
Agenda ID #

Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to 
Integrate and Refine Procurement 
Policies and Consider l.ong-lerm 

Procurement Plans.

Rulemaking 12-1)0-014 (Filed 
March 22, 2012)

CLAIM AND DECISION ON REQUEST FOR INTERVENOR COMPENSATION

Clean Coalition For contribution to I). 12-12-010 and I). 13-02-015Claimant:

Claimed (S): 31.608.5 Awarded (S):

Assigned Commissioner: Florio Assigned ALL (.amson

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: Is/ Dyana Dclfin-Polk__________________________

Date: 2/20/13 Printed Name: Dyana Dclfin-Polk

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

A. Brief Description of Decision: F). 12-12-011) ( I rack 2): Adopted Standardized 
Planning Assumptions
1X13-1)3-015 ( Track 1): .Adopted Focal C'apacitv 
Requirements

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)):
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Apnl 18.2012.1. Date of Prehearing Conference:

2. Other Specified Date for NOI:

3. Date NOI Filed: *See
Altacliinenl 4. 
explanation of 
NOI

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:

R. 104)5-00(1

6. Date of ALJ ruling: Jul\ 10. 201 1

7. Based on another CPUC determination 
(specify):________________________

1)4 2-00-014

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:

R 4 0-05-000

10. Date of ALJ ruling: .Ink 10. 201 1

11. Based on another CPUC determination 
(specify):_______________________

1)4 2-00-014

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

13. Identify Final Decision 1)4 2-12-010 and 
1)4 3-02-015

14. Date of Issuance of Final Decision: Dec. 20. 2012 for 
1)4 2-12-010 and I'eh. 
13. 2013 for I). 13­
02-015

Februarx 20 :. 201315. File date of compensation request:

16. Was the request for compensation timely? Yes

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

Attachment "A": Detailed explanation of notice of intent to claim 
inlorvcnor compensation

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

A. I n the fields below, describe in a concise manner Claimant’s contribution to the final
decision (see § 1802(i), § 1803(a) & D.98-04-059) (For each contribution, support with specific reference to final or 
record.)

Contribution Citation to Decision or Record Showing Accepted 
by CPUC

TRACK 2 (D.12-12-010)

I ho Clean Civil it ion h.is been 
heavilv involved in this iteration of 
the 1.1 IT, espeeiiillv in advocating 
for IX I+K1 resources1.

All filings submitted bv the Clean 
Coalition for Track 2 are as follows:

"Alliance for Nuclear 
Responsibility, Clean Coalition, 
California Cogeneration Council, 
CCST, I)RA, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, PGifcK, SCI ’, 
SIXi&T., The Utilitv Reform 
Network all indicated in their 
comments on the proposed 
decision different assumptions or 
scenarios thev would like the 
Commission to examine." (D. 12- 
12-1)It) at ID)

• Clean Coalition's Reply 
Comments on Straw 
Proposal on 2012 I .TIT 
Standards (June 1 lll:, 2D 12)

• Clean Coalition Policv 
Comments on Rev ised 
Proposed Scenarios in R. 12 
(D-D 14 (October 511’, 21)12)

• Clean Coalition Technical 
C omments (September 7I|:, 
2D 12)

• Additional Clean Coalition

1 “DG+IG” (distributed generation plus intelligent grid) includes the appropriately aggressive use of 
distributed generation (especially wholesale) deployed in conjunction with “intelligent grid” resources, 
which includes demand response, energy storage, advanced inverters and monitoring communications 
and controls (known as MC2).
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'kvhnic.il Comments, 
(September 1 lll!, 2012)

• Cit'dn Coalition Replv 
Comments on Tr.ick 2 
Scenarios (October I9I|:, 2012)

• Cle.in Co.ilition Opening 
Comments on Tr.ick 2 I’D 
(IXvember ID11', 2012)

