Revised August 2013

Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INTERVENOR COMPE

Order Instituting Rulemaking Pursuantto Assembly Bil | "Rio-l 000
2514 to Consider the Adoption of Procurement Targets for
Viable and Cost- Effective Energy Storage Systems.

RI10.12.007
(Filed December 16 2010)

NSATION CLAIM OF The Utility Reform Network

AND DECISION ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF The Utility

Assioned (ommissioner:

Catla Pelerman

Reform Network

s e e B G

| For contribution to D.13-10-040
Awarded: §

| Assicued Al

L ndelie Wersten and Ay dip-Bakuoann

I hereby certify that the information I have set forth wn Parts 1, 1, and 111 of this Claim is true to my best
knowledge, information and beliel. 1 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 Torth in the Certificate of
Service attached as Attachment 1),

Signature: | /s/

Date: 1212013 | Printed Name: | Nina Suetake

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

A. Brief Description of Decision: | This decision establishes the policies and mechanisms for !
procurement of electric energy storage pursuant to Assembly |
Bill 2514 (Pub. Util. Code § 2836 ct seq.). This decision f
establishes a target of 1,325 megawatts (MW) of energy |
storage to be procured by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, |
Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & |
Electric Company by 2020, with installations required no ‘
later than the end of 2024, and sets a schedule for
procurement of encrgy storage. The decision directs these
utilities to file separate procurement applications containing
a proposal for their first energy storage procurement period
by March 1, 2014. This decision further establishes a target
for community choice aggregators and electric service
providers to procure enecrgy storage equal to | percent of
their annual 2020 peak load by 2020 with installation no
later than 2024, consistent with the requirements for the
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-

B. Claimant must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Public
Utilities Code §§ 1801-1812:

Fimely filing of notice of intent to claim

1. Date of Prehearing Conference:
2. Other Specified Date for NOIL
3. Date NOI Filed:

4. Was the NOI timely filed?

5. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding R.10-12-007

number:

6. Date of ALJ ruling:

7. Based on another CPUC determination (speeify):

8. Has the Claimant demonstrated customer or customer-related status?

Showine of Ysi

nilicant bonancial ha

9. Based on ALJ ruling 1ssued in proceeding number:

10. Date of ALJ ruling: November 222010

11. Based on another CPUC determination (specify): | cocenn

Identify Final Decision:

14. Date of Issuance of Final Order or Decision:

15. File date of compensation request: Decemﬁ@r 20, 2013

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

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

1@5 | Claimant  CPUC ~ Comment

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

-
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A, In the fields below, describe in a concise manner Claimant’s contribution to the
final decision (see § 1802(i), § 1803(a) & 1D.98-04-059). (For each contribution,
support with specific reference to the record.)

Contribution
I Taiocis (1)

TURN aroued that the
procurement framework
contain flexibility in the
procurement targets from year
to year to address the
availability, cost effectiveness,
and viability of energy storage
projeets in a given year.

TURN suseested a modest
approach and recommended
the Commission raise the
amount of such procurement

the IOUs may seck to defer, or,

in the alternate, that the levels
of these off-ramps be reviewed |
again in future proceedings
regarding the storage program
based on the data the initial
auctions provide.

1he Commission agiced that
being overly prescriptive may
have 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 80% of its target
MWs to later procurement
periods.

L ommission also modilicd the
solicitation schedule and
agreed that the program and
targets could be adjusted based
on the initial solicitation.

2 laroets (1)

Specific References to Clalmant’ Showmg Accepted
Presentations and to Decision by CPUC

ﬂ omments of The Ltilily Relonm
Netwark on the Assigned
' Commissioner’s Ruling Proposing

Storage Procurement Targets and
- Mechanisms (henceforth, “TURN
Opening Comments”), filed July 3, pp.

1-2.

| D 13-10-040, pp 25-26, 42-43

' TURN Opening Comments, p. 3.

RE .
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TURN specifically argucd that |

utilities should be able to D 1300 0
exceeds its procurement target

in one year and allow the |

excess quantities to offset its

procurement targets for

following years.

TURN also argyied that if one
or more proposals appear to
offer a very cost-competitive
solution, the IOUs should be
allowed to exeeed their
procurement targets in a given
year.

