/19/2009 BF

Pol 4.25
3.75HP

8/20/2009 BF # 6.00

8/21/2009 BF 
8/21/2009 BF 
8/22/2009 BF

DistCap 5.00
DA 3.00
Pol 2.25
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8/23/2009 BF 
8/24/2009 BF 
8/25/2009 BF

Pol Prep for Dasso cross, other hearing prep 
Prep for and attend hearings — Dasso, Pearson
Prep for and attend hearings — Pearson, Carruthers, Smith, DRA; prep for D. 
Marcus cross
Prep for and attend hearing — D. Marcus, B. Marcus
Post hearing review, prepare exhibits for late filing
Settlement mtg w/ PG&E and DRA; e-mails w/ DRA and TURN/JBS
Review file, record, transrcipts
Review TURN testimony; draft settlement counter-offer to PG&E
Review hearing tscpts, testimony, file
Develop brief outline; e-mail HG and NS
Review file, outline brief
Review file, transcripts
Draft background section
Review files, outline brief
Draft policy section; review dist capacity section
Draft and edit policy section; review and edit entire brief
Review opening briefs, files
Review opening briefs, files; begin outline of reply brief
Outline reply brief
Draft reply brief — general sections
Draft reply brief — general sections
Draft and edit reply brief

2.75
GH 6.75
GH 5.75

8/26/2009 BF 
8/27/2009 BF 
9/3/2009 BF 
9/6/2009 BF 

9/11/2009 BF 
9/11/2009 BF 
9/15/2009 BF 
9/17/2009 BF 
9/18/2009 BF 
9/20/2009 BF 
9/23/2009 BF 
9/24/2009 BF 
9/25/2009 BF 
10/2/2009 BF 
10/5/2009 BF 
10/6/2009 BF 
10/7/2009 BF 
10/8/2009 BF 
10/9/2009 BF

GH 2.50
GH 1.25
Sett 2.25

# 3.75
Sett 2.25

# 4.25
# 3.25

Pol 4.25
Pol 5.00
Pol 4.75
Pol 3.75
Pol 11.25
Pol 7.50
GP 3.25
GP 4.75
# 2.75

Pol 5.25
Pol 6.75
# 3.75

Total: 2009
265.75

5/25/2010 BF 
6/11/2010 BF 
6/12/2010 BF 
6/13/2010 BF 
6/14/2010 BF 
6/19/2010 BF 
6/21/2010 BF 
6/22/2010 BF 
7/17/2010 BF

Review PD, draft e-mail to TURN and JBS 
Emails w/ TURN, JBS and CCSF re: cmmts 
Review PD; outline cmmts 
Draft and edit cmmts
Draft and final edit cmmts; review PG&E cmmts; e-mails re: analysis of cmmts 
Draft and edit reply cmmts on PD 
Review PG&E, ORA reply cmmts
Review revised PD; draft e-mail memo to TURN, JBS re: same 
Review time records; e-mail GS and GJ re: same; begin compiling data for 
comp request
Research and draft multiplier issue 
Review case file, begin drafting comp request 
Draft substl cont section of request
Finish substl cont section; draft hourly rates, reasonableness sections 
Finish drafting comp request

1.25PD
1.25PD
2.25PD
2.75PD
3.00PD
4.25PD
0.25PD
0.50PD

Comp 1.75

8/5/2010 BF 
8/5/2010 BF 
8/8/2010 BF 

8/11/2010 BF 
8/12/2010 BF

Comp
Comp
Comp
Comp
Comp

2.00
2.75
2.25
3.25
2.75

Total: 2010
30.25

Total: BF
347.75

Attorney: HG
4/27/2009 HG 

6/5/2009 HG 
6/7/2009 HG

read scoping memo; meeting w/ Nina, Bob about case 
review PG&E testimony, BF memo, conf call w/ JBS 
cont. reading PG&E's testimony, prep for tomorrow's meeting w/ DRA

GP 0.75
# 2.50
# 3.00
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6/8/2009 HG 
6/8/2009 HG 
6/8/2009 HG 
6/9/2009 HG 

7/14/2009 HG 
7/14/2009 HG 
7/15/2009 HG

discuss w/ Gayatri SAIDI / SAIFI underlying data 
discuss strategy internally
meet with DRA to coordinate coverage and strategy
review Gayatri DR re SAIDI / SAIFI, outage causes; discuss w/ Gayatri, BF
review Gayatri's testimony, edit
conf call w/ JBS re: testimony finalization
discuss Gayatri's testimony w/ Bob; coordinate next steps in document review
(Bill's testimony) and finalization
begin reading other intervenor testimony
discuss PG&E rebuttal internally; begin reading PG&E rebuttal
cont reading PG&E rebuttal; notes for DR, hearings
cont. reading other intervenor testimony
meeting w/ Bob, NS re hearings; conf call w/ JBS re cross prep, case strategy; 
coordinate w/ DRA
cont reading intervenor testimony, notes for hearing
discuss today's pre-hearing conf call internally; participate in conf call
discuss cross w/ BF; rsch Pearson cross (dist capacity)
(Capacity) rsch, prep for cross of Pearson, prep cross exhibits; discuss cross w/ 
Bob, Gayatri, Garrick
review TURN testimony re issues addressed by PG&E witness Pearson; review 
Pearson rebuttal; rsch, draft cross questions; finalize cross exhibits 
cont prep for cross of Pearson; attend hearings, begin cross; discuss strategy for 
tomorrow w/ Bob
more prep for Pearson cross; cont crossing Pearson
attend hearings; limited cross of Carruthers (0.25); discuss hearings internally 
review transcript fm Pearson cross; email Gayatri re: DR 
attend hearings
(Pearson / DR) review Gayatri's analysis of DR issue 
read PG&E ex parte notice; discuss response internally 
discuss sett meeting, next steps w/ Bob, Nina 
discuss brief w/ Bob, Nina
discuss response to PG&E's sett offer w/ Bob; read DRA's response 
review materials for brief (emergency substation capacity) 
review materials for brief (interconnectivity capacity); work on emergency 
capacity arguments
draft brief (emergency substation capacity) 
draft brief (emergency substation capacity) 
draft brief (interconnectivity capacity) 
draft brief (inflated unit costs)
discuss brief w/ Garrick at JBS, edit (emergency substation capacity)
finish brief section on emergency capacity
integrate brief sections for finalization
draft brief (inflated unit costs - labor escalation)
rsch, draft reply brief (dist. capacity)
read other parties' reply briefs
reply brief — discuss w/ Bob, review, edit draft