• Replv Comments of the 
California I nvironment.il 
Justice Alli.ince, Sierr.i Club 
C.iliforni.i, Union of 
Concerned Scientists, Cle.in 
Co.ilition .lnd Communilv
I(nvironmental Council on 
the Proposed Decision on 
Long Term Procurement 
Pl.ins .ind .Assumptions, 
December 17ll:, 2012

I he Cle.in Co.ilition .ilso 
p.irticip.ited in .in e\ p.irle meeting 
with M.ircelo Poirier.ind 
participated in the I .TPP scenarios 
workshop held .it the C.iliforni.i 
Public Utilities on August IT1-, 
2012. *

M.inv elements of our 
recommond.ilions were included in 
the .idopled pl.inning .issumplions, 
.ind we sought to highlight the 
shirk differences between the 
Energy Division's Straw Proposal 
.ind the Proposed Decision, which 
we view .is .1 result of our 
involvement in the proceeding. 
Specific recommend.ilions include:

Inclusion of Gov. Brown’s 12,000 
MW of Distributed Generation 
(DC)

The Cle.in Co.ilition recommended

The Commission adopted our 
recommendation hv mentioning 
the Governor’s goal throughout 
both Track 1 and Track 2 decision:
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Ihiil the Governor's 12:000 MW DG 
goal and distributed generation 
more generally be priorili/.ed in this 
proceeding, in the following filings: 
Clean Coalition’s Reply Comments 
on Straw Proposal on 2012 1.1 I’P 
Sliindiirds, June I llh, 2012, Clean 
Coalition Techniciil Comments, 
September 7ll:, 2012, Additional 
Cle.in Coiililion lechnical 
Comments, September l lll:, 2012, 
Ck\in Coiililion Reply C omments 
on I mck 2Sceniirios, October I0ll:, 
2012, Cloiin Coiililion Opening 
Comments on I mck 2 I’D,
December 11)"', 2012.

"The Governor has made the 
adoption of distributed generation 
.1 prioritv. [Reference to 
Governor's 12,000 \1W of DC. 
goiil]. This scen.irio w.is created to 
project thegenei'iil impliciilions of 
this sidle police of promoting high 
iimounls of distributed genertilion 
and demand side resources...” (D. 
12-12-010 lit 17).

Inclusion of a 40"/o or higher RPS 
scenario/sensitivity

I he Clean Coalition (in joint 
comments with the Natural 
Resource Defense Council, the 
C..\ i m m u n i l \ I! n \1 i ro n m e n l a I 
Council, the Sierra Club, Union of 
Concerned Scientists and the 
California I nvironmental Justice 
.Alliance) recommended that the 
Commission reject Southern 
California Edison's 
recommendation to remove the 
sensitivitv that examines a higher 
RPS target bevond 2020. (Specific 
filings that advocate fora higher 
RI’S scenario/sensilivitv include: 
Clean Coalition's Reply Comments 
on Straw Proposal on 2012 l.'l'PP 
Standards, June 1 I11-, 2012, Clean 
Coalition Opening Comments on 
the Proposed Decision on the 
Proposed Decision on l.ong Term 
Procurement Plans and 
.Assumptions, December l()lh, 2012 
and Reply Comments of the_______

Despite utility arguments that the 
/ //’>s7/ l')i>lribult,il Gciicrulion. Ili^li 
l')cnuiihl Side Mtinth’rmcnl. 40"., R/’S 
/'!/ 2030 S(’//s/7/i’/7i/ be remov ed 
from the list of scenarios, the 
Decision opted to keep this 
scenario: " This scenario marks an 
effort to begin creating a body of 
analysis around the operational 
impacts associated with a higher 
RPS target beyond 2020." (D. 12­
12-010 at 10).
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California Lnvironmenlal Justice' 
Alliance, Sierra Club C\iIiTornid, 
Union of Concerned Scientists, 
Clean Coalition and Communilv 
I'nvironmont.il Council on the 
Proposed Decision on Long lerm 
Procurement I’kins and 
Assumptions, December 17ll:, 2012. 
In addition, we discussed this issue 
in .in e\ parte meeting with Marcelo 
Poirier, Adv isor to Assigned 
Commissioner Michel L’lorio on 
December I7I|:, 2012.