TURN also aroued that the
Commission should clarify the
proposal to explicitly require

the 10Us to carry over any
quantities not purchased in one |
auction te future auctions. |

The Commission apreed

stating that the requirements
allow for the banking of MW

to allow for over-procurement

in a target year and that the
over-procurement may be used |
to reduce the target in the ’
following procurement year.

3 dareets (1) TLURN Opening (onuments, pp 34

TURN aroued that the ;
o e b
flexibility to allow utilities to ’
procure different quantities

from the various use-case

buckets (transmission,

distribution, and customer-

sited) in order to minimize |

customer costs and identify and

procure the “best” storage ‘

resources.

The Commission avreed
stating, “We agree with SCE
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and other pattics that there
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
development of necessary
market experience that would
eventually drive other needed
adjustments.” The Commission |
adjusted the program to allow
for up to 80% of the MW to be |
shifted between transmission
and distribution domains.
4. Cost-Effectiveness (CE)

TURN areyed that rather than
rely on the EPRI or DNV
KEMA models, the
Commussion look to the
commercially binding offers
submitted by storage providers |
in response to utility auctions

to determine cost-

cffectiveness.

D.13.10.040 p 63

1The Commission agreed

stating, “We agree with partics |
that any actual finding of cost- |
cffectiveness should only be |
done in a utility application for |
approval of storage contracts or |
rate- based additions, where
there is a specific project and
actual projeet inputs.

Morcover, based on partics’
comments, we find that the ‘
EPRI and DNV KEMA models |
should not be required by the |
Commission as the sole
methodologies for assessing
cost effectiveness at this point.

JURN Opening  omments. pp, 56
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As such we shall allow the
10Us to propose their own
methodology to evaluate the
cost and benctfits of bids

- TURN Openine Comments p 6

TURN areued that a cost cap
would not be necessary if the
program was adjusted to give
1OUs greater flexibility in

procurement.

(D 13-10040,p 63,

The Commission asreed that
no cost cap was necessary
given the procurement
flexibility provided to IOUs in
the modified framework.

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

CPUC Verified

a. Was the Division of Ratepaver Advocates (DRA) a party Yes |
to the proceeding?

b, Were there other parties to the proceeding with positions | Yes
similar to yours?

¢. 1l so provide name of other parties:

G Lonsun bedoalion o Calilloran

d. Describe how vou coordinated with DR A and other parties (o avoid
duplication or how your participation supplemented, complemented, or
contributed to that of another party;

e to the lovistics of this phase ol the proceedine wihicre Commissioner
Petrman requested all partics to answer the same questions regarding storage
procurement targets and the sheer numbers of parties in this proceeding,
coordinating with all parties to entirely avoid duplication of cifort and
viewpoints would have been nearly impossible. TURN did, however, engage in
discussions with ORA, CLECA, and CESA to understand their positions and
coordinate responses where possible. TURN was one of the few ratepayer
advocate groups in a rulemaking heavily dominated by utilities and interested
industry parties, and, as such, provided input from a ratepayer perspective that
may otherwise not have been voiced.

C. Additional Comments on Part 11 (use line reference # or letter as appropriate):

-6 -
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Comment

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

A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§§ 1801 & 1806):

a. Concise explanation as to how the cost of Claimant’s participation | oy verified
bears a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through | ’
participation (include references to record, where appropriate) f

|

|

Assioning a specifie dollar value o 1 URN s participation in this proeccding is
extremely difficult because this rulemaking was intended to create a general
framework for energy storage procurement. This rulemaking established specific
targets for utilities but did not make a finding on the cost cffectiveness of any
particular storage technology or discuss the total costs of the storage targets.
Generally, to the extent that the Commission specifically invited any and all
partics to respond to the OIR and participate in the discussions and worksheps, the
Commission may safely conclude that by speaking on behalf of residential
ratepayers in a Rulemaking heavily dominated by utilitics, storage industry
parties, and environmentally focused groups, TURN presented important issues
on behalf of residential ratepayers that otherwise may not have been addressed,
even if it is difficult to assign a dollar value to those issues.

1ntlie past the Commission has acknowledoed that assiomng 3 dollarvalue 1o
intangible benefits may be difficult, and the Commission should treat this
compensation request as it has treated similar past requests with regard to the
difficulty of establishing specific monetary benefits associated with TURN’s
parlicipation.

