
Revised August 2013

Decision

BEFC "i II $1.1C UTII.DIES COMMISSION < ' I I - I.IFORNIA
_

25 14 to Consider the Adoption of Procurement Target* for 
Viable and Cost- ITlecti\e linerg\ Storage S\ stems.

I
AND DECISION ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF The Utility

Reform Network

—
Tor contribution to I).13-10-040

1

1 hereby certify that the information 1 have set forth in Parts f, 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 Atlachmc

/s/

Nina Suclsikc

UR
i ted)

This decision establishes the policies and mechanisms lor 
procurement of electric energy storage pursuant to Assembly 
Bill 25 14 (Pub. I til.Code ^ 2N50 el seq.). This decision 
establishes a target of 1.525 megawatts (MW ) of energy 
storage to be procured by Paeilie (ias and lileetrie Company. 
Southern California lidison Company, and San Diego (ias tV 
lileetrie Company by 2020. with installations required no 
later than the end of 2024. and sets a schedule for 
procurement of energy storage. The decision directs these 
utilities to 11 le separate procurement applications containing 
a proposal for their first cncrg\ storage procurement period 
by March I. 2014. This decision further establishes a target 
for community choice aggregators and electric service 
providers to procure energy storage equal to I percent of 
their annual 2020 peak load by 2020 w ith installation no 
later than 2024. consistent w ith the requirements for the __ |
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B. •r c

itice of Intent

1. Dale of April 21.201 1

2. Ot'hei

3. Date Win 23. 20] 1

4. Was'

I5. Based on ALJ i 
number:

R. 10-12-007

6. Date of AI.J ruling Jul\ 5. 201 1

7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify)

8. Has flic Claimani

1M0-0S-0K)9. Based on Af.J ru

10. Date of AI.J ruling: \o\ ember 22. 2010

1 1. Based on another CPUC determination (specify)

12. Has the Claimant demon ' '

13. Identify Final Decision I). 13-10-040

14. Date of Issuance of Final Order or Decision: October 21.2013

15. File date of compensation request December 20. 2013

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

C 1

Claimant CPUC Comment

I 11 ■ SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION (to be completed by Claimant except

-2 -
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A.

Specific References to Claimant’s 
Presentations and to Decision

Showing Accepted 
by CPUC

Network oil the Assigned 
Commissioner's Ruling Proposing 
Storage Procurement Targets and 
Mechanisms (henceforth. 'll RN 
Opening Comments"). Hied July 3. pp.

procurement fra mew ork 
contain flexibility in the 
procurement targets from year 
to year to address the 
availability, cost effectiveness, 
and viability of energy storage 
projects in a given year.

approach and recommended 
the Commission raise the 
amount of such procurement 
the l()l s may seek to defer, or. 
in the alternate, that the levels 
of these olT-ramps be reviewed 
again in future proceedings 
regarding the storage program 
based on the data the initial 
auctions pro\ ide.

being overly prcscriptixe may 
ha\e unintended market 
consequences and that some 
flexibility in the procurement 
targets is necessary. The 
Commission agreed that 
utilities should be allowed to 
defer up to SD'A of its target 
MW's to later procurement 
periods.

solicitation schedule and 
agreed that the program and 
targets could be adjusted based 
on the initial solicitation.

U RN Opening Comments, p. 3.

- 3 -
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utilities should he able to 
exceeds its procurement target 
in one year and allow the 
excess quantities to offset its 
procurement targets for 
follow ing years.

or more proposals appear to 
offer a
solution, the l()l A should he 
allowed to exceed their 
procurement targets in a gi\en 
year.

Commission should clarify the 
proposal to explicitly require 
the l()l s to carry over any 
quantities not purchased in one 
auction to future auctions.

stating that the requirements 
allow for the hanking of MW 
to allow for o\ er-procurement 
in a target year and that the 
o\ er-proeurement may he used 
to reduce the target in the 
follow ing procurement year.

framework contain sufficient 
Hexihi 1 it\ to allow utilities to 
procure different quantities 
from the \ arious use-ease 
buckets (transmission, 
distribution, and customer- 
sited) in order to minimi/e 
customer costs and identilx and 
procure the "best'" storage 
resources.

stating. "We agree w ith SCI-!

