Agenda ID #

Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of The Utility Reform Network for an Award

of Intervenor Compensation for Substantial Contributions All-06-
to Resolution .-411 and the Commission Proceeding Filed June 09, 2011
Leading Thereto.

APPLICATION OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK TO FILE' CLAIM AND
DECISION ON REQUEST FOR INTERVENOR COMPENSATION

Claimant: The Utility Reform Network For contribution to Res. 1.-411

Claimed (3):19.953 Awarded ($):

Assigned Commissioner: N/A Assigned ALJ: N/A

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 1).

Signature: s/

Date: -6/9/11 Printed Name: | Robert Finkelstein

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

A. Brief Description of Decision:  In Resolution L.-411, the Commission established a one-
way memorandum aceount for all cost-of-service rate
regulated utilities that do net address the New Tax Act’ in
a 2011 or 2012 test year GRC, in order to track the impacts
of the New Tax Act. The resolution authorized the

" TURN submits this Request for Compensation as a separate “application” in order to minimize
filing and processing difficulties where such a request addresses a Commission resolution for
which there is no separate application number. TURN consulted with Deputy Chief ALJ
Michelle Cooke on this matter, and she gave her permission for TURN to so designate the
pleading.

* The “New Tax Act” refers to the federal Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization,
and Job Creation Act of 2010.
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impacted utilities to use savings from the new tax law to
reduce rates or to invest in additional, needed utility
infrastructure, without the need for a formal application or
advice letter so long as the investment met specified
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)):

[y

. Date of Prehearing Conference:

. Other Specified Date for NOI:

2
3. Date NOI Filed:
4

. Was the notice of intent timely filed? See comment below

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

. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number: | A 10-11-015

Date of ALJ ruling: 6/3/11

Based on another CPUC determination (specify): _

o [ |on |

. 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: P.10-08-016

10. Date of ALJ ruling: 11/22/10

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 Resolution . -411

14. Date of Issuance of Final Decision: 4/15/11

15. File date of compensation request: 6/9/11

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

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

In D .98-11-049. the Commission determined that an NOI mcorporated in the timely-
filed Request for Compensation for work on an advice letter is itself timely filed.
TURN has attached to this form compensation request our form NOI for this

proceeding. In D.09-09-027 (awarding compensation for TURN’s substantial
confribution to Res, E-4227 on the SCE HECA Advice L etter), the Commission
permitted a similar approach without eomment.

PART ll: 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.)

Contribution

1. The resolution that became 1.-411 started off as Draft
Resolution W-4867, issued on approximately December
30, 2010. The initial draft resolution sought to ensure that
the cost savings that would flow from the New Tax Act
would be reflected in rates. It would have made “subject to
refund” the rates of all cost-of-service-regulated utilities;
directed workshops to address the impact the New Tax Act
1s likely to have on the various utilities; and only then have
the Utility, Audit, Finance & Compliance Branch of the
Division of Water and Audits recommend to the
Commission how to resolve issues associated with ensuring
the tax-related savings are reflected in rates.

Alone among the parties submitting comments at this time,
TURN's comments on the original draft resolution
supported the general principle of ensuring that the tax
benetits under the New Tax Act would be fully reflected in
rates. TURN also called for expanding the treatment to the
Small Business Job Act of 2010.

The final resolution bore a different name, was issued
through the Legal Division rather than DWA, and
addressed the substance of many of the issucs that draft
Res. W-4867 would have deferred to workshops.
However, it maintained the fundamental prineiple that the
cost savings from the New Tax Act should flow to

Citation to Showing Accepted
Decision or by CPUC
Record

Draft Resolution
W 4867

TURN Comments,
January 7, 201 1.

Res. 1411,
Finding 6.
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ratepayers, rather solely to utility sharcholders. -

2. A second version of the draft resolution (now
designated Res. [ -411) issued on or about February 7,
2011. The revisions included abandoning the “subject to
refund”’ approach (that would have permitted the
Commission to defer more of the issues) in favor of giving
the utility the choice of using the benefits to reduce rates or
to fund “additional, needed capital investments.”

TURN submitted lengthier comments on the second
version on February 14, 2011. TURN renewed its call for
inclusion of the Small Business Job Act, and raised
concerns about the “additional, needed capital investments”
approach in the draft. TURN also noted that certain types
of capital investment should be excluded (such as vehicles
and real property), and that the new approach would
warrant before-the-fact review (through an advice letter or
application) rather than an after-the-fact reasonableness
review.