Blthew biecdian Ve Decdinan v the arleinal LUBN allorney avainned 1o
this procecding at the outset of Rulemaking 10-12-007, and his hours reflect time
spent on the proceeding in 2011 and 2012 Mr. Freedman also provided input and

' See, i.e., D.99-12-
020y and D. 00-04-006, pp. 9-10 (Compensation Decision in Edison PBR 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 n the future); D, 00-05-022 (Compensation Decision in the Emergency
Standards Proceeding) (awarding TURN $92,000 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 1s defined as mmpacting more than 10% of a utility’s customers. The
contingent nature of the future standards did not cause the Comymission to hesitate in awarding TURN
compensation. ),

-7 -
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assi s Buetale o ths e e aiion ol e Halemabing nar Cular el
with regards to overlaps between energy storage procurement framework and
targets and the framework for rencwable encrgy procurement.

bling suetake: Ms byetale was the primapy altorney assioned (o Lhis procecding
after Commissioner Peterman’s Assigned Commissioner Ruling of June 10, 2013
and was solely responsible for drafting all of TURN’s pleadings. Her hours reflect
the tasks required to participate in a Rulemaking with multiple parties, including
reading the numerous comments filed by all the parties as well as preparing for
and participating in Commission-sponsored workshops.

Thow Lono Wle L ono s el Bolies wers devoiod o shepending e
rulemaking from Mr. Freedman to Ms, Suetake, when Mr. Freedman needed to be
relieved of responsibility for the proceeding due to resource constraints.

JLBM L ol

Kevin Woodru il Given the similarily between and overlap ol erierey storoe
procurement and energy procurement in general, [URN retained the services of
Woodruff Expert Services to assist with the preparation of comments on both the
Ruling and the Proposed Decision. Mr. Woodruff has extensive cxperience with
energy procurement, renewable procurement, LTIP, and resource adequacy, his
input was critical in shaping TURN’s position on energy storage and the questions
presented in Commisisoncr Peterman s ruling,

c. Allocation of Hours by Issue

1LRN has allocated all of o altorney and consultant time by issue arca o
activity, as evident in our attached timesheets. The following codes related to
general activities that are part of nearly all CPUC proceedings, such as tasks
associated with general participation and procedural matters, as well as the
specific substantive issuc and activity areas addressed by TURN in this

proceeding.
. .. | A
Description of Time
| GP_ | General participation: Time spent on activities |  3686%
‘ | necossary to participate in the docket that typically
| do not vary by the number of issucs addressed, such |
| as the initial review of the Scoping Memo and |
| Ruling, reading staff issued papers, review of party [
| comments and reply comments, and reviewing and | f
| commenting on the proposed decision. } %
. ... O OO O OO OO OO . - |
i | Targets: Vork in this calcoory addressed the tssue | 28 100 | |
of energy storage procurement targets, including | 3 ;
‘ 3  target levels, flexibility, off-ramps, and use-cases. ||
L . ;... ___ __ __ _ A  _ .
s

(E | Cost-Effectiveness: Vol ini (his
| | addressed the issue of cost-effec&veness of energy | |
storage technologies, cost-containment, and cost ; 5
| caps. | | i
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" T Workshop: Work devoied io preparation forand | 20347 |
| participation in workshops held by the Commission |

| on energy storage issucs.

. Proposed Decision: ok devoiced (o the

| preparation of comments on the proposed decision
which preceeded D.13-10-040 that is not allocable
to a specific issue.

Comp | Compensation related: Workdevoicdio | 037%
preparation of TURN’ request for compensation.

TURN submits that under the circumstances this information should sulfice
to address the allocation requirement under the Commission’s rules.
Should the Commission wish to sce additional or different information on
this point, TURN requests that the Commission so inform TURN and
provide a reasonable opportunity for TURN to supplement this showing

!
|
|
|
|
|
|
L
P
B
.
L
|
|
|
|
2
|
accordingly. |

B. Specific Claim:

CPUCHA waRrD

Rate $

Total $

.