-4 -
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should be flexibility among all 
three points of interconnection 
to maximize and balance both 
developer and ratepayer value. 
We are persuaded by 
arguments that overly 
prescriptive targets, without 
any necessary adjustments, 
would ultimately drive up 
ratepayer costs and hamper the 
dev elopment of necessary 
market experience that would 
eventually drive other needed 
adjustments." The Commission 
adjusted the program to allow 
for up to SO" o of the MW to be 
shifted between transmission 
and distribution domains.
4. Cost-liflectiveness (Cl!)

rely on the 11PRI or IDNV 
K1!M.\ models, the 
Commission look to the 
commercially binding offers 
submitted by storage providers 
in response to utility auctions 
to determine cost- 
e fleet iv eness.

stating. "We agree with parties 
that any actual finding of cost- 
effectiveness should only be 
done in a utility application for 
approv al of storage contracts or 
rate- based additions, where 
there is a specific project and 
actual project inputs.
Moreover, based on parties' 
comments, we find that the 
IiPRI and I)N\ KHMA models 
should not be required by the 
Commission as the sole 
methodologies for assessing 
cost effectiveness at this point.

- 5 -
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l( )l A to propose their o\\ n 
methodology to evaluate the 
eost and benefits of bids.”

would not be necessary if the 
program was adjusted to give 
l()l A greater Ilex i hi I ity in 
procurement.

no cost cap was necessary 
gi\ en the procurement 
llexibility provided to l()l A in 
the modi lied framework.

B.

f Ratepayer Advocates i rty Yesa.
t

iciWriae fn> tlia u/Ifti nrteil'irtiieli \(‘S

I
duplication or how your participation supplemented, complemented, or 
contributed to that of another party:

Penman requested all parties to answer the same questions regarding storage 
procurement targets and the sheer numbers of parlies in this proceeding, 
coordinating with all parlies to entirely a\oid duplication ol elTort and 
\ iewpoints would ha\e been nearly impossible. Tl'RN did. however. engage in 
discussions w ith ORA. t'l.liC A. and C'LSA to understand their positions and 
coordinate responses where possible. Tl R\ was one ol'tlie lew ratepayer 
advocate groups in a rulemaking hea\ ilv dominated by utilities and interested 
industry parlies, and. as such. pro\ ided input from a ratepayer perspective that 
max otherwise not have been voiced.

C. (use line reference # or Setter sis

-6-
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Claimant CPUC Comment

t

mil: o be
i

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

extremely difficult heeause this rulemaking was intended u> ereaie a general 
I'ramework lor energy storage proeurement. This rulemaking established speeifie 
targets for utilities hut did not make a rinding on the cost el'feeli\eness of any 
particular storage technology or discuss the total costs of the storage targets, 
(ienerally. to the extent that the Commission specifically in\ ited any and all 
parlies to respond to the Oil? and participate in the discussions and workshops, the 
Commission may safely conclude that by speaking on behalf of residential 
ratepayers in a Rulemaking hca\ ily dominated by utilities, storage industry 
parlies, and en\ ironmentally focused groups. Tl'RN presented important issues 
on behalf of residential ratepayers that otherwise may not have been addressed, 
even if it is dilTieull to assign a dollar \alue to those issues.

intangible benefits may be dilTieull. and the Commission should treat this 
compensation request as it has treated similar past requests w ith regard to the 
difficulty of establishing speeifie monetary benefits associated yy ith Tl RN’s 
participation.

this proceeding at the outset of Rulemaking I0-I2-007. and his hours reflect time 
spent on the proceeding in 2D I I and 2012. Mr. I reedman also provided input and