RelMonitor 0.50
# 1.00
# 2.25

RelMonitor
RelMonitor

0.50
5.75

# 0.75
RelMonitor 0.50

8/6/2009 HG 
8/11/2009 HG 
8/12/2009 HG 
8/13/2009 HG 
8/14/2009 HG

GP 2.75
1.50HP
2.75HP
3.00HP
3.50HP

8/14/2009 HG 
8/17/2009 HG 
8/20/2009 HG 
8/21/2009 HG

1.50HP
GP 1.00

DistCap
DistCap

2.50
6.25

8/23/2009 HG DistCap 15.00

8/24/2009 HG DistCap 9.00

8/25/2009 HG 
8/25/2009 HG 
8/26/2009 HG 
8/26/2009 HG 
8/27/2009 HG 
8/28/2009 HG 
9/10/2009 HG 
9/10/2009 HG 
9/11/2009 HG 
9/20/2009 HG 
9/21/2009 HG

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

3.25
4.50
0.50

GH 2.00
DistCap 0.25

GP 0.25
Sett 0.25

# 0.25
Sett 0.25

DistCap
DistCap

4.00
9.00

9/22/2009 HG 
9/23/2009 HG 
9/24/2009 HG 
9/24/2009 HG 
9/24/2009 HG 
9/25/2009 HG 
9/25/2009 HG 
9/25/2009 HG 
10/8/2009 HG 
10/9/2009 HG 
10/9/2009 HG

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

8.25
11.75
14.00

1.25
1.50
2.24
1.25
0.50
4.00

GP 1.00
DistCap 0.75

Total: 2009
137.24

5/25/2010 HG 
6/9/2010 HG 

6/11/2010 HG

read PD; discuss w/ BF 
coordinate cmts on PD w/ NS
review substation capacity, interconnectivity sections of PD; review record; 
cmts for Bob

1.00PD
0.25PD
1.25PD
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6/13/2010 HG finish memo for Bob for cmts on PD 1.00PD

Total: 2010
3.50

Total: HG
140.74

Attorney: JBS--B Marcus
5/13/2008 JBS-B Marcus 
5/15/2008 JBS-B Marcus 
5/27/2008 JBS-B Marcus 
5/30/2008 JBS-B Marcus 

6/2/2008 JBS-B Marcus 
7/16/2008 JBS-B Marcus 
7/17/2008 JBS-B Marcus

get shareholder presentations together prior to PG&E meeting 
TC Bob, draft memo
review shareholder conference material for discussion of DRIP, etc.
review 5/22 investor conference material re: DRIP
review and edit Bob's motion to dismiss
e-mail answer to question re DRIP motion
TC Bob F re motion to dismiss

GP 0.33
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis
MotDis

1.75
0.34
0.33
1.00
0.17
0.25

Total: 2008
4.17

1/2/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
1/13/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
1/14/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
1/21/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
1/22/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
1/26/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
2/5/2009 JBS-B Marcus 

2/20/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
3/5/2009 JBS-B Marcus

draft data request, review DPA demand forecasting methodology 
edit data request
conference call, edit data responses 
review Garrick's DRIP research and DRs 
review and edit PHC statement 
review and edit Garrick's DRs 
rerview data responses
supervise Garrick in coordinating GRC and DRIP materials
review DRs produce chart on SAIDI/.SAIFI/cust minutes by function, review
PG&E investor presentation
discuss PG&E data responses with Garrick
review responses to DRs and PG&E's update testimony; draft more DRs 
TC Bob F re burden of proof
work with Garrick on case strategy, DR preparation, TC BF 
work with Garrick on case strategy
conference call, look up CEMA materials on transformers for Garrick, discuss 
DRs
send materials on reducing discretionary spending, review materials from 
Garrick
work on DRIP DRs
internet research substation capacity, reliability, and aging issues 
work on substation VOS and outage data 
work on substation calculatoins and testimony 
Draft testimony on substation cap.
Draft & revise testimony
revise testimony - review relevant DRA DRs.
draft testimony
analyze costs of connectivity, edit material on substation transformers
draft policy section and edit other material
edit material from Garrick
edit DA testimony work on connectivity
draft DRIP testimony

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

6.25
0.33
0.75
1.50

GP 1.00
DistCap 0.67

# 0.50
# 0.25

Pol 0.75

3/16/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
3/18/2009 JBS-B Marcus 

5/7/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
5/28/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
5/29/2009 JBS-B Marcus 

6/5/2009 JBS-B Marcus

DistCap
DistCap

0.33
2.00

Pol 0.33
# 0.75
# 0.75

DistCap 1.75

6/9/2009 JBS-B Marcus Pol 0.25

6/10/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
6/11/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
6/29/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
6/30/2009 JBS-B Marcus 