In the next version of the Draft Resolution, the
Commission included the Small Business Job Act and

identified vehicles and real property as capital investments
NOT eligible for funding with tax benefits.

3. A fifth version of Draft Resolution 1.-411, issued on or
about March 10, 2011, provided two ways for a utility to
proceed if it wished to invest its tax savings in utility
infrastructure rather than use those savings to reduce rates;
it could file an application, or submit an advice letter that
generally described the type of investment, cost, and how it
would be funded with tax savings.

Commissioners Sandoval and Ferron convened an all-party
meeting on March 30, 2011. The cost-of-service-regulated
utilities were represented in substantial numbers. TURN
served as the primary representative of consumer interests.
(DRA also attended but participated in a very limited
fashion.) At the conclusion of the meeting, the
Commissioners invited parties to submit alternatives that
might serve as approaches to capturing the tax benefits
while mitigating some of the concerns raised in the
meeting.

On April 5,2011, TURN submitted an alternative approach
to the pre-spending application or advice letter that had

Draft Res. 1.-411,
Version 2, pp. 3-4
and Finding and
Conclusion 8.

TURN Comments,
2/14/11.

Draft Resolution
Version 3
(2/28/11), p. 10;
and Findings and
Conclusions 3-4.

Draft Res. [-411,
Version 3, p. 6 and
Ordering
Paragraph 7.
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been a subject of much discussion at the previous week’s
all-party meeting. TURN proposed that the final
Resolution establish clear guidelines of the types of capital
spending the Commission seeks to eneourage. To the
extent a utility stays within those guidelines, it would not
need to seek pre-approval of its spending proposal. Should
a utility wish to invest the tax benefits in an area outside of
the guidelines, it would need to file a pre-spending
application or advice letter. TURN submitted six such
guidelines for the Commission’s consideration.

Almost immediately after TURN served the 4/5/11 letter
on the other parties, TURN engaged in discussions with
PG&E to further refine the proposed guidelines. As a
result of these discussions, PG&E’s 4/8/11 letter presenting
the utility’s tax savings estimate also stated the utility’s
support for TURN’s 4/5/11 proposal, with a few
modifications that TURN had generally agreed would be
consistent with that proposal.

Resolution 1.-411 as adopted included revisions to reflect
TURN’s proposal.

Summary: The path from the initial draft resolution to the
final version of Res. L.-411 was somewhat more tortuous
than is usually the case for a resolution, as evidenced by six
or seven drafts issued over only a four month period. In
the end, though, Resolution L.-411 reflects TURN's
substantial contribution in two very important ways. First,
TURN alone among the active parties supported the
underlying goal of ensuring that the tax benefits that cost-
of-service-regulated utilities could realize under the New
Tax Act would benefit utility customers, either in the form
of reduced rates or through investment in necessary utility
infrastructure. This element of Resolution L.-411 should
not be taken for granted, as even at the end of the process
several utilities were calling for the Commission to reject it
altogether.

Second, TURN's participation proved to be eritical in
finding an approach that would balance the need for pre-
approval of additional infrastructure spending with the
accelerated time frame for such review and approval under
the terms of the New Tax Law. TURN’s proposal to
develop spending categories that would serve as “safe
havens” of a sort ended up embodied in the final resolution.

On several issues TURN'’s position was not reflected in the

TURN April 5,
2011 letter.

PG&E April &,
2011 letter.

Res. L-411, p. 6.
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final resolution. However, the Commission should find
that TURN made a substantial contribution even on those
issues, as several of the earlier draft Resolutions would
have adopted outcomes consistent with TURN’s position.
(See, for example, Version 4 (including the Small Business
Job Act) and Version 5 (rejecting calls by SCE to exempt
utilities with a 2012 GRC).) The Commission has long

recognized that outcomes in a proposed decision, even
where not adopted by the Commission, demonstrate the
ALJ adopting factual, legal or policy contentions of an
mntervenor that constitute a “substantial contribution” under
Section 1802(1). TURN submits that similar treatment is
appropriate for a draft resolution that adopts factual, legal
or policy contentions of an intervenor.

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

Claimant | CPUC Verified

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

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

If so, provide name of other parties: Each of the four major energy utilities (PG&E,
SCE, SoCalGas and SDG&E (jomntly as the Sempra Ulilities)); the water utilitics
through California Water Association (CWA): the small local exchange carriers
(LECs), Mountain Utilities, NRG EnergyCorp., PacifiCorp, and Alpine Natural Gas.