High Distributed Generation,
High Demand Side Management 
Scenario

I he Clean Coalition has 
conlinuouslv advocated for 
approprialelv aggressive use of 
distributed generation in long-term 
planning. Spocil icallv, the Clean 
Coalition stated that "...[we] also 
slronglv support the shift in police 
favoring a higher balance of 
distributed generation resources 
over large-scale centralized 
generation and its associated 
opemtion.il anti capital risk 
impacts.” (Clean Coalition Policy 
Comments on Revised Proposed 
Scenarios in R. 12-03-014, October 5, 
20l2.it 7).

Additional filings that recommend 
inclusion of distributed generation 
include: Clean Coalition’s Reply 
Comments on Straw Proposal on 
2012 l. l PP Standards, June 1 l"-, 
2012 and Clean Coalition Police 
Comments on Rev ised Proposed 
Scenarios in R. 12-03-014, October 
5I|:, 2012)

The Commission followed our 
recommendation hv including a 
scenario specific.illv designed to 
look at high penetration of DC.: 
"The [ ///g/z ni'-lribulcil Gcucriiliou,
I li^li Dcmiiul Side Muiiih’ciiieiil 
Seeiiiirii>\ requires a change to RPS 
police, moving awav from central 
station generation bv altering the 
procurement direction in favor of 
distributed generation resources." 
(D. 12-12-OlOal IS)
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TRACK 1 (P.13-02-015)
The Commission .idopled our 
recommend.ilion bv requiring SCI’ 
to show lull consideration of IXi 
.ind other preferred ivsoura's in its 
I.CR procurement: "In its 
proposed procurement pl.in to he 
rev iewed bv Pnergv Division, 
Southern C.iliforni.i I'dison 
Comp.inv shall show that it h.is <1 
specific pi.in to undertake 
integration ofenergv efficiencv, 
dem.ind response, energv slor.ige 
.inti distributed generation 
resources in order to meet or 
reduce loc.il c.ip.icitv requirement 
needs through 2021.” (D. 13-02-015 
.it 133) ‘

The Clean Coalition's primary goal 
for this truck (ns described in .ill 
relev.int filings) w.is the 
nppropriiilelv .lggressive inclusion 
of DC.+ IC resources in fulfilling 
loc.il capacitv requirements .ind 
incre.ised levels of renew.ibles. 
Specific.illv, in our Opening 
Comments on the Proposed 
Division (J.inu.irv 14ll:, 2013), we 
urged "the Commission to ensure, 
through police .ind coordin.iled 
.ldion in other proceedings, that 
m.irket mech.inisms .ire est.iblished 
to develop these preferred 
resources to meet loc.il c.ip.icitv 
requirements (I.CR) within the 
required scale and schedule." 
(Cle.in Co.ilition C)pening 
Comments on the Proposed 
Decision, d.iled J.inu.irv 14ll; .it 2).

I he complete list of Cle.in Co.ilition 
filing contributions for I r.ick 1 .ire 
.is follows:

• Cle.in Co.ilition Comments 
on Joint I.S/I.I PP Workshop 
topics (October 0|l;, 2012)

• Clean Coalition's Reply Brief 
on Truck 1 Issues (October 
12ll:, 2012)

• Response to the Meg.nv.itt 
Stor.ige I'.irms Motion bv the 
Cle.in Co.ilition .ind the 
California l\nvironmenl.il 
Justice Alli.ince (October 
22n';, 2012)
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• Replv on Joint LS/l.TPP 
Workshop I opics (October 
23"2012)

• Clean Coalition Opening 
Com men Is on the Proposed 
IXvision (Jiinu.irv 14'l:, 2013