7/1/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/2/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/3/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/6/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/7/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/8/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/9/2009 JBS-B Marcus 

7/10/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/13/2009 JBS-B Marcus

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

0.75
1.75
4.50
5.25
5.00

10.50
4.50
8.00

DA 5.50
Pol 7.75
DA 2.00
DA 5.00

DistCap 5.50
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7/14/2009 JBS--B Marcus edit and revise sections on cost estimation, connectivity, edit Garrick drafts on 
FLISR
work on testimony - connectivity mostly
work on attachments, testimony
complete last revisions to testimony and exhibits
review DRA/CCUE testimony
work on DRIP cross-exam and analysis
conference call on cross exam
prepare testimony errata
work on testimony errata, cross-exam
last changes to testimony errata, work with Garrick on cross
respond to questions from Bob re: cross
prepare for hearing
attend hearing face cross-examination, send Bob 2 attachments for late-filed 
exhibit
Travel to and from evid'y hearing, 
read opening briefs, provide notes to attys.

DA 6.75

7/15/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/16/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/17/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
7/20/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/13/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/14/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/19/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/20/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/21/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/24/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/25/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
8/26/2009 JBS-B Marcus

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

7.75
7.25
5.75

# 2.00
DistCap 1.75

2.25HP
DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

2.00
1.25
1.25

Pol 0.17
# 1.50
# 2.58

8/26/2009 JBS-B Marcus 
9/29/2009 JBS-B Marcus

Travel 3.00
# 1.50

Total: 2009
130.91

6/14/2010 JBS-B Marcus PD review PG&E opening comments, prepare brief comment for Bob F re item to 
include in reply - no transfer of money to transformer emergency capacity

0.25

Total: 2010
0.25

Total: JBS-B Marcus
135.33

Attorney: JBS--G Jones
5/13/2008 JBS-G Jones GP DRIP Presentation by PG&E 3.00

Total: 2008
3.00

1/9/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/12/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/13/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/13/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/14/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/14/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/15/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/16/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/22/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/23/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/26/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/27/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/30/2009 JBS-G Jones 
1/30/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/2/2009 JBS-G Jones

Case Review (overall & Distribution Automation)
Case Review (overall & Distribution Automation)
Case Review (Capacity and Distribution Automation)
Case Review (Emergency Capacity)
Review KEMA reports on Distribution Automation 
Case review; review KEMA reports on Distribution Automation) 
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft Stretegy Memo
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation and non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs (Reliabilty- IEEE v 1996 Exclusions definitions) 
Review DR responses (Distribution Automation)
Draft DRs (Reliabilty- IEEE v 1996 Exclusions definitions) 
Review PG&E investor conferences

DA 6.31
# 6.87

DA 4.00
DistCap 1.39

DA 4.15
DA 3.91
DA 8.00
DA 8.33
DA 8.00

# 6.75
DA 8.00
DA 7.25
DA 9.13

RelMonitor 3.50
DA 0.73

RelMonitor 0.34
Pol 7.00
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2/3/2009 JBS--G Jones 
2/4/2009 JBS--G Jones 
2/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 

2/11/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/12/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/23/2009 JBS-G Jones 
2/25/2009 JBS-G Jones 

3/6/2009 JBS-G Jones

Review PG&E investor conferences 
Review PG&E investor conferences 
Draft DRs on investor conferences
Review PG&E DR responses/testimony (Distribution Automation)
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation)
Review PG&E consultant report (KEMA on PG&E Automation)
Draft DRs (Distribution Automation & non-emergency capacity)
Review PG&E consultant report (KEMA on Aging Infrastructure)
Review PG&E consultant report (KEMA on Aging Infrastructure)
Draft DRs (Aging Distribtution)
SAIDI Exclusion Definition Analysis (Reliability - IEEE vs 1996 plus choice 
of beta)
SAIDI Exclusion Definition Analysis (Reliability - IEEE vs 1996 plus choice 
of beta)
SAIDI Exclusion Definition Analysis (Reliability - IEEE vs 1996 plus choice 
of beta)
SAIDI Exclusion Definition Analysis (Reliability - IEEE vs 1996 plus choice 
of beta)
Review of Emergency Transformers Benefits
Value of Service research (including reading PG&E's last study)
Draft DRs Distribution Automation
Review of Emergency Transformers Benefits
Review Distribution Automation DR Responses
Draft DRs Distribution Automation & Emergency Transforers
DR Response Review & Response (Emergency Transformers)
DR Response Review & Response (Distribution Automation)
Reliability Calculation Issue re exclusion definition (reliability)
Draft DRs regarding transcripts and customer names (load growth)
Reliability Standards Issue (reliability)
Draft Transformer Capacity DRs (emergency capacity)
DR Response Review (Distribution Automation)
Earnings call transcripts & confidentiality issue 
DR Response Review (Distribution Automation)
Review Outage Maps (automation and capacity)
DR Review (Distribution Automation)
Followup DRs (emergency & non-emergency capacity)
Review of Ch. 3 Workpapers
Followup DRs (emergency & non-emergency capacity)
Review Notes to Directors 
Review Aging Infrastructure Report 
Review Notes to Directors 
Review Aging Dist Infrastru Report
Compare proposed communication with AMI /PBR Benefits 
Draft DRs Emergency Transformers (emergency capacity)
Draft DRs (Aging Infrastructure)
Cost Benefit Analysis (dist automation/non-emergency capacity)
Draft DRs (Aging Infrastructure)
Review emergency planning criteria changes 
Review DR Reponses, Draft DRs (Dist Automation, non-emerg 
Review DR Reponses, Draft DRs (Dist Automation, non-emerg 
Review 2007 GRC
Review of Cap Ex WPs (DA/non-emergency capacity)
Review DR Responses; Averich-Johnson Research on capital incentives 
Rev DRs, draft DRs (Distribution Automation, non-emerg capacity)