1 See, i.e., D.99.12.005, pp, 6.7 (Compensation Decision in 1995 Storm Phase of PG&E GRC, a. 97.12.
020) and D. 00.04.006, pp. 9.10 (Compensation Decision in Edison FBR Midterm Review, A.99.03.020)
(recognizing the overall benefit of TURN’S participation where that participation assisted the Commission 
in developing a record on which to assess the reasonableness of the utility’s operations, and particularly its
preparedness and performance in the future); D. 00.05.022 (Compensation Decision in the Emergency
Standards Proceeding) (awarding TURN S92,000 in D. 00.10.014 for our substantial contribution to the
earlier decision, despite TURN’S inability to assign a dollar value to the benefit of our participation in order 
to demonstrate “productivity.” Interestingly, the Commission awarded compensation even though the 
emergency restoration standards may never come into play in the future, since they come into play only 
after a “major outage," which is defined as impacting more than 10% of a utility’s customers. Tie 
contingent nature of the future standards did not cause the Commission to hesitate in awarding TURN 
compensation.).
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willi regards lo overlaps between energy storage procurement framework and 
targets and the framework fur renewable energy procurement.

afler Commissioner Peterman's Assigned Commissioner Ruling of.lune ID. 2nl8 
and was solely responsible for drafting all ol' l l RN’s pleadings. I ler hours relied 
die tasks required lo participate in a Ridemaking with multiple parties, including 
reading the numerous comments filed bv all the parlies as well as preparing for 
and participating in Commission-sponsored workshops.

rulemaking from Mr. I reedman lo Ms. Suetake. when Mr. I reedman needed to be 
relieved of responsibility for the proceeding due to resource constraints.

procurement and energy procurement in general. Tl RN retained the sen ices of 
Woodruff I Cxpert Services to assist with the preparation of comments on both the 
Ruling and the Proposed Decision. Mr. Woodruffhas extensive experience with 
energy procurement, renewable procurement. I.ITP. and resource adequacy, his 
input was critical in shaping Tl RN's position on energy storage and the questions 
presented in Commisisoner Peterman’s ruling, 
c. Allocation of Hours by Issue

activity, as ev idem in our attached timesheets. The follow ing codes related to 
general aetiv ities that are part of nearlv all CPI C proceedings, such as tasks 
associated with general participation and procedural matters, as well as the 
specific substantive issue and aetiv ity areas addressed by Tl RN in this 
proceeding.

Description of l ime

General participation:
necessary to participate in the docket that typically 
do not v ary by the number of issues addressed, such 
as the initial rev ievv of the Scoping Memo and 
Ruling, reading staff issued papers, review of party 
comments and reply comments, and rev ievv ing and 
commenting on the proposed decision.

Targets:
of energy storage procurement targets, including 
target levels, flexibility, off-ramps, and use-eases.

Cosl-KITccli\ cncss:
addressed the issue of eost-elTeeliv eness of energv 
storage technologies, cost-containment, and cost 
caps.

L

- 8 -
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\\orkshop:
participation in workshops held hy die Commission 
on energy storage issues.

Proposed Decision:
preparation ol’comments on the proposed decision 
which preeeeded 1). 13-10-040 that is not allocable 
to a specific issue.
Compensation related:
preparation of I I RV request lor compensation.

0.5~,,„

100.00%

to address the alloeation requirement under the Commission's rules. 
Should the Commission wish to see additional or different information on 
this point. Tl'RN requests that the Commission so inform Tl R\ and 
pro\ ide a reasonable opportunity for fl R\ to supplement this show inu 
accordingly.

B. Specific Claim:

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

1‘recdman. 
Tl R\ 
Attorney 201 I 12.75 350 1). 12-07-010 4402.5

I reedman.
Tl'RN
Attorney 2012 1.5 375 See comment I 502.5

I reedman.
Tl'RN
Attorney 2015 1.5 400 See comment I 001)

Suclakc,
Tl'RN
Attorney 2015 55.5 520 See comment I Itr20

'IT'RN
Attorney 2015 555 See comment I 555

Woodruff. 
Woodruff 
llxperi 
Sen ices 2015 25.5 240 1). 12-1 1-050 0120 I

-9-
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" R HOI (para

Total $ Hours Total $Rate

Subtotal: S

0

Total $ Hours Total $Rate

rule: see commentSuctake 2013 7 75 lun

' i/: $1,240

IDetail Amount Amount#

C opies
proceeding 4.4

Phone
proceedinu

l or mailing pleadings

0.S0

Postage S.30

Subtotal: $1

Date Admitted to CA BAR2 Member Number Actions Affecting

I If “Yes”, attach 
explanation

December 14. 2004 234"oo No

December I 1. 2004 No124 o

March 2l>. 2001 2I4M2 No

on Pa Claimanttn

IIT„

Alhisinformationimayifaeiobtainecliat: http://www.calbar.ca.gov/.