. Describe how you coordinated with DRA and other parties to avoid duplication
or how your partieipation supplemented, complemented, or contributed to that
of another party: Coordination in the advice letter process 1s more challenging than
in other Commission proceedings. die to the more compressed time frame and general
absence of discovery and briefs. Furthermore, coordination to aveid duplication was
largely unnecessary here, as TURN was the only non-utility party who was an active
participant in this matter. DRA'’s participation was generally limited to participation
in an all-party meeting conducted relatively late in the process. The Commission
should therefore determine that there was no material duplication in the proceeding.

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

# | Claimant | CPUC Comment
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PART lll: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (to be
complieted by Claimant except where indicated)
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):

Concise explanation as to how the cost of claimant’s participation CPUC Verified

bears a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through
participation {include references to record, where appropriate)

In Res. L-411 the Commission described how “there could be substantial amounts
in deferred tax reserves that do not get reflected in rates unless the Commission
takes action.” (Res.L-411, p. 3). As PG&E’s letter of April 8, 2011 illustrates,
these could amount to tens of millions of dellars for a single utility during the

2011-2013 period. (PG&E Letter of April 8, 2011, Appendix A). TURN 's request
of approximately $20,000 1s extremely reasonable given the amounts at stake,
TURN s role as the sole voice on behalf of consumers throughout most of the
proceeding, and the outcome achieved

B. Specific Claim:

CLAIMED CPUC AWARD

ATTORNEY AND ADVOCATE FEES

ftem Year Rate $ Basis for Rate* Total $ Year | Hours

Rate $ | Total $

R Finkelstein | 2011 3675 | %470 Res ALJ-267 $17.273

Subtotal: | $17,273

Subtotal:

EXPERT EEES
Total $

Item Basis for Rate*

Year Hours

Rate $ | Total $

Subtotal:

Subtotal:

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION **

Item Basis for Rate* Total $ Year | Hours

Rate $ | Total $

resn 2011 (00 [s28 [Ssesbove[Stst0

Subtotal: Subtotal:
COSTS
Detail Amount [ Amount
-—-
Subtotal: Subtotal:
TOTAL REQUEST $: $19,953 TOTAL AWARD §:

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.

’ D.08-11-053 approved this rate for work performed in 2008; JBS Energy has not changed its
rate for Mr. Marcus’s work since then.
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**Reasonable claim preparation time typically compensated at ¥z of preparer’s normal hourly rate.

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

Attachment or Description/Comment
Comment #

Attach 1 Certificate of Service

Notice of Intent fo Claim Compensation
Attach 3 Daily Time Records for Attorneys and Experts

Reasonableness of TURN Hours:
Note |

Robert Finkelstein was the sole TURN attorney handling this matter. He received support
throughout from William Marcus of JBS Energy, who recorded a very small number of hours
for his work in that role.

The number of hours recorded by both Mr. Finkelstein and Mr. Marcus followed the same
pattern. A relatively small amount of hours was recorded in lanuary (when Resolution W-
4867 issued with its simpler approach that would have largely deferred resolution of most of
the underlying issues), with slightly higher amounts in February and through mid-March as
additional and more complicated versions of the draft Resolution 1 411 were issued for
comment. In late-March through mid-April, a substantially greater number of hours were
recorded, consistent with the need to prepare for and participate in the all-partying meeting on
March 30, the development and presentation of TURN s alternative approach to pre-spending
review, discussions with PG&E to further develop that alternative approach, and the final
comment letter submitted in mid-April, just before the Commission’s vote on Resolution L-
411 Fmally, TURN has included a few hours devoted to reviewing and submitting comments
on Draft Resolution L -411A, issued in May of 2011. TURN submits that this is consistent with
our past practice of including in a compensation request hours recorded for the implementation
of the decision that reflects TURN s substantial contribution, such as a post-deeision advice
letter. Even with all of this activity, Mr. Finkelstein recorded less than 40 hours total for work
on this matter, with approximately 30 hours over the final two week period prior to the
Commission’s vote. (Mr. Marcus recorded less than 5 hours over that same two-week period.)
TURN submits that devoting a few hours per week on average, with approximately two days
per week devoted to this matter during its most active phase, is a reasonable number of hours
given the importance of the issue and the fact that TURN was the only eonsistently active party
on behalf of ratepayers.