Maihow
Freedman,
TURN

Moathew
Freedman,
TURN

i
Suctake,

lanlode
TURN
Attorney

Woodruft
Woodruft
Expert
Services

m&?wwi" WWWWWWWW .

| 255 240 | D.12-11-050

-9
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Subtotal:$ 23,020 l Subtotal: §

OTHER FEES
Describe here what OTHER HOURLY FEES you are maammg (paralegal, travel ', ete):

Hours Rate Total $

Basis for Rate”

o
Subtotal: §
INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION »
ftern Basis for Rate” Hours Rate Total $
Nina 120l iy
Suetake 160 i liate; see comment
Subiotal: $1,240 | Subtotal: $
COSTS | -
# Ttem J Detail Amount Amount

] . Copies ol pleadings for this
WWffffffwwE B
. Phone

Postage For mailing pleadings

Subtotel: $13.62 Subtotal:

TOTAL REQUEST: $24.273.62 |
TOTAL AWARD: $

When entering tems, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.
*If hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach rationale.

ATrmvm and «mwmh le C aim pwmra C}!’"’ time are mmpwm%*d at va of preparer’s mrmaé hourly rate.

ﬂwtmmy ﬁ | Actlons Affectmg ‘

ciibility (Yes/No?)

If “Yes”, attach
explanation

£

i ﬁmmﬁa Desember 14,2004 234769

lhomws Long December 112004 124776
March 29, 2001 214812

Mabhew el

C. Attachments Documenting Specific Clatm and Comments on Part HI (Claimant
comipletes; attachments not attached to final Decision}:

Attachment or Description/Comment
Comment #

“Thisinformationmaypepbtainedst: http://www .calbar.ca.gov/.

- 10 -
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Siachiment |

Ao

Allchoent

Allachment 4 Time Allocation by Issue

Lonment | - Hourly Rates for TURN Attornevs

TURN secks hourly rales lor its stall attorneys ot lovels that tlie Comniission has previously

. adopted for each individual’'s work in a given year, or at an increased level for 2012 consistent
with ALJ-281 and for 2013 consistent with ALJ-287. The following describes the basis for the
| requested rates that have not been previously awarded as of the date of this Request for

. Compensation.

e breednu sworl o 100 TR seeke it ot by e o BT i ieroase o T 0
| from the previously awarded rate of $350 for 2011 (D.12-07-019). The increase is consistent |
with the general 2.2% cost-of-living increase provided for in Resolution ALJ-281, plus the first

| of two 5% step increases available with his move in 2011 to the 13+ years experience tier. f
' TURN has a pending request for compensation for Mr. Freedman’s work in 2012 at this hourly |
| rate in A.11-06-007. :

| For Me Freedman swork in 2013 TURN seeks an hourly rate ol $400 40 increasc ol 1 ltom |
| the requested hourly rate for his work in 2012, This 7% increase is consistent with the general
| 2% cost-of-living increase provided for in Resolution ALJ-287, plus the second of two 5% step |
increases available with his move in 2011 to the 13+ years experience tier. ‘

| For Ms. Suetake’s work in 2013, TURN seeks an hourly rate of $320, an inerease of 2% from
| the rate authorized in D.13-08-022 for her work in 2012. This is the general 2% increase

| provided for in Resolution ALJ-287. TURN has a pending request for compensation for Ms.
Suctake’s work in 2013 at this hourly rate in A 07-06-031.

C lhomias oo

| Por Mr Loug s work in 2015 TLRN secke an houtly rate of 5555 an mercase of 20 from 1he
| rate authorized in D.13-10-065 for his work in 2012 This is the general 2% cost-of-living

| increase provided for in Resolution ALJ-287. TURN has two pending requests for 1
| compensation for Mr. Long’s work in 2013 at this hourly rate, onc in A 10-12-005/006 and the 3
| otherin A 07-06-031. 3

D. CPUC Disallowances, Adjustments, and Comments (CPUC completes):
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PARTIV: 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?

Party ‘ Reason for Opposition

B. Comment Period: Was the 30-day comment period waived (see
Rule 14.6(2)(6))?

It not:

Harty | Comment

T A

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

2. 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.

3. The claimed costs and expenses [,as adjusted herein, ] are reasonable and

commensurate with the work performed.

4. 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
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1. Clammant is awarded $

“

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision,  shall pay Claimant the
total award. [for multiple utilities: “Within 30 days of the effective date of this
decision, *, ~, and » shall pay Claimant their respective shares of the award, based
on their California-jurisdictional [industry type, for example, electric] revenues for
the » 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 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 decision is effective today.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.
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Attachment 1
Certificate of Service
(Filed electronically as a separate document pursuant to Rule 1.13(b)(1i1) 1

(Served electronically as a separate document pursuant to Rule 1.10(¢))
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Attachment 2

Daily Time Records for TURN Attorneys and Experts
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Date Aftty Case Task Description
Attorney: K Woodruff

6/14/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 GP Began reviewing ACR on storage.