Pol 7.00
Pol 0.73
Pol 0.37
DA 6.00
DA 5.25
Pol 4.90
DA 8.25
Pol 8.00
Pol 0.83
Pol 0.23

RelMonitor 2.73

3/10/2009 JBS-G Jones RelMonitor 8.00

3/11/2009 JBS-G Jones RelMonitor 6.90

3/12/2009 JBS-G Jones RelMonitor 5.00

3/17/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/31/2009 JBS-G Jones 
3/31/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/1/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/1/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/2/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/2/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/3/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 

4/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/22/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/22/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/23/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/27/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/27/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/28/2009 JBS-G Jones 
4/30/2009 JBS-G Jones 

5/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/22/2009 JBS-G Jones

DistCap 5.00
Pol 1.70
DA 3.75

DistCap 0.87
DA 0.12

DA/DistCap
DistCap

4.47
0.58

DA 2.88
RelMonitor

DistCap
RelMonitor

0.36
0.48
0.33

DistCap 0.85
DA 0.49
Pol 0.36
DA 1.19
DA 0.38
DA 0.42

DA/DistCap
DistCap

DA/DistCap

5.32
0.33
0.50

Pol 1.92
Pol 0.50
Pol 1.02
Pol 2.34
DA 0.68

DistCap 0.40
Pol 1.77
DA 0.49
Pol 0.41

DistCap 4.30
DA 1.80
DA 1.50

# 1.12
DA 2.68
Pol 4.04
DA 4.07
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5/22/2009 JBS--G Jones 
5/26/2009 JBS--G Jones 
5/27/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/27/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/28/2009 JBS-G Jones 
5/29/2009 JBS-G Jones 

6/1/2009 JBS-G Jones

Rev 2007 GRC; disc'n w B. Finkelstein TURN; Rev Distribution operations
Draft DRs Emergency Capacity
Rev Chngs to DPA Facilities Guides; Aging infrastu
Draft Testimony on Cost-effectiveness (dist auto & non-emergency capacity) 
Draft DRs Distribution Automation 
Review Board of Directors Materials
Review TURN DR Set #4 (dist automation, emergency & non-emergency 
capacity)
Review of DRA DR questions (distribution automation)
Review of May 22 Investor Conference re DRIP; Rev Financial Perf and Bus 
Plans; draft testimony outline
Review KEMA Reports; Draft DRs (distribution automation) 
phone call with TURN; Drafting testimony outline 
Research & draft memo on PG&E's 2006 CEMA case 
IEEE Research (Reliability)
Draft Line Transformer DRs (capacity)
Review PG&E Aging Infr; Prep for DRA meeting; Meeting with TURN and 
DRA (general case discussion)
Summary of Bus. Highlights, Bus Report, BT; Review internal PG&E 
memoranda on CapEx
Draft DRs (emergency capacity-outright failures vs forced outages)
Draft DRs (dist automation, emergency & non-emergency capacity) IEEE 
Stadards Research (reliability)
Transformer Research, prioritize emergency capacity DR questions; Rev DR 
Responses (emergency capacity); Disc with Bob; Dis with PGE re: DR about 
load growth data inquiry
Drafting testimony on Distribution Automation restoration
Compare 1996 exclusion definition to IEEE definition for Reliability measure;
Review Centralized vs peer to peer proprietary
Difference in reliability improvement btwn 2008 and 2009
DRAFT DRs (Distribution Automation)
Escalation & cost reduction analysis (overall); strategy conversation with TURN 
DRAFT Testimony (Policy & Thematic Section)
DRAFT Testimony (Policy & Thematic Section)
Analysis (capacity expenses)
Analysis (capacity expenses)
DRAFT Testimony (Policy & Thematic Section)
DRAFT Testimony (Dist Automation, non-emergency capacity)
DRAFT Testimony (Dist Automation, non-emergency capacity)
DRAFT Test (Dist Autom); Analysis (dist aut)
Analysis (dist analysis)
Analysis (dist analysis); draft testimony (Dist Auto)
Expense analysis, disallowance Calculation Dist Auto 
Draft and Edit Distribution Automation testimony 
Adjusting KEMA-stated SAIDI improvement
Distribution Automation capex, conversation with TURN; drafting testimo 
Disallowance calculation distribution automation capex & opex; draft 
testimony Distribution Automation, non-emergency capacity 
Draft testimony (distribution automation & non-emergency capacity)
Draft testimony; edits (distribution automation, non-emergency capacity) 
Workpapers (dist auto & non-emergency capacity)
Review draft; Workpapers (distribution automation, non-emergency capacity) 
Workpapers (dist auto & non-emergency capacity)
DRs and errata (distribution automation, non-emergency capacity)

# 3.06
DistCap 8.00

Pol 4.16
DA 2.08
DA 8.00
Pol 3.60

DA/DistCap 3.73

6/1/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/2/2009 JBS-G Jones

DA 1.39
Pol 2.50

6/2/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/5/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/5/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/8/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/8/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/8/2009 JBS-G Jones