• Comments of the \RDC, 
Clean Conlition and the 
Com muni tv Lnv iron men hi I 
Council on the Proposed 
Decision Authorizing Long­
Term Procurement for Local 
C.i pile i l v Ret] u i re men t s 
(J.imiiiry I411', 2013)

• Cltvin Coiililion Replv 
Comments on Proposed 
Decision Authorizing l.ong- 
lerm Procurement for l.ot'iil 
Ciipucilv Requirements 
(Jiimiiiry 22I;U 2013)

The Clean Civililion participated in 
the evidentiurv hearings held in 
August of 2012 ut the Ciiliforniii 
Public Utilities Commission us well 
.is .ittended e\ parte meetings with 
the Lnergv Adv isors for 
Commissioners I lorio, Perron, 
Pelerm.in .md S.intlov.il in Pebruarv 
2012. I .listIv, wt’iilso participated in 
the joint Stor.ige/1 .TPP workshop 
held ut the C.iliforniii Public 
Utilities Commission on September 
7'U 2012.

Inclusion of Energy Storage in 
satisfying Local Capacity The Commission followed our

SB GT&S 0873283



Requirements

The Cle.in Co.ilition, in conjunction 
with the C.iliforni.i hnyironmenl.il 
Justice Alli.inee, tiled .1 response to 
the Meg.iw.ilt Storage k.irms., Ine 
motion to .idd energy storage to the 
top of the established I .o.iding 
Carder. In our joint comments (d.ited 
October 22li !, 2012), we sl.ile 
"energy slor.ige is not only .in 
important resource; it is .in essenti.il 
p.irt of meeting our Cl 1C. go.ils .ind 
integrating renew.ibles into the 
grid.” (Joint Comments: Cl JA ,ind 
Cle.in Co.ilition, d.ited October 22liJ, 
2012 .it 2). In addition, in our 
Opening Comments .ind Reply 
Comments to the I’roposed 
Decision, we urged the Commission 
to rel.iin the 31) MW of I nergy 
Slor.ige procurement th.it w.is 
included in the I’roposed Decision 
(which w.is opposed by Southern 
Ciilil'orniii kdison .ind other 
utilities). As we st.ited in our 
Opening Comments, this 
procurement t.irget lor knergy 
Slor.ige was "a significant win for 
l-.nergy Slor.ige in C.iliforni.i .ind 
thi’ Cle.in Co.ilition is ple.ised to see 
it included in this I’roposed 
Decision. It is our hope th.il the 
Commission .ind the utilities see the 
30 MW .is .1 floor, not .1 ceiling .ind 
proceed to procure .iddition.il k.S .is 
.1 preferred resource within the 
continuing I.TI’I’ .ind the 
coordinated l\S proceeding (R. 10­
12-007) (Cle.in Co.ilition Opening 
Comments on the I’roposed 
Decision, d.ited J.inu.iry I4M , 2013 tit

recommend.ilion by requiring lh.it 
"At least 50 MW must be procured 
from energy slor.ige resources.”
(D. 13-02-lYl5.il 2).

"We h.iye determined th.it .i 
significant .linount of these 
resources m.iy be .iy.iil.ible to meet 
or reduce I.CR needs by 2021, e\ en 
beyond the projections in the ISO 
models.” (D. 13-02-0l3.il 133).

3).
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Adherence to the Loading Order 
for all procurement

All of our comments (Opening and 
Replv Comments, joint comments 
with MRDC, Sierra Club California, 
the California bnvironmenlal 
Justice Alliance and the Communilv 
bnvironmenlal Council) have urged 
the Commission to include strict 
adherence to the Loading Order for 
preferred resources, consistent with 
the b.nergv .Action I Man.

In addition, I he Clean Coalition (in 
Opening Comments on the 
Proposed Decision at 5) reiterated 
the importance of the ALJ:s 
statement that "once procurement 
targets are achieved for preferred 
resources, the lOLs are not relieved 
of their dulv to follow the Loading 
Order.” We supported the 
Commission in ensuring that the 
utilities do not treat procurement 
targets as ceilings. This was 
reflected in the Lin.il Division.