- 10-
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C'crlificnlc of Scrvice

Daily rime Records for I I RN Attorneys :iiul Kxpcrts

llxpcnsc Detail

l ime Allocation by Issue

llourlv Rules for I I RN Atlornevs

adopted lor each individual's work in a given year. oral an increased lev el for 2D 12 consistent 
w ith AI..I-2NI and for 2013 consistent w ith AI..I-2N7. The follow ing describes the basis for the 
requested rales that have not been prev iotisly awarded as of the date of this Request for 
Compensation.

from the prev iously awarded rale ofs350 for 201 I (I). 12-07-01'■)). The increase is consistent 
w ith the general 2.2"n eost-of-liv ing increase prov ided for in Resolution AI..I-2S I. plus the first 
of two 5".i step increases av ailable w ith his mov e in 201 I m the 13 years experience tier.
Tl RN has a pending request for compensation for Mr. ITeedman's work in 2012 at this hourly 
rate in A. I 1-00-007.

the requested hourly rate for liA work in 2012. This '7"n increase is consistent with the general 
2" m cosi-of-liv ing increase prov ided for in Resolution A1..I-2S7. plus the second of two 5"» step 
increases available vv ith his move in 201 I to the 13 years experience tier.

I or Ms. Suetake’s work in 2013. Tl RN seeks an hourly rale of S320. an increase of 2".. from 
the rale authorized in I). 13-0N-022 lbr her vv ork in 2012. This is the general 2% increase 
prov ided for in Resolution AI..I-2S7. Tl RN has a pending request for compensation for Ms. 
Sueiakc’s work in 2013 at this hotirlv rale in A.07-00-03 I.

rate authorized in I). 13-10-005 for his work in 2012. This is the general 2".. cosi-of-liv ing 
increase prov ided for in Resolution AI..I-2NT TI RN has two pending requests for 
compensation for Mr. l.ong’s vv ork in 2013 at this hourly rate, one in A. 10-12-005 000 and the 
other in A.07-00-03 I.

I). CP JC CO!

Reason

-11-
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ihis form)

If SO!

Reason for Opposition CPUC Disposition

If not:

Comment CPUC Disposition

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

The requested hourly rates for Claimant’s representatives [,as adjusted herein,] are 
comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable 
training and experience and offering similar services.

2.

The claimed costs and expenses [,as adjusted herein,] are reasonable and 
commensurate with the work performed.

3.

The total of reasonable contribution is $4.

1. The Claim, with any adjustment set f 
requirements of Public Utilities Code

fails to satisfy] all
yy i U \J i - i U i z,.

ORDER

- 12 -
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Claimant is awarded $1.

Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, 
total award, [for multiple utilities: “Within 30 days of the effective date of this 
decision, A, A, and A shall pay Claimant their respective shares of the award, based 
on their California-jurisdictional [industry type, for example, electric] revenues for 
the A calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily 
litigated.”] Payment of the award shall include interest at the rate earned on prime, 
three-month non-financial commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve 
Statistical Release H.15, beginning [date], the 75lh day after the filing of Claimant’s 
request, and continuing until full payment is made.

shall pay Claimant the2.

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

This decision is effective today.4.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.

- 13 -
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1

Certificate of Service

(Filed electronically as a separate document pursuant to Rule 1 J3(b)(iii))i

(Served electronically as a separate document pursuant to Rule 1210(c))

- 14-
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2

Daily Time Records for TURN Attorneys and Experts

- 15-
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Atly Case 1.ask Description 1.iiiie Spent

Attorney: K uff
>013 K Woodruff RIO.12.007 GP Began reviewing ACR on storage. 0.25

6/18/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Communicated with client about case; discussed 
rulemaking with CLECA (B.Barkovich) and Jack 
Eliis.