Finally, TURN is requesting compensation for 6.0 hours devoted to compensation-related
matters, primarily preparation of this request for compensation. The number of draft
resolutions and the shifting manner in which each addressed the underlying 18sues caused
TURN to devote more time to the substantial contribution description than would normally be
the case for a resolution that addresses a relatively narrow range of issues. TURN submits that
this small number should be found reasonable.

Allocation of Hours: TURN typically includes in its compensation requests an allocation of
time among the issues that it addressed. Such an allocation is close to impossible under the
eircumstances of the process that produced Resolution 1 -411. First, the overriding issue from
the first issuance of draft Res. W-4867 through adoption of Resolution L-411 was whether the
unanticipated decreases in tax expense due to the New Tax Act would flow to benefit

SB GT&S 0747022



ratepayers. Even at the very last, many of the utilities were calling upon the Commission to
abandon the draft resolution altogether and to take no action whatsoever. Second. almost none
of the work assoeiated with TURN 's efforts in this matter addressed a single issue. Instead, the
comments and letters to the Commission addressed an array of the implementation issues. And
since comments on the different versions of the draft Resolution were often due within a few
days of the issuance of the newest version, TURN generally worked on the issues all at once.

Theretore, TURN has not attempted to allocate the individual daily time entries by issue or
activity. Instead, TURN submits the following as a reasonable general allocation of the hours
among the various issues TURN addressed:

The appropriateness of capturing benefits for ratepayers — 20%
General need for specificity of “additional, needed capital investment” — 15%

Development and presentation of proposed guidelines for “additional, needed capital
investment’ — 40%

Inclusion of Small Business Jlob Act - 15%

Treatment of utilities with a 2012 Test Year GRC  10%

TURN submits that under the cireumstances this imformation should suffice to address the
alloeation requirement under the Commission s rules. Should the Commission wish to sec
additional or different information on thispoint, TURN requests that the Commission so
inform TURN and provide a reasonable opportunity for TURN to supplement this showing
accordingly,

Hourly Rate for TURN attorney in 2011 The Commuission has not previously authorized an
hourly rate for TURN s attorneys or consultants where the substantive work in the proceeding
occurred in 2011. In this proceeding TURN requests compensation using the previously-
approved 2008 hourly rate for its attorney s work, consistent with Resolution ALI-267 as
applied to these circumstances. TURN also uses the previously approved hourly rate for its
consultant because the firm has not sought to increase that hourly rate since then.

D. CPUC Disallowances & Adjustments (CPUC completes):

# Reason
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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(¢)(6)) (Y/N)?

If not;

Party Comment CPUC Disposition

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

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,

10
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three-month commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve Statistical Release
H.15, beginning ,200 , the 75™ day after the filing of claimant’s request, and
continuing until full payment is made.

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.

11
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Attachment 1:
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):

[ 1 hand delivery;
[ ] first-class mail; and/or
[x] electronic mail

to the following persons appearing on the official Service List:

coelpeilsen@onie codovs 0@ epe oo goy

CRUC President Michael Peevey <l @eoin ca gov>, Commissioner Timothy Simon
sls@puc oo gnve ca@opuc ca ooy il @epue £a oy, "Ferron, Mark®

<Mark Ferron@epuce ce novs, Chiet ALJ Karen Clopton <kvc @epue ca nov>, Paul Clanon
<pac@epue ca ooy lcpie oo aoy, Raminder Kahlon <ok cpue ca gove, mifgieplie oo aoy,

sopoole@adnlaw come, Haria Dlcox nel, lings @ o ko com, Lolllie b sandiego oy, Frank McNuity

<hydiceso@aschal e, i@ Bkealoinewaiel com, allen@eliniow com,
Jasondubehak@nishans con, ey Gadventiocal cony, JBEEARBELL Gvahioo ooty

consullants com, Hhvng@amal com fleslie@iice com, lewis @icwuc org, iDloes D aungevily con,

jm@d@}w@ drecioakewaier con Bluder@paaln cony, Mowers @siediel nel, JWIBE2 G yalbion cony,

leigh@oaowaie com, iddell@ eneragyailorney con, “ladra J. Tudisco” <@ cplie co tov>,
lowiey@ntebh oo, mb@eslowiivn com, Loalley @ lgenaiitalods com, loca 2808 valh oo oo,

12
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e il e e

<legdl Blppol@opul oo Lo

Executed this 9th day of June, 2011, at San Francisco,
California.