I he Commission, based in part on 
our recommendations, re-affirmed 
its commitment to an ongoing 
Loading Order approach: ..."the 
ongoing Loading Order approach 
is more consistent with 
Commission policv |lhan 
alternatives proposed bv other 
parlies.” (D. 13-02-015 at 11).

"Once procurement targets are 
achieved for preferred resources, 
the lOUs are not relieved of their 
dutv to follow the Loading Order.” 
(D. 13-02-013 at 10) '

Appropriately aggressive use of 
preferred resources to meet LCR 
needs, consistent with the Energy 
Action Plan Loading Order

I he Clean Coalition has been 
consistent in urging the 
Commission to continue the 
appropriated aggressive pursuit of 
preferred resources to meet the LCR 
needs, specificnllv in Southern 
California. We made this 
recommendation known in all of 
our comments on I rack I I .CR 
issues as well as in our four c.v fhirlc 
meetings with b.nergv advisors for

Due in part to our advocacv, the 
Commission made a significant 
change from the PD, bv including 
mandated procurement for 
preferred resources .is well as for 
gas generation and energv storage 
(the IM) contained no mandated 
procurement for preferred 
resources): "Lor the I.A basin, SCI’ 
mav procure up to 000 MW of 
preferred resources (as opposed to 
an authorization of 230-451) MW in 
the PD), subject to the overall lNOO
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Commissioners Sandoval, Llorio, 
Peterman and I-Vito n (lebruarv 4M, 
7I|; and S'1-, 2013 respectively). Our 
direct recommendation of 
additional MW of preferred 
resource proeurement levels have 
been included in Ihe Pinal Decision 
in the Form of the 150 additional 
MW of preferred resource 
procurement (For .1 total of 600 
MW). This was a substantial change 
From the 01) and our advocacy 
certainly played a role in that 
change.

MW Clip." (D. 13-02-015 at 1 IS).

"All additional resources bevond 
the minimum requirement must 
nl so be From preferred resources, 
or From energy storage resources.” 
(D. 13-02-015 iit S3). *

"Preferred resources include 
energy efficiency, dem.ind 
response, and distributed 
generation including combined 
heat and power.” (D. 13-02-0l5.il

Inclusion of Demand Response 
resources in modeling for LCR

In all comments Filed in this 
proceeding, the Clean Coalition has 
recommended that the Commission 
recognize Demand Response as an 
important resource in meeting I.CR 
needs, especially in Southern 
California consistent with 
Commission policy anti the 
I.oading Order. Specifically. "DR 
should be Further recogni/ed as an 
importance resource in meeting 
I.CR needs by the ISC) and utilities 
and should be included in Future 
modeling.” (Clean Coalition 
Opening Comments on Proposed 
Decision Authorizing Long-Term 
Procurement For Local Capacity 
Requirements, January I4ll;, 2013 at

3).

"Nocapacity from demand 
response was included in any ISC) 
analysis because the ISO "does not 
believe that demand response can 
be relied upon to address local 
capacity needs.. .the ISO claims 
"demand response does not have 
these characteristics at this time.” 
(D. 12-03-015 at 10).

"We agree that demand response 
programs are important resources 
in the California electricity 
system.” (D. 13-02-015 at 53).

2).

"In other proceedings, we are 
moving Forward to promote cost- 
effective demand response and to 
integrate demand response 
programs as reliability resources. " 
(D. *13-02-015 al 55)

The inclusion of' significant 
Demand Response resources in the 
Pinal Decision, as an offset for 
projected Local Capacity 
Requirements and contrary to 
CAISCLs recommendations against 
(and consistent with the Loading
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Order) was lhe direel result, at least 
in purl, of our eonsl.inl advocacy for 
ils inelusion in calculating I.CR.