1. 0.75

6/20/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Discussed case and preparation of comments with 
client.

0.50

6/21 72013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Reviewed history of storage case. 0.25

6/23/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Reviewed ACR and began outlining comments.1. 0.50

7/1 /2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Continued preparing comments in response to 
ACR on procurement targets and processes.

1. 1.00

7/1 /2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 CE Continued preparing comments in response to 
ACR
Continued preparing comments in response to 
ACR on procurement targets and processes; 
discussed issues with client and DRA 
(F.G fi azzagh; S. Tli o mas).

2.00

7/2/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 1. 3.75

7/3/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Completed and edited comments; began reviewin 
other parties' comments.

1. 4.25

7/11720 1 3 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Continued reviewing other parties' comments; 
communicated with client regarding reply 
comments.

1. 3.00

7/12/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Completed reviewing other parties' comments; 
recommended comments to client; discussed repl; 
comments with DRA (S.Thomas,F.Ghazzagh).

1. 1.25

7/13/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Prepared reply comments; sent to client.1. 1.25

7/16/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Commented on client's final draft of comments.1. 0.25
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Ally Case 1.ask Description 1.iiiie Spent

7/24/2013 K Woodruff Reviewed other parties' reply comments.1. 0.25

8/15/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Participated i J.CESA meeting by phone.1. 1.25

9/3/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Began reviewing Proposed Decision; 
communicated with client.

1.25

9/4/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Completed reviewing PD; prepared notes for 
comments and sent to client.

1.00

9/12/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Discussed outline of comments on PD with client.1. 0.25

9/17/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Began drafting comments on Proposed Decision.1. 1.25

9/19/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 Completed draft comments on PD; sent to client.1. 1.50

9/23/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Reviewed parties' comments on PD. 0.25

9/30/2013 K Woodruff R10.12.007 GP Reviewed parties' comments on PD; 
communicated with client.

0.50

T
25.50

Attorney: Matt
3/9/201 1 Matt Attendance at workshop on storage issuesR10.12.007 W 4.00

4/21/201 1 Matt GP Review of comments and 01R, participation in
PHC
Review of scoping memo 
Attendance at CPUC workshop

R10.12.007 2.00

5/31/2011 Matt 
6/28/2011 Matt

GPR10.12.007
R10.12.007

0.25
W 6.00

12/14/201 1 Matt GP Review of ALJ ruling, preliminary review of staf 
proposal

R10.12.007 0.50

1/25/2012 Matt GP Review of staff proposal on storage issuesR10.12.007 1.50

7/3/2013 Matt Drafting feedback to Nina/Kevin for comments 
on storage issues

R10.12.007 1. 0.25

8/15/2013 Matt Meeting with CESA (Janice Lin) re: storage 01R 
issues and SCE procurement

R10.12.007 1. 1.25

Total: Matt
15.75
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Atly Case 1.ask Description 1.iiiie Spent

Attorney: NS
6/18/2013 NS GP Read EPR1 energy storage cost effectiveness 

report
Email correspondence w/ Synapse to request 
background information on energy storage

RIO.12.007 1.50

6/18/2013 NS GPR10.12.007 0.25

6/19/2013 NS GP Read EPR1 energy storage cost effectiveness 
report
Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 
comments)
Call w/ KW re: upcoming comments due

R10.12.007 2.00

6/19/2013 NS GPR10.12.007 1.25

6/20/2013 NS GPR10.12.007 0.50

6/20/2013 NS GP Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 
comments)
Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 
comments)
Prep for all party meeting 
Review KEVA slides for workshop