6/18/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Communicated with client about case; discussed
rulemaking with CLECA (B Barkovich) and Jack
Ellis.

6/20/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 GP Discussed case and preparation of comments with
client.

6/21/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 GP  Reviewed history of storage case.

6/23/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Reviewed ACR and began outlining comments.

712013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Continued preparing comments in response to
ACR on procurement targets and processes.

7172013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 CE  Continued preparing comments in response to
ACR

77272013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Continued preparing comments in response fo
ACR on procurement targets and processes;
discussed issues with client and DRA
(F.Ghazzagh:5 Thomas),

7/3/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Completed and edited comments; began reviewin
other parties’ comments.

TA1/2013 K Woodruff R10-12-007 T Continued reviewing other parties’ comments;
cornmunicated with client regarding reply
comments.

T2/2013 K Woodruff R10-12-007 T Completed reviewing other partics’ comments;
recommended comments to client; discussed rept
comments with DRA (5 Thomas, F.Ghazzagh).

T3/2013 K Woodrull  R10-12-007 T Prepared reply comments; sent to client.

T6/2013 K Woodrull  RI10-12-007 T Commented on client's final draft of comments.

Time Spent

(.25

0.75

0.50

(.25
0.50

1.00

3.00

(.25
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Atty Case Task Description Time Spent
7/24/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Reviewed other parties' reply comments. (.25
8/15/2013 K Woodruft  R10-12-007 T Participated in TURN-CESA meeting by phone. 1.25
9/3/2013 K Woodruff RI10-12-007 GP Began reviewing Proposed Decision; 1.25
communicated with client.
9/4/2013 K Woodruff RI10-12-007 GP Completed reviewing PD; prepared notes for 1.00
comments and sent to client.
9/12/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Discussed outline of comments on PD with client. (.25
9/17/2013 K. Woodrull  RI10-12-007 T Began drafting comments on Proposed Decision. 1.25
9/19/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 T Completed draft comments on PI; sent to client. 1.50
9/23/2013 K Woodrull  RI10-12-007 GP Reviewed parties' commments on PID. (.25
9/30/2013 K Woodruff  R10-12-007 GP Reviewed parties’ comments on PI; 0.50
communicated with client.
Total: K Woodruff
25.50
Attorney: Mall
3/9/2011 Matt R10-12-007 W Attendance at workshop on storage issues 4.00
4/21/2011 Matt R10-12-007 GP Review of comments and OIR, participation in 2.00
PHC
573172011 Matt [10-12-007 GP Review of scoping memo 0.25
6/28/2011 Matt R10-12-007 W Attendance at CPUC workshop 6.00
201472011 Matt [ 10-12-007 GP Review of ALY ruling, preliminary review of staf 0.50
proposal
172572012 Matt R10-12-007 GP Review of staff proposal on storage issues 1.50
7/3/2013 Matt [ 10-12-007 T Drafiing feedback to Nina/Kevin for comments (.25
on storage issues
8/15/2013 Matt [ 10-12-007 T Meeting with CESA (Janice Lin) re: storage OIR 1.25
issues and SCE procurement
1575
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Date Atty Case Task Description Time Spent

Attorney: NS

6/18/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Rcad EPRI energy storage cost effectiveness 1.50
report

6/18/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Email correspondence w/ Synapse to request 0.25
background information on energy storage

6/19/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 GP  Rcad EPRI energy storage cost effectiveness 2.00
repott

6/19/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 1.25
comments)

6/20/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 GP o Call w/ KW re; upcoming comments due 0.50

6/20/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 4.00
comments)

6/21/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Review files in docket (rulings, decisions, party 2.00
comments)

6/24/2013 Nb R10-12-007 W Prep for all party meeting 0.50

6/25/2013 NS R10-12-007 W Review KEVA slides for workshop 0.50

6/25/2013 NS R10-12-007 W Participate in all party meeting 2.50

6/27/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP  Review cost effectiveness report 0.75

6/28/2013 NS R10-12-007 W Attend cost effectivencss workshop 2.50

7/3/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 T Email correspondence w/ KW re: TURN draft (.25

cormments on storage

7/3/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 T Draft/edit comments on Assigned Commissioner 1.00
Ruling