Issuing an all-source RFO for LCR 
that does not exclude any 
preferred resources

"We support the direction of the PD 
that no RIO requirements explicitly 
or implicitly exclude any preferred 
resources, and strongly recommend 
thorough application of this 
standard in rev iew of Rl O 
requirements.” (Clean Coalition 
Opening C omments on the 
Proposed Decision Authorizing 
Long-Term Procurement of Local 
Capacity Requirements, January 
14", 2(113 at 11). ’

As stilted in our ex parte meetings 
and in numerous comments, the 
Clean Coalition supports an all­
source RPC) that tlid not implicitly 
or explicitly exclude any preferred 
resources. We believe this to he a 
positive inclusion in the Pinal 
Division, and one that will create 
market mechanisms, use 
aggregated capacities and facilities 
as well as combine the various 
IX'i+ICi resources to meet existing 
needs. I his is a more effective wav 
to meet these needs, rather than 
requiring that all services be 
sourced from a single facility (using 
gas generation qualities) to define 
operational characteristics.

I he Commission adopted our 
recommendation: "No provisions 
specifically or implicitly excluding 
any resource from the bidding 
process due to resource type 
(except as authorized in this 
Order).” (D. 13-02-015 at 132).

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

Claimant CPUC Verified

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

b. Were there other parties to the proceeding? (Y/N) Y
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c. If so, provide name of other parties:
l or IX 12-12-010, the other parties included: Abengoa Solar, Inc.; Alliance 
for Nuclear Responsibility; California Cogeneration Council; California 
Environmental Justice Alliance; California Independent System Operator 
(CAISO or ISC)); Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
I echnologies; Cit\' and County of San Erancisco; Hired Access Customer 
Coalition; Distributed Energy Customer Advocates; Div ision of Ratepayer 
Advocates (DRA); Eriends of the Earth; Green I’ower Institute; l arge Scale 
Solar Association; E. Jan Reid; Natural Resources Defense Council and 
Community Environmental Council; Pacific C.as and Electric Company 
(I’C.&E); San Diego C.as & Electric Company (SDC.&E); I he City and 
County of San Erancisco (CCSE); Sierra Club anti Union of Concerned 
Scientists; Southern California Edison Company (SCI'); The Utility Reform 
Network: Women's Energy Matters: and Zephyr Power Transmission LLC 
and Pathfinder Renewable Wind Energy EEC.

l or D. 13-02-1)15, parties included: AES Southland (AES); Alliance for 
Retail Energy Markets, Direct Access Customer Coalition anti Marin 
Energy Authority (collectively, ARe.M); California Cogeneration Council 
CCC); California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA); California 
Environmental Justice .Alliance (CE.JA); CAISO or ISO; California l.arge 
Energy Consumer’s Association (CLECA); Calpine Corporation (Calpine): 
Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable I echnologies (CEER'I ); 
Cogeneration Association of California (CAC); Division of Ratepayer 
Advocates (DRA); EnerNOC, Inc. (EnerNOC); C.enOn Energy, Inc. 
(C.enOn); Independent Energy Producers Association (IEP); Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC); Pacific C.as and Electric Company 
(I’C.&E); San Diego Cas and Electric Company (SDC.&E); Southern 
California Edison Company (SCE); South San Joaquin Irrigation District 
(SSJID); I he Utility Reform Network (TURN); The Vote Solar Initiative 
(VoteSolar): and Women's Energy Matters (WEM). Additional parties 
included: Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (ANR); beacon Power, EEC; 
City and County of San Erancisco; Community Environmental Council;
I Tist ri bn ted Energy Consumer .Advocates; Ormat Technologies; and Sierra 
Club California (Sierra Club).