IS/

Larry Wong

The Utility Reform Network
115 Sansome Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 929-8876

13
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of The Utility Reform Network for an Award

of Intervenor Compensation for Substantial Contributions A.ll1-06-
to Resolution L.-411 and the Commission Proceeding Filed June 9, 2011
Leading Thereto.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CLAIM INTERVENOR COMPENSATION
AND, IF REQUESTED (and [ ] checked), ALJ RULING
ON SHOWING OF SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

Customer (party intending to claim intervenor compensation): The Utility Reform Network
(TURN)

Assigned Commissioner: N/A Assigned ALL: N/A

I hereby certify that the information I have set forth in Parts I, I, IIT and IV of this Notice of
Intent (NOI) is true to my best knowledge, information and belief. I further certify that, in
conformance with the Rules of Practice and Procedure, this NOI and has been served this day
upon all required persons (as set forth in the Certificate of Service attached as Attachment 1).

Signature: /S/

Date: 6/9/11 | Printed Name: | Robert Finkelstein, L egal Ditector

PART I: PROCEDURAL ISSUES

(To be completed by the party (“customer”) intending to claim intervenor compensation)

A. Status as “customer” (see Pub. Util. Code § 1802(b)): The party claims | Applies
“customer” status because it (check one):

1. Category 1: Represents consumers, customers, or subscribers of any
electrical, gas, telephone, telegraph, or water corporation that is subject to
the jurisdiction of the Commission (§ 1802(b)(1)(A))

2. Category 2: Is a representative who has been authorized by a “customer” (§
1802(b)(1)(B)).

3. Category 3: Represents a group or organization authorized pursuant to its
articles of incorporation or bylaws to represent the interests of residential
customers, to represent “small commercial customers” (§ 1802(h)) who
receive bundled electric service from an electrical corporation (§

1802(b)(1)(C)), or to represent another eligible group.

4. The party’s explanation of its customer status, economic interest (if any), with any

documentation (such as articles of incorporation or bylaws) that supports the party’s
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“customer” status. Any attached documents should be 1dentified in Part V.

TURN is a “group or organization authorized putsuant to its articles of incorporation or
bylaws to represent the interests of residential ratepayers.” TURN most recently provided
the relevant portion of our articles of incorporation in the NOI submitted in A.10-11-015
(the SCE 2012 GRC). The articles of incorporation have not changed since the time of
that earlier submission. D.98-04-059 directs groups such as TURN to indicate the

percentage of their members that are residential ratepayers. Id., FOF 12. TURN has
approximately 20,000 dues paying members, of whom we believe the vast majority are
residential ratepayers. TURN does not poll our members in a manner that would allow a
precise breakdown between residential and small business members, so a precise
percentage is not available.

B. Timely Filing of NOI (§ 1804(a)(1)):

1. Is the party’s NOI filed within 30 days after a Prehearing Conference?
Date of Prehearing Conference: N/A

2. Is the party’s NOI filed at another time (for example, because no
Prehearing Conference was held, the proceeding will take less than 30
days, the schedule did not reasonably allow parties to identify issues within
the timeframe normally permitted, or new issues have emerged)? Yes
2a. The party’s description of the reasons for filing its NOI at this other time: Like an
advice letter process, here there was no prehearing conference or preliminary
determination that a hearing is not needed (the general triggers for an NOI filing date
under Rule 17.1(a)). The Commission has recognized that an NOI is itself timely if it
accompanies a timely Request for Compensation for work on an advice letter matter
that results in a substantial contribution to a resolution. See, for example, D.09-09-027
in A.09-04-006).
2b. The party’s information on the proceeding number, date, and decision number for

any Commission decision, Commissioner ruling, or ALJ ruling, or other document
authorizing the filing of its NOI at that other time: D.98-11-049 (in A.98-02-039). The
Commission raised no objection when TURN pursued a similar course in A.09-04-006,
leading to D.09-09-027, where TURN s substantial contribution occurred in an advice
letter process leading up to a CRUC resolution.

PART ll: SCOPE OF ANTICIPATED PARTICIPATION

(To be completed by the party (“customer”) intending to claim intervenor compensation)

| A. Planned Participation (§ 1804(2)(2)(A)(1)):
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The party’s description of the nature and extent of the party’s planned
participation in this proceeding (as far as it is possible to deseribe on the date this
NOl is filed).