DA 1.90
DA 6.77

# 1.35
RelMonitor

DistCap
0.12
0.64

# 3.70

6/9/2009 JBS-G Jones Pol 3.40

6/10/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/10/2009 JBS-G Jones

DistCap
DA/DistCap

1.85
3.67

6/11/2009 JBS-G Jones DistCap 2.90

6/12/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/15/2009 JBS-G Jones

DA 1.00
RelMonitor 1.00

6/16/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/24/2009 JBS-G Jones 
6/25/2009 JBS-G Jones 

7/1/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/2/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/2/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/3/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/3/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/7/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/8/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/9/2009 JBS-G Jones 

7/10/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/13/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/14/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/14/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/14/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/15/2009 JBS-G Jones

RelMonitor 0.20
DA 3.93

# 3.62
Pol 8.50
Pol 4.00

DistCap
DistCap

4.00
4.17

Pol 3.67
DA 8.00
DA 8.00
DA 8.00
DA 6.40
DA 8.00
DA 4.20
DA 0.66

RelMonitor 1.32
DA 5.27
DA 8.20

7/16/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/17/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
7/31/2009 JBS-G Jones

DA 8.00
DA 10.00
DA 3.29
DA 4.17
DA 2.86
DA 4.60
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8/7/2009 JBS--G Jones 
8/11/2009 JBS--G Jones 
8/11/2009 JBS-G Jones

Review PG&E Rebuttal 
Review PG&E Rebuttal
Review PG&E Rebuttal, draft DRs (Distribution Automation, non-emergency 
capacity)
Review PG&E Rebuttal, draft DRs (Distribution Automation, non-emergency 
capacity)
Review PG&E Rebuttal; prepare for hearings (draft cross distribution 
automation, non-emergency capacity)
Rebuttal review; draft cross and other prep; analysis of 400 worst circuits (dist 
automation, non-emergency capacity)
Analysis of 400 worst circuits (dist automation, non-emergency capacity) 
Draft cross, non-emergency capacity, analysis of 400 worst circuits 
Draft cross, automation and non-emergency capacity 
Draft cross, automation
Draft cross, emergency and non-emergency capacity, dist automation
draft cross, emergency, non-emergency capacity
Hearings issues (dist automation and non-emergency capacity)
Review PG&E Rebuttal, hearings issues (dist automation)
Draft brief (distribution automation capacity)
Review PG&E Brief
Review DRA Brief for inclusion in reply brief (distribution automation, 
capacity)
Draft reply brief (response to CUE & PG&E)
Draft Reply Brief (Capacity)
Draft Reply Brief (Capacity)
Reply Brief Edits

# 0.36
# 0.65

DA 4.51

8/12/2009 JBS-G Jones DA 8.00

8/13/2009 JBS-G Jones DA 8.25

8/14/2009 JBS-G Jones DA 7.00

8/17/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/18/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/19/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/20/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/21/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/24/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/24/2009 JBS-G Jones 
8/25/2009 JBS-G Jones 
9/24/2009 JBS-G Jones 
9/30/2009 JBS-G Jones 
10/5/2009 JBS-G Jones

DA 0.80
DA 3.80
DA 7.25

DA/DistCap
DA/DistCap
DA/DistCap

8.70
7.80
3.33

DA 1.20
DA 0.70
DA 5.33
GP 0.73
# 3.08

10/6/2009 JBS-G Jones 
10/7/2009 JBS-G Jones 
10/8/2009 JBS-G Jones 
10/9/2009 JBS-G Jones

DistCap
DistCap
DistCap

0.98
0.67
2.16

# 1.03

Total: 2009
481.48

6/11/2010 JBS-G Jones 
6/14/2010 JBS-G Jones 
6/14/2010 JBS-G Jones

Draft memo re DA issues & prop to include 4-kV cicuits 
Draft PD Comments memo 
Draft PD Comments

0.52PD
0.68PD
1.86PD

Total: 2010
3.06

Total: JBS-G Jones
487.54

Attorney: JBS-G Schilberq 
5/13/2008 JBS-G Schilberg GP 
7/23/2008 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 

12/19/2008 JBS-G Schilberg GP

Prep for and meet with PG&E 
review of reliability mechanism 
review Ruling

3.00
0.25
0.15

Total: 2008
3.40

1/5/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
1/16/2009 JBS-G Schilberg # 
1/20/2009 JBS-G Schilberg Pol 
1/21/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
1/22/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor

review DR
Brainstorm ideas and issues
answer VOS question
review reliability issues
review filings and DRs -reliability monitoring

0.11
0.61
0.45
3.35
1.71
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8/24/2010 
10:57 AM Hours Page 10

DescriptionAttorney Activity Time SpentDate

1/23/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
1/27/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
1/29/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
2/12/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
2/25/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 

3/6/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
3/12/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
3/13/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
3/16/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
3/17/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
3/18/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 

6/2/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/3/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/4/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/5/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
6/8/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/8/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/9/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/9/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 

6/10/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/11/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/11/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/12/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/15/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
6/16/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
6/17/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
6/19/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/24/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/25/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/26/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/28/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/29/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
6/30/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 

7/1/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/2/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/6/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
7/6/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
7/7/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/8/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/9/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/9/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 

7/15/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/16/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/20/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/21/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
7/22/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/23/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
7/29/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 

8/3/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/5/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
8/7/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 