7/9/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 GP Read other party comments on ACR 1.50

TIO2013 NS [ 10-12-007 GP Read other party comments on ACR 4.25

T0/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 GP Read other party comments on ACR 2.50

T2/2013 NS R10-12-007 GP o Conf call w/ DRA and KW {o discuss DRA 0.75

position in energy storage reply comments

7/19/2013 NS R10-12-007 T Call KW re: TURN position on energy storage 0.25
ACR reply comments

719/2013 NS R10-12-007 T Draft/edit reply comments on energy storage 0.75
ACR
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Date Atty Case Task Description
8/15/2013 NS R10-12-007 W Meeting w/ CESA re: cost effectivencss of energ

storage (‘)pt%(‘ms

9/12/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 P Call w/ KW re: encrgy storage GIR PD
9/23/2013 N& R10-12-007 PD Draft/edit PD comments
9730/2013 NS [ 10-12-007 P Call w/ KW re: energy storage PID reply
comments
1O/15/2013 NS R10-12-007 PD Read PD and KW comments on revisions to PD
112172013 N R10-12-007 Comp Draft comp request
12/10/2013 NS R 10-12-007 Comp Draft comp request
12/19/2013 N R10-12-007 Comp Draft comp request
12/20/2013 N R10-12-007 Comp Draft comp request
Total: N&
Attormney: TL
6/12/2013 TL R10-12-007 GP  Review Peterman ACR
6/13/2013 TL R10-12-007 GP  Discuss potential consultants for case with Matt
6/14/2013 TL R10-12-007 GP  Phone call w/Kevin re serving as consultant

fed

Total: TL

Grand Total

Time Spent

0.75

0.50
(.25

(.25

1.00

82.75
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Attachment 3

Expense Detail

- 16 -
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Date Aty

Case

Task

Pagelofil

Description

Activity: $Copies
7/3/2013 rap

7/19/2013 3G

9/24/2013 3G

R10-12-007

R10-12-007

R10-12-007

$Copies

$Copies

$Copies

Copies of Comments of TURN on

assigned Commissioner's ruling

proposing M:Umg@ procurement

mrg@t s and mechanisms sent to ALJ
and Commissioner,

Copies of Reply comments of The
Utility Reform \Mtwwk (“m teh
assigned Commissioner's ruling
proposing storage procurement
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ
and Commissioner.

Copies of Motion and Proposed
Decision Comments of TURN sent to
ALY and Commissioner

Total: $Copies

Activity: $Phone
Q/15/2013 **
Q/30/2013 **

R10-12-007
R10-12-007

“Phone
“Phone

Sprint Invoice O@fi%f."zml%
Telepacific Communications phone

mrg@ﬂ invoice # 0260596-0 for
statem ’zt QNO/}_ One Intra-
‘%mt@/ -LATA call 2.8 minutes for
total S‘;;O‘il‘

Total: $Phone

Activity: $Postage
7/3/2013 rap

7/19/2013 3G

9/24/2013 3G

R10-12-007

R10-12-007

R10-12-007

$Postage

$Postage

$Postage

ostage for Comments of TURN on
assigned Commissioner's ruling
proposing storage procurement
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ
and Commissioner.

Postage of Reply comments of The
Utility Reform N@twwk m teh
assigned Commissioner's ruling
proposing storage pmcwem@mﬁ
targets and mechanisms sent to ALJ
and Commissioner.

Postage of Motion and Proposed
D@a ion C() unients of TURN sent to
ALJ and Commissioner

Total: $Postage

Grand Total

Amount

$1.40

$0.90

$2.10

$4.40

$0.75
$0.11

$0.86

$2.24

$2.76

$3.36

$8.36

$13.62
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TURNHOURSALIOCATID BY ISSUE

Attorney/Consultant
Total
Matthew | Thomas | Nina Kevin Hours
Issue Category | Freedman | Long | Suetake | Woodreff | per issue Yo
GP 425 1.00 21.25 4.00 3050 | 36.86%
T 1.50 0.00 2.25 19.50 2325 | 28.10%
CE 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.42%
W 10.00 0.00 6.75 0.00 16,75 | 20.24%
PD 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 2.50 3.02%
Comp 0.00 0.00 775 0.00 778 9.37%
Totals per

person 1575 1.00 40,500 2550 82.75 1 100.00%
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