R10.12.007 4.00

6/21/2013 NS GPR10.12.007 2.00

6/24/2013 NS 
6/25/2013 NS

R10.12.007
R10.12.007

W 0.50
w 0.50

6/25/2013 NS 
6/27/2013 NS

Participate in all party meeting 
Review cost effectiveness report

R10.12.007
R10.12.007

W 2.50
GP 0.75

6/28/2013 NS Attend cost effectiveness workshopR10.12.007 W 2.50

7/3/2013 NS Email correspondence w/ KW re: 1.URN draft
comments on storage

R10.12.007 1. 0.25

7/3/2013 NS Drafl/edit comments on Assigned Commissioner 
Ruling
Read other party comments on ACR

R10.12.007 1. 1.00

7/9/2013 NS GPR10.12.007 1.50

7/10/2013 NS GP Read other party comments on ACRR10.12.007 4.25

7/10/2013 NS GP Read other party comments on ACRR10.12.007 2.50

7/12/2013 NS GP Conf. call w7 DRA and KW to discuss DRA 
position in energy storage reply comments

R10.12.007 0.75

7/19/2013 NS Cali KW re: TURN position on energy storage 
ACR reply comments

R10.12.007 1. 0.25

7/19/2013 NS Draft/cdit reply comments on energy storage 
ACR

R10.12.007 1. 0.75
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Ally Case 1.ask Description 1.iiiie Spent

8/15/2013 NS Meeting w/ CESA re: cost effectiveness of energy 
storage options

W 0.75

9/12/2013 NS PD Cali w/ KW re: energy storage 01R PDRIO.12.007 0.25

9/23/2013 NS 
9/30/2013 NS

PD Draft/edit PD comments
PD Call w/ KW re: energy storage PD reply

R10.12.007
R10.12.007

0.75
0.25

10/15/2013 NS i KW comments on revisions to PDR10.12.007 PD 1.25

1 1/21/2013 NS 
12/10/2013 NS 
12/19/2013 NS 
12/20/2013 NS

Comp
Comp
Comp
Comp

1.25•equest
•equest
•equest
•equest

1.50
2.50
2.50

Total: NS
40.50

Attorney: TL
6/12/2013 TL
6/13/2013 1.L

GP Review Peterman ACR
GP Discuss potential consultants for case with Matt

R10.12.007
R10.12.007

0.50
0.25

6/14/2013 1.L GP Phone call w/Kevin re serving as consultantR10.12.007 0.25

Total: TL
1.00

Grand Total
82.75
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3

Expense Detail
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Atty Case Task DescriptionDate Amount

Activity; ^Copies
7/3/2013 rap RIO-12-007 $Copies Copies of Comments of TURN on 

assigned Commissioner's ruling 
proposing storage procurement 
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ 
and Commissioner,

$1,40

7/19/2013 JG R10-12-007 $Copies Copies of Reply comments of The 
Utility Reform Network on teh 
assigned Commissioner's ruling 
proposing storage procurement 
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ 
and Commissioner,

$0.90

9/24/2013 JG R10-12-007 $Copies Copies of Motion and Proposed 
Decision Comments of TURN sent to 
ALJ and Commissioner

$2,10

Total:
$4,40

Activity; $Phone
**

9/30/2013 *+
R10-12-007
R10-12-007

$Phone Sprint Invoice 2013
$Phone Telepacific Communications phone 

charges invoice #50260596-0 for 
statement 9/30/13, One Intra- 
State/Intei call 2,8 minutes for 
total $0,11,

$0,75
$0,11

Total: $Phone
$0,86

map R10-12-007 $Postage Postage for Comments of TURN on
assigned Commissioner's ruling 
proposing storage procurement 
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ 
and Commissioner,

$2,24

7/19/2013 JG R10-12-007 $Postage Postage of Reply comments of The
Utility Reform Network on teh 
assigned Commissioner's ruling 
proposing storage procurement 
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ 
and Commissioner,

$2,76

9/24/2013 JG R10-12-007 $Postage Postage of Motion and Proposed
Decision Comments of TURN sent to 
Ai.J and Commissioner

$3,36

Total: $Postage
$8,36

Grand Total
$13,62
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Time Allocation By Issue
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T 1.
0.00

0.00

15.75 1.00 40.50 25.50 82.75
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