8/10/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
8/11/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
8/12/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor

create DR -reliability monitoring
create DR -reliability monitoring
review PHC report
review developments
review DR — reliability monitoring
review data responses — reliability
review reliability calculations
review documents and issues — AMI overlap
review filing AMI overlap
review update filing
research VOS
review filing and DRs -overall 
review filing and DRs -overall 
conference call — realibility definition 
review filing and DRs — outages in the news 
call with DRA
review filing and DRs — outages in the news
create DR causes of outages
review filing and issues causes of outages
study issues -reliability
review DRs - reliability
review issues -reliability
review filings and issues -IEEE definition
review issues — federal stimulus funds
review issues, create DR 10 -federal stimulus funds
review KEMA
reveiw emails and testimony outline
review outline;write testimony
write testimony - reliability comparisons
write testimony - reliability comparisons
write testimony - causes of outages
write testimony - reliability monitoring statistics
write testimony - reliability monitoring statistics
write testimony - reliability monitoring statistics
write testimony - reliability monitoring statistics
review DRs - smart grid
read DRs; write testimony - smart grid
write testimony - reliability monitoring statistics
write testimony - incentive mechanism
write testimony - finalize draft
write testimony - major outage news stories
incorporate edits
final draft
review testimony
review Smart Grid issues
finalize workpapers.
review Bob's argument re: incentives
review Smart Grid developments
review AMI overlap
respond to Bob's emails on outages
review rebuttal - incentive mechanism
review rebuttal - major outages
review rebuttal - reliability monitoring
review rebuttal - reliability monitoring

4.57
0.60

GP 0.08
# 0.21

0.13
2.56
0.57

Pol 1.21
Pol 1.33
GP 1.08
Pol 0.23

2.20
1.99
1.50

Pol 4.91
1.84
2.86
1.45
1.33
4.28
0.84
2.68
1.80

Pol 2.89
Pol 2.14
Pol 1.25

0.52
2.90
2.82
4.44
1.30
3.68
4.14
6.48
3.72

Pol 0.74
Pol 3.80

4.71
5.54
4.13

Pol 0.96
4.38
6.41
1.63

Pol 1.30
0.71
1.15

Pol 0.13
Pol 1.10

0.60
0.47
1.51
2.95
3.27
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8/24/2010 
10:57 AM Hours Page 11

Attorney Activity Description Time SpentDate

8/13/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/14/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/17/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/18/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/19/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/21/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/24/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/25/2009 JBS-G Schilberg 
8/27/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor 
9/17/2009 JBS-G SchilbergRelMonitor

review rebuttal and cross strategy
prepare for conference call & conf call
respond to Bob's questions on outages
cross prep - major outages
prepare cross
cross preparation for Bob
cross prep - Smart Grid
cross prep - reliability comparisons
review transcript and Q from Hayley —demand response and load forecast 
answer DRIP question — reliability metrics

3.39HP
3.04HP

Pol 0.64
Pol 3.01
Pol 2.65
Pol 3.06
Pol 1.24
Pol 3.33

2.18
0.68

Total: 2009
151.47

Total: JBS-G Schilberg
154.87

Attorney: NS
4/16/2009
4/22/2009
4/27/2009
4/30/2009

6/5/2009
6/9/2009

6/25/2009
7/1/2009

7/13/2009
7/16/2009
7/17/2009

8/3/2009
8/12/2009
8/13/2009
8/13/2009
8/14/2009
8/14/2009
8/14/2009
8/17/2009
8/19/2009
8/19/2009
8/19/2009
8/19/2009
8/19/2009
8/20/2009
8/21/2009
8/21/2009
8/24/2009
8/24/2009
9/3/2009

9/11/2009
9/15/2009
9/22/2009
9/22/2009
9/23/2009

NS DA Review DR reponse
Read email from Bob re: background & prodocedural history of DRIP
Conference call w/ Bob and Hayley
Review PG&E application and testimony
Conf. call w/ JBS re: issues and schedule
Review PG&E testimony
Review DRA draft testimony
Read emails re: reliability measurement
Edit Gayatri's testimony
Edit Bill's testmony
Draft summary section
Review PG&E testimony
Review notes on rebuttal testimony
Read rebuttal testimony
Read/draft emails
Review JBS rebuttal notes
Meet w/ Bob and Hayley re: hearing prep
Conference call w/ JBS re: hearing prep
Conference call re: hearing prep
Read emails re: DRs
Read emails re: cross and cross prep
Review TURN testimony and PG&E rebuttal
Re-read Carruthers testimony
Review cross notes for Carruthers
Review testimony and notes, prep cross
Hearing prep meeting
Prep cross exhibits
Prep additional cross for Carruthers
Attend hearing (cross Carruthers)
Settlement conference 
Emails re: settlement 
Review brief outline
Emails re: testimony versions and pagination 
Draft brief 
Draft brief

0.50
NS GP 0.25
NS GP 0.50
NS DA 2.00
NS # 1.00
NS GP 2.00
NS GP 2.50
NS RelMonitor 0.25
NS Pol 2.00
NS # 3.50
NS # 2.50
NS DA 4.00
NS DA 2.00
NS DA 2.50
NS DA 0.25
NS DA 1.00
NS 0.50HP
NS 1.00HP
NS 1.50HP
NS DA 0.25
NS 0.50HP
NS DA 3.00
NS DA 2.00
NS DA 1.00
NS DA 3.00
NS 1.00HP
NS DA 2.00
NS DA 0.50
NS DA 5.00
NS Sett 1.50
NS Sett 0.25
NS GP 0.50
NS GP 0.50
NS DA 4.00
NS DA 8.00
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8/24/2010 
10:57 AM Hours Page 12

Attorney Activity Description Time SpentDate

9/24/2009 NS 
9/24/2009 NS 
9/24/2009 NS 
9/25/2009 NS 
9/25/2009 NS 
9/30/2009 NS 
10/8/2009 NS 
10/8/2009 NS

Emails w/ Garrick re: DRAKE model and brief notes 
Talk w/ Bob re: brief 
Draft brief
Emails w/ Bob and Hayley re: brief (check in questions, and draft sections)
Draft brief
Read opening briefs
Review opening briefs and prep for reply brief 
Draft reply brief