(I. Describe how >011 coordinated with DRA and other parlies to avoid duplication 
or how sour participation supplemented, complemented, or contributed to that 
of another parts:

The Clean Coalition's compensation in this proceeding should not 
be reduced for duplication of the showings of other parlies. With respect to 
both D. 12-12-1)It) and D. 13-02-015, the Clean Coalition took the lead in 
collaboration with other environmental groups, which included the
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California Lnvironment.il Justice Alliance, Sierra Club California, Union of 
Concern Scientists, \iitur.il Resources Defense Council and the 
Communit\' I nvironmental Council. This collaboration led to joint 
comments and complement.irv reply comments, which essenliiillv avoided 
duplic.ilion of efforts.

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

I he Ck’.in Coalition formally intervened in R. 12-03-014 on 
June 4I|;, 2012 and has been an active partv since. I he Long-Term 
Procurement Planning Process (I.TPP) is meant “to continue our 
efforts through integration and refinement of a comprehensive sot 
of procurement policies, practices, and procedures underlving long­
term procurement plans.” With respect to D. 12-12-010 and D. 13-02­
015. the Clean Coalition's efforts were directed at ensuring that the 
appropriately aggressiv e use of distributed generation alongside 
“intelligent grid” (collectively DC+IC) options were properly 
evaluated and considered in planning assumptions and to fulfill 
local capacity requirements (I.CR).

Our efforts to ensure that IX '.+ICi programs were included in 
the final decision for I racks I and 2 will result in increased cost- 
effecliveand environmentally beneficial renewable energy for all 
ratepayers and taxpayers in California. I here was essentially no 
duplication of efforts addressed bv the Clean Coalition and other 
parlies as we worker! to ensure that only personnel essential to 
these matters worked on these matters. Policy .Associate Dvana 
Delfin-Polk and Director of l .conomics and Policy Analysis 
Programs, Kenneth Salim While took the lead in drafting comments 
and leading collaboration with other parlies. Associate IXecutive 
Directin' led Ko provided oversight ol comments and took the lead
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in o\ piirU' meetings with Lnergv advisors and L\eculive Director, 
Craig Lewis made himself .i\ iiiLibk* for leslimonv during 
evidentiary hearings. We were iilwiivs eiirefill in lerms of using the 
mosl .ippropriiite personnel for each Lisk.

In terms of allocution of lime Lx’tween issues in this 
proceeding, there were three overarching issues that Clean 
Coalition focused upon: the need for the Commission to seriouslv 
eviiliiiile iind use IXi+ICi resources and to ensure lh.it established 
Stute goiils were met (including the Renewable Portfolio Standard, 
the Governor's 12.000 MW of Distributed C ienemtion (IX .) goal and 
strict adherence to the State's Loading Order for preferred 
resources), all of which are well within the scope of each truck. I he 
Cle.in C'o.ilition spent the majority of lime «ind effort on these 
p.irlicul.ir issues, us is represented in the record, und in leuding 
colluborulive efforts with other groups.

B. Specific Claim:

IClaimed CPUC Award

ADVOCATE FEES

Rate $ Total $ Hours Rate $ Total $YeaItem Year Hours Basis for Rate*
r

Dyana
Delfin-Polk

D.ll-10-040 
2 and Res. 
ALJ-241

$75 15,2402012 203.2

Dyana
Delfin-Polk

D.ll-10-040
and Res. ALJ-$75 2,782.52013 37.1
281

Subtotal: 18,022.5
EXPERT FEES

Rate $ Total $ Hours Rate $ Total $YItem Year Hours Basis for Rate*
e
a
r

2 D.08-04-010 (p. 9) provides for a 5% annual increase each year within each level of experience (p. 8). See
Attachment A for resumes for each Clean Coalition staff.
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$170Craig
Lewis3