The party’s statement of the issues on which it plans to participate.

Nature and Extent of Planned Participation

TURN’s participation in the activities covered by this NOI is already concluded. TURN
was an active participant, providing comments and other material in response to the
various versions of draft Resolution L-411, and representing TURN at the all-party
meeting convened in this matter.

Issues Likely to Be Addressed

TURN focused on the general need to identify and capture for ratepayers the benefits
under the new federal tax laws, and a variety of subsidiary issues regarding the
appropriate ways to achieve that outcome.

Avoiding Undue Duplication

Throughout nearly the entire process leading up to Resolution L-411’s adoption, TURN
served as the sole consumer representative among the parties. Therefore duplication was
not an issue here.

B. The party’s itemized estimate of the compensation that the party expects to
request, based on the anticipated duration of the proceeding (§ 1804(a)(2)(A)(ii)):

item | Hours | Rate$ | Total$ | #
ATTORNEY FEES

5470 S17.390 T
Subtotal: | $17,390 -
EXPERT FEES

$250 $1.250 .
$18,640 .

The reasonableness of the hourly rate requested for TURN s representative is addressed

TOTAL ESTIMATE $:

Comments/Elaboration (Use reference # from above):

in our Request for Compensation. TURN has not included in this estimate claim
preparation time (#1).
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When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows to table as necessary.

Estimate may (but does not need to) include estimated claim preparation time. Claim preparation
is typically compensated at ¥ of preparer’s normal hourly rate.

PART Ill: SHOWING OF SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

(To be completed by party (“customer”) intending to claim intervenor
compensation; see Instructions for options for providing this information)

Applies
A. The party claims “significant financial hardship” for its claim for (check)
intervenor compensation in this proceeding on the following basis:

1. “[T]he customer cannot afford, without undue hardship, to pay the costs
of effective participation, including advocate’s fees, expert witness
fees, and other reasonable costs of participation” (§ 1802(g)); or

2. “[IIn the case of a group or organization, the economic interest of the R
individual members of the group or organization is small in comparison
to the costs of effective participation in the proceeding” (§ 1802(g)).

3. A § 1802(g) finding of significant financial hardship in another X
proceeding, made within one year prior to the commencement of this
proceeding, created a rebuttable presumption of eligibility for
compensation in this proceeding (§ 1804(b)(1)).

B. The party’s explanation of the factual basis for its claim of “significant financial
hardship” (§ 1802(g)) (necessary documentation, if warranted, is attached to the
NOI):

TURN demonstrated that it meets the “significant financial hardship” standard in P.10-

08-016 (Ruling of November 22, 2010)
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PART IV: THE PARTY’S ATTACHMENTS DOCUMENTING SPECIFIC
ASSERTIONS MADE IN THIS NOTICE
(The party (“customer”) intending to claim intervenor compensation
identifies and attaches documents (add rows as necessary.) Documents are
not attached to final ALJ ruling.)

Description

{ Attachment No.

1 Certificate of Service

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE RULING'
(ALJ completes)

Check
all that
apply

1. The Notice of Intent (NOI) is rejected for the following reasons:

a. The NOI has not demonstrated status as a “customer” for the following
reason(s):

b. The NOI has not demonstrated that the NOI was timely filed (Part I(B)) for
the following reason(s):

c. The NOI has not adequately described the scope of anticipated participation
(Part II, above) for the following reason(s):

2. The NOI has demonstrated significant financial hardship for the reasons
set forth in Part I1I of the NOI (above).

3. The NOI has not demonstrated significant financial hardship for the
following reason(s):

4. The ALJ provides the following additional guidance (see §
1804(b)(2)):

" An ALJ Ruling will not be issued unless: (a) the NOI is deficient; (b) the ALJ desires to address specific

issues raised by the NOI (to point out similar positions, areas of potential duplication in showings,
unrealistic expectations for compensation, or other matters that may affect the customer’s claim for

compensation); or (c) the NOI has included a claim of “significant financial hardship” that requires a

finding under § 1802(g).
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IT IS RULED that:

Check
all that

apply

1. The Notice of Intent is rejected.

2. Additional guidance is provided to the customer as set forth above.

3. The customer has satisfied the eligibility requirements of Pub. Util. Code §
1804(a).

4. The customer has shown significant financial hardship.

5. The customer is preliminarily determined to be eligible for intervenor
compensation in this proceeding. However, a finding of significant
financial hardship in no way ensures compensation.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
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Attachment 1:
Certificate of Service by Customer