DA 0.50
DA 0.75
DA 9.00
DA 0.50
DA 10.00
DA 1.00
DA 3.00
DA 2.00

Total: 2009
89.50

5/25/2010 NS 
6/9/2010 NS

GP Read PD
Talk to Bob and Hayley re: PD

1.00
GP 0.50

Total: 2010
1.50

Total: NS
91.00

Grand Total
1357.23
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Attachment 2:

Detail of TURN’S Expenses in A.08-05-023
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8/24/2010 
11:00 AM Expenses. Page 1

BilledDate Activity Description

Activity: $Cons Travel 
5/15/2008 Cons. Travel $8.00Automobile Travel BART

Total: $Cons Travel
$8.00

Activity: $Copies 
6/17/2008 Photocopies 
6/25/2008 Photocopies 
7/18/2008 Photocopies

$16.40
$1.60
$6.80

Motion and DRA to Dismiss the DRIP Application. 2cc x 41pp
Motion for Party Status in the Proceeding. 2cc x 4pp
Reply to Response to the Motion to Dismiss the DRIP Application. 2c x
17pp
Prehearing Conference Statement. 2cc x 13pp
Notice of Intent to Claim Intervenor Compensation. 2cc x 14pp
Motion to Revise the Procedural Schedule. 2cc x 13pp
Notice of Availability of Confidential and Non-Confidential
Attachements to Testimony. 2cc x 3pp
Late-Filed Notice of Ex Parte Communication. 2cc x 3pp
Testimony. Colour Drop print job.
Cross Exhibits Copies 
Cross Exhibits Copies
Opening Brief on PG&E Company's Distribution Reliability 
Improvement Program (DRIP). 2cc x 114
Reply Brief on PG&E's Company Distribution Reliability Improvement 
Program (DRIP). 2 x 22pp
Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision of Administrative Law 
Judge Fukutome. 2cc x lOpp
Reply Comments on the Proposed Decision of Administrative Law 
Judge Fukutome. 2cc x 6pp

$4.60
$5.60
$5.20
$1.20

1/22/2009 Photocopies 
2/23/2009 Photocopies 
7/2/2009 Photocopies 

7/17/2009 Photocopies

$1.20
$1,194.53

$64.06
$13.70
$45.60

8/10/2009 Photocopies 
8/21/2009 Photocopies 
8/23/2009 Photocopies 
8/24/2009 Photocopies 
9/25/2009 Photocopies

$8.8010/9/2009 Photocopies

$4.006/14/2010 Photocopies

$2.406/21/2010 Photocopies

Total: $Copies
$1,375.69

Activity: $Lexis Research 
7/15/2008 Lexis Nexis 
1/15/2009 Lexis Nexis 
7/15/2009 Lexis Nexis

$21.65
$47.04
$19.88

LexisNexis July Invoice 
LexisNexis January Invoice. 
LexisNexis July Invoice.

Total: $Lexis Research
$88.57

Activity: $Phone 
2/15/2009 
4/27/2009 
6/5/2009 

7/14/2009 
9/15/2009 

10/15/2009 
2/15/2010 
3/15/2010 
4/15/2010 
5/15/2010 
6/15/2010 
7/15/2010

Sprint Invoice; $0.02 
Conference Call 
Conference Call 
Conference Call 
Sprint Invoice; $0.61 
Sprint Invoice; $1.01 
Sprint Invoice; $18.13 
Sprint Invoice; $14.86 
Sprint Invoice; $19.01 
Sprint Invoice; $1.57 
Sprint Invoice; $3.54 
Sprint Invoice; $11.21

$0.02
$16.87
$43.68
$22.07

$0.61
$1.01

$18.13
$14.86
$19.01

$1.57
$3.54

$11.21

Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
Phone/Fax
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8/24/2010 
11:00 AM Expenses. Page 2

BilledDate Activity Description

Total: $Phone
$152.58

Activity: $Postaae 
6/14/2010 Postage $2.10Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision of Administrative Law 

Judge Fukutome. $1.05 x 2cc
Reply Comments on the Proposed Decision of Administrative Law 
Judge Fukutome. $1.05 x 2cc

$2.106/21/2010 Postage

Total: $Postage
$4.20

Grand Total
$1,629.04
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InvoiceColour Drop

727 Van Ness Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94102 Invoice #Date

8/25/2009 7433

Bill To Ship To

T.U.R.N
713 Van Ness Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94102

T.U.R.N
268 Bush Street #3933 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Attn: Accounts Payable

Rep Ship ViaTerms F.O.B.P.O. Number Project

8/25/2009Due on receipt

item Code DescriptionQuantity Price Each Amount

Copying Services Copy Work Inv# 16500 1,090.90 1,090.90T

sales tax 103.649.50%

Total $1,194.54

SB GT&S 0449436



colour dr4p
727 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102 * [t] 415.353.5720 * [f] 415.353.5730 * www.coIourdrop.us * Federal Tax ID 30-0047642

16500Work Order Number:

! CONTACT INFORMATION SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
~T\FO — 1st: is. ________

___ —* __ ________ _
— C VAo ^ C rtu i

Intake By:Date In: 
Firm-.

Due Date:

□ennuiContact:,
Address:

cit'/:.. -5<m*^ocS( *
Phone: _______

•2-t>e.. ......................3°n ?
Zip: % 4-1State: <2^4

Fax:

FINISHING / SERVICESJOB INFORMATION

DESCRIPTION 

Qgsie cofy 
Jgvfc....................