2012 13.8 D.11-10-040 
and Res. ALJ-

2346

281

$180Craig
Lewis

2013 .1 D.11-10-040 
and Res. ALJ-

18

281

$145Ted Ko4 4.15 601.752012 D.11-10-040 
and Res. ALJ-
281

$155Ted Ko 4.75 736.252013 D.11-10-040
and Res. ALJ-
281

$175Sahm
White5

40.25 7,043.752012 D.11-10-040
and Res. ALJ-
281

$185Sahm
White

8.25 1,526.252013 D.11-10-040 
and Res. ALJ-
281

Subtotal: 12,272
OTHER FEES

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

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

Half 2013 rateTed Ko Travel: 
2 hours

2013 77.5 155

Half 2013 rateTravel:6
hours

Dyana
Delfin-
Polk

2013 37.5 225

Subtotal: Subtotal:S3S0

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION **

3 Lewis has 6 years experience in the renewable energy field and over a decade of experience in the 
telecommunications field. Lewis is the Executive Director of the Clean Coalition.
4 Ko is the Associate Executive Director of the Clean Coalition and has five years of experience in the 
renewable energy field, with previous experience in the IT field.
5 White has 12 years of experience in the energy and dean air field and is the Clean Coalition’s Policy 
Director.
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Rate $ Total $ Hours Rate $ Total $YearItem Year Hours Basis for Rate*

Dellin-I’olk l).l 1-10-040 and 
Res. AI.J-2R1 
(haIf rule)

.'17.520i:-5 K1.7
5 14

420l).l 1-10-040 and 
Rl's.AI,1-2111 
(hull" rale*)

Tam Hunt 201.'1 2.5 16B

Subtotal: S9.'14

COSTS

Detail Amount# Item Amount

Subtotal: Subtotal:

TOTAL REQUEST $: TOTAL AWARD $:31,608.5

When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.
*lf hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach ratbnale. 
**Reasonable claim preparation time typically compensated at 14 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

1 Certificate of Service

l ime record

Staff resumes

4 lAplanation of Notice of liilenl to Claim Intersenor Compensation

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(2)(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, three-month
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commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve Statistical Release FI. 15, beginning
_____, 200__, the 75th day after the filing of claimant’s request, and continuing until full
payment is made.

3. The comment period for today’s decision [is/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 4: Explanation of Notice of Intent to Claim Intervenor Compensation

The Clean Coalition formally intervened in R. 12-03-014 on June 4th, 2012, well after the 
prehearing conference and formal dates for timely filing of an NOI. We were then told 
by the Intervenor Compensation coordinator that our intervenor compensation status 
from the 2010 LTPP proceeding (R.10-05-006) was still valid for the 2012 LTPP 
proceeding. This advice was later contradicted by ALJ Gamson, who requested we file a 
motion to late file Notice of Intent to Claim Intervenor Compensation (which was filed 
and served on September 25th, 2012). As of today, February 20th, 2013, that motion has 
not been ruled upon and the Clean Coalition has not been permitted to file an NOI for 
this proceeding. Policy Associate Dyana Delfin-Polk, Associate Executive Director Ted 
Ko and Executive Director Craig Lewis have all attempted to contact ALJ Gamson to 
rule upon this motion, on multiple occasions since the motion was filed. (All attempts to 
resolve this issue are documented below).

In compliance with established filing deadlines, we are timely submitting our 
intervenor compensation claim with the expectation that the Commission will not 
penalize the Clean Coalition for lack of an NOI, as we have attempted to resolve this 
matter numerous times since September 2012.

Action Date

Email to ALJ Gamson regarding Motion to 
Late File NOI, instructed to file document (Polk)

September 19th, 2012

September 25th, 2012Motion to Late File NOI Filed and Served (Polk)

Follow up phone call to CPUC Docket Office 
placed, instructed to wait for ALJ ruling (Polk)

October 24th, 2012

Email sent to ALJ Gamson (Polk) November 19th, 2012

December 5th, 2012Phone call placed to ALJ Gamson (Polk)

January 9th, 2013Email sent to ALJ Gamson (Polk)

Phone call placed to ALJ Gamson (Lewis) February 12th, 2013

Phone call placed to ALJ Gamson (Ko) February 14th, 2013
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