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF
INTENT TO CLAIM INTERVENOR COMPENSATION by (check as appropriate):

[ ] hand delivery;
[ | first-class mail; and/or
[

x] eleetronic mail

to the following persons appearing on the official Service List:

“loe perelen@ope cogovs, D@ eplc ca ooy

ddlenar Oponip com dennie @lacaldes o, dhall@wickland cotn, dobegi@ e D,
U sodeiberg@swoas o, Daniel W. Douglass” <dolglass G energvadioney come,

klaw com, fotllieb @ sandicno aov, Frank MeNulty <lranicis menully @ cce cone, Gall o @idelelecom con,

iy @epwoier com, lelgn@oathwaler com, lidde L@ enelgyatiorney com, "Laura J. Tudisco’
<lcepiocoaovs, lowiey@nheh cony, Imbh@eaawlim co, Lnalley @ linenialiaion: oo,
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pmaniev@yahoo com, bucsenice @didlenal org, Balit o4 0@ e con, thurkell G nrodioy nel,
teoclip@omallcom, HealMaroslee nel tegles gl com, teguialony G eiiewe st con,
lepowers Gyenable corn, el @ecbrndge nel, ramesdin yalion com, Blones B E @ ool cop,

Executed this 9th day of June, 2011, at San Francisco,
California.

/S/

Larry Wong

The Utility Reform Network
115 Sansome Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 929-8876
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Name Code Description Date Hours
Review draft resolution; e-mail memo re: same to

BF BM 1/3/2011 0.75
Review BM notes, draft commtns on draft

BF resolution 1/5/2011 1.25
Draft and edit comments, draft e-mail note to BM

BF 1/6/2011 0.75
initial review revised draft res; e-mail to BMarcus,

BF 2/10/2011 0.5
Review draft resolution L-411, discuss Draft Res L-

BF 411 w/ BM 2/11/2011 1.5
Draft cmmts on Draft Res L-411; draft e-mail to

BF BM 2/12/2011 2.75
Review newest draft of resolution, PG&E letter re:

BF same; e-mail to BM re: same 3/8/2011 0.75
Review file materials, util letters, draft materials
for potential response; e-mails and p/cs w/ BM re:
same; prep for all-party meeting

BF 3/29/2011 2
Prep for and attend all-party mtg w/ Commrs

BF Sandoval and Ferron 3/30/2011 3.5
Develop alternative approach, draft e-mail to BM

BF re:same’ 3/31/2011 2.25
Letter on alternative proposal, incremental

BF measure and memo acct 4/4/2011 3.25

BF Review Sempra letter; e-mail BM re: same 4/6/2011 0.25
p/c w/ PG&E re: alt. proposal; f/u e-mails to BM

BF and PG&E 4/7/2011 2.25
p/cs w/ BM, PG&E; discuss w/ MToney; draft and
respond to e-mails re: spending categories, other
criteria; initial review utility letters

BF 4/8/2011 3.75
Review util letters of 4/8; research and outline

BF reply 4/9/2011 3.75
Outline and draft reply letter to 4/8 letters; e-

BF mails to BMarcus re: SCE calcs 4/10/2011 2.75

BF Draft and edit reply letter to 4/8 letters 4/11/2011 2.5

JBS--B Marcus review Finkelstein redraft 1/6/2011 0.25

JBS--B Marcus draft comments, revisions to resolution 1/4/2011 1.75

JBS--B Marcus review draft, send note to Bob 2/28/2011 0.25

JBS—-B Marcus review and comment on draft document 2/13/2011 0.58

JBS--B Marcus TC Bob re tax resolution. 2/10/2011 0.33

JBS--B Marcus review BF memo on possible spending 3/31/2011 0.42
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review BF draft materials for all-party meeting,
JBS--B Marcus provide comments and information 3/30/2011 0.33
JBS--B Marcus TC Bob Finkelstein re comments 3/23/2011 0.25
JBS--B Marcus TC Bob re utility comments 3/22/2011 0.17
TC Bob, review PG&E letter, draft notes in
JBS--B Marcus response 3/21/2011 0.5
review final version of resolution on tax advice
JBS--B Marcus letter, TC Bob. 3/8/2011 0.25
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