4YYQr*0 rty-------

ORIGINAL SETS SIDES TOTAL DESCRIPTION
staaki ___

CJTY COSTSIZE RATE RATECOST

6, >©
- 1 2. ■ V*-7].

* b HA-.C=D_1. 14" 1?" 18"
14" 17" 18”2.

3. 11" 14" 17" 18"1 2
! 1V' 14" 17". 18"4. 3 Hole Paper 

labor 3 ~~
1 2

H5. 11" 14" 17" 18"i 2 :

Hivery6. 11" 14" 17" 18"1 2
7. 11" 14" 17" 18": 1 2

2^ • 4^...B3-8. 11" 14" 17" 18"1 2
9. 11" 14" 17" 18"1 2

10. 11" 14" 17" 18"1 2

ha- y>
BATES COPY INFORMATION OPERATOR BALANCE

PAPER SIZE/TYPE
__Size for Size
__Reduce all to 8.5"x11"
_3 Holes (Side)
__2 Holes (Top)

COPY OPTIONS
..Same as Original

__Convert 1 to 2 Sided
—Convert 2 to 1 Sided
__Slip Sheets
__Only Flagged Docs
__.Color for Color
__.Color to B&W

DO WE LABEL?
__Standard Language
__Redwells
__.Binder F/B/S
__Manila Folder F/B/IF/IB
__Post-it Note

DO WE COPY?
__Covers
__Spines
—File Folder Covers
,..File Folder Tabs

__Index Tabs
__Post-it Notes
__Redwells
__Envelopes
__Standard Language __Small Documents

THE BOXES CONTAIN FINISHING Md^l.Name
Mixed Original Sizes —Rebind Originals
Two Sided Documents __Restaple Originals

__Post-it Notes
__Checks/Check Stubs
__NCR Documents

Oversize Documents

li-fthAOSub-total
Oate/Time

—Reclip Originals 
—Bind Copies as Originals
__Staple Copies as Originals
__Clip Copies as Originals
__Do Not Staple Copies
__Do Not Clip Copies
__Rubber Band Copies

Name Tax P5 "L cb
—Tab Oate/Time
__Slip Sheets
__CD/DVD
—Oversize Documents

CDs
TOTALSupervisorPrints

QC
POSITION

Horizontal Tour signature(s) below indicates authorization and approval of the project. All invoices are due net 15, after 30 days late fee of $25.00, 
plus a surcharge of 1.5% (18%) will be applied to your balance. All accounts over 60 days will be sent to a collection agency.Bottom Left / Middle / Right 

Upper Left / Middle / Right Customer . 
Authorization: Customer Reference:COPY GRADE

A B C D E
Vertical

AOg - 6‘S - 62 3Bottom Left / Middle / Right 
Upper Left / Middle / Right

Customer
Approval:© 2006 form a layout, Ail rights reserved. Colour Drop

s
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Attachment 3:

Certificate of Service by Customer

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing CLAIM AND 
ORDER ON REQUEST FOR INTERVENOR COMPENSATION by (check as 
appropriate):

[ ] hand delivers:
[ ] lirst-class mail: and or 
[X] electronic mail

to the following persons appearing on the official Service List:
andrc.dovilbiss@rccurrcntcncrgy.com
atrowbridgc@daycartcrmurphy.com

bcragg@goodinmacbridc.com
bds@cpuc.ca.gov

bfinkclstcin@turn.org
brbarkovich@carthlink.nct

brucc.fostcr@scc.com
btsl@pgc.com
casc.admin@scc.com
ccm@ncwsdata.com

CPUCCascs@pgc.com
crmd@pgc.com

dkf@cpuc.ca.gov
dkl@cpuc.ca.gov

dmarcus2@sbcglobal.nct
filings@a klaw.com

garrick@jbscncrgy.com
Jhccklcr@lcvincap.com
jim.howcll@rccurrcntcncrgy.com

JSAd@pgc.com
jspcrry@ifptc20.org

julicn.dumoulin smith@ubs.com
jw2@cpuc.ca.gov

kcith.mccrca@suthcrland.com
kcnncth.swain@navigantconsulting.com

kcv@cpuc.ca.gov

kms@cpuc.ca.gov
ldri@pgc.com

liddcll@cncrgyattorncy.com
lukc.dunnington@rccurrcntcncrgy.com
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mcnultfa (fflscc.com
mdjoscph (ffladamsbroadwcll.com

mdp5@pgc.com
mflorio@turn.org
rnjd@cpuc.ca.gov

rnrw@mrwassoc.com

nc?s@a klaw.com
norman.furuta@navy.mil

pfa@cpuc.ca.gov
pfolcy@adamsbroadwcll.com

PGG4@pgc.com
ralphdcnnis@insightbb.com

rcgrclcpuccascs@pgc.com
RGilcs@ScmpraUtilitics.com

rkoss@adamsbroadwcll.com
rlicbcrt@cfbf.com

rschmidt@bartlcwclls.com
rschmidt@bartlcwclls.com

srovctti@sfwatcr.org
swc@cpuc.ca.gov

tburkc@sfwatcr.org
thcrcsa.mucllcr@sfgov.org

thomas.long@sfgov.org
txb@cpuc.ca.gov

wbooth@booth law.com
wcndy@cconinsights.com

Yim@ZimmcrLucas.com
zango@zimmcrlucas.com

INeailed this 24th tla\ of August. 2010. at San Irancisco. 
( alilornia.

S

Larr\ W ong
The l.tililx Reform Network 

1 15 Sansome Street. Suite 000 
San Irancisco. ( A 04104
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