Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instinting Rulemaking to Intcgrate and Refine.
Proeurement Policies and Consider Long-Term
Procurement Plans

Cladmoant: The Vo bsolar L alive
(Vote Solar)

Clubed 5141170 2 A@wwdaed: )

Assigned ALJ: David M. Gamson

For contribution te Decision (D.) 14-03-004 1

Assinned Comm ssioner: Miche P
Florio

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).

Sigmature:

Date: 5 1201

Printed Name:  Ronald Liebert

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

A. Brief Description of Decision: | In Track 4 of this proceeding, the Commission considered
the need for additional local capacity requirements in
SDG&LE'’s territory and the LA Basin portion of SCE’s
territory in response to the closure of San Onofre Nuelear
Generation Station, Units 2 and 3 (SONGS). In this Track 4
decision, the Commission authorized SCE to procure
between 500 and 700 of additional MWs and SDG&E to
procure between 500 and 800 of additional MWs.

Combined with its decision (o Track | of this procecding,
SCE is authorized to procure between 1,900 and 2,500 MW
in the LA Basin, of which 40% to 60% is to be from
preferred resources. SDG&E must procure between 2

5% to
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100% of tew local capacity from preferred resourees.

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

mmm@m

Timely filing of notice of intent to @kmm mmnemmﬁt@m (N

L. Date of Prehearing Conference:

Other Specified Date for NOL:

Drate NOT Filed:

Was the NOI timely filed?

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

A

Hased on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding
number:

6. Date of AL ruling:

7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify):

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

9. Based on AL ruling issued in mmmdn y number:

10, Date of ALJ ruling:

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: D.14-03-004

14. Date of Issuance of Final Order or Decision: March 14, 2014 |

May 12,2014 |

15, File date of compensation request:

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

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

Comment

2

100231024:3}
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PART Il: 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(1), § 1803(a) & D.98-04-059). (For each contribution,

support with specific reference to the record.)

Contribution

L Vol sonconino el
that SCE first should try to
satisty the LCR procurement

authorized by the Commission,  b140300 4, pdf, p95 “If SCE

beyond the 1,000 — 1,200 MW5
of gas fired generation
authorized in D.13-02-015,
with preferred resources and
storage. Based on the SCE’s
request for a maximum

authorization of 2,300 MWs of

Local Capacity Resources
(LCRs), Vote Solar’s
recommendations were for
between approximately 48 —
57% to be procured from
preferred resources or energy
storage (or 52% - 60% using
the 2,500 MW maximum
authorized in D.14-03-004)

Vote Solar Opening Brief, dated Nov,
2. 2018 p3

D SOl Se ol Wit
concern, that under SCE’s
track 4 procurement proposal,
1t was possible SCE could

of gas-fired generation from
the 1,200 MW authorized in
D.13-02-015 plus 500 MWs
requested in track 4.

Vate Bolar argued this was
excessive, ‘runs counter to
policies intended to increase
the use of Preferred
Resources,” and the
Commussion should ensure that

100231024:3}

| Exh. VSI-1 (114 lestimony of Jim
| Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
 Initiative), pp.2-4

Specific References to Claimant’s

| Showing Accepted |
Presentations and to Decision ‘ 9

by CPUC

procures the maximum 2,500 MW of

total resources, between 40% and 60%
| will be from preferred resources or
| energy storage.”

. | D.14-03-004, pdi,pp92-93 | nder
meeE sy L0l | SCE’s approach, SCE could procure as
| much as 1,700 MW from gas-fired

| generation: 1,200 MW per Ordering
 Paragraph la in D.13-02-015 plus 500

' MW from this decision. . . . Itis not
 clear what would actually occur; under
| its proposal, SCE would control the

| procurement proeess consistent with its
Track 1 procurement plan. . .. We will
modify SCE s proposal to ensure that

| SCE procures a higher percentage of
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more preferced resources and | authorized resources from preferred
storage are procured.  resources and energy storage. . .. This
means that all incremental procurement
| as a result of this decision may be from
 preferred resources,”

Vote Solar Opening Brief. dated Nov.
125, 2013, pp.7-8

©. Nole solar s not inflexible
in its support of a Preferred
Resources strategy. Rather,
Vote Solar believes that
without the Commission’s
insistence that the utilities first
try to procure Preferred
Resources, it is unlikely the
utilities will do so0.”

| D.14-03-004, pdf, pp.92-94

' “Assuming SCE pursues a least-

| cost/best-fit approach to the increased
discretionary portion of procurement
authority (the additional 500 — 700
MW), it is likely that SCE would
procure mostly gas-fired resources if

 such resources are less costly than

preferred resources. From a ratepayer

perspective, this may be beneficial;

however, the Loading Order calls for

prioritization of cost-effective preferred

resources, in some cases even if they are |

. more expensive than other resources.
. We will modity SCE’s proposal to
ensure that SCE procures a higher

percentage of authorized resources from |

preferred resources and energy storage.
For SCE (and SDG&E as delineated
below), we will not require any specitic
incremental procurement from gas-fired

 resources. This means that all
incremental procurement as a result of
this decision may be from preferred

| resources.

| D.14-03-004, pdf, p.96: “[A]s with

| SCE, it is our intent that SDG&E should |

| also pursue significant percentages of

| procurement to replace SONGS through

preferred resources, energy storage and
 consistency with the Loading Order.”
. | Vote Solar Opening Brief dated Nov.

e t %
A ae Bolar srotan i loaible | 25 2013, pp.7-8

In its support of a Preferred
Resources strategy. . . . Vote

[00231024:3) 4
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Solar tecognizes thal if the
utilities are not able to
completely fill their LCR needs
with Preferred Resources in the
necessary timeframe, they
should be allowed to fill their
remaining need with the
cleanest GFG available . . .”

5 Vdle Solar recognizes that
if the utilities are not able to
completely fill their LCR needs
with Preferred Resources i1 1/i¢
necessary timeframe. thcy
should be allowed to fill their
remaining need with the
cleanest GFG available.”

100231024:3}

D.14.03-004, pdf, pp 9091 While
we strongly intend to continue pursuing |
preferred resources to the greatest extent |
possible, we must always ensure that
grid operations are not potentially
| compromised by excessive reliance on
 intermittent resources and resources
. with uncertain ability to meet LCR
 needs.
Inthe Commission § KA
| proceeding (R.11-10-023), we are
currently exploring the ability of various |
preferred resources and energy storage |
' to meet LCR needs. The ISO is
| engaged in this effort as well. As this
 highly technical process develops, we
 will have a better idea of how such
| resources can be integrated with gas-
. fired resources to ensure reliability. In
 addition, we will learn more about the
extent to which non-gas-fired resources
| can be used instead of gas-fired |
 resources to meet LCR needs. Until this |
' effort is better developed, we will take a |
' prudent approach to reliability, while |
| still promoting preferred resources to
the greatest extent feasible. The prudent
| approach we take entails a gradual
increase in the level of preferred
| resources and energy storage into the
| resource mix, to historically high
levels.”

| Vote Solar Opening Briel dated Nov,
25,2013, pp.7-8 (emphasis added)

| D.14.03.004, pdf, pp.109-111. "D |3
02-015 at 3 - 4 noted that that decision

| was a first step in a longer procurement
| process related to the retirement of OTC |
| plants and other factors: “We consider
today’s decision a measured first step in
' a longer process. If as much or more of
the preferred resources we expect do
materialize, there will be no need for
 further LCR procurement based on

|
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| cument assumptions, I circumstances

| change, there may be a need for further
' LCR procurement in the next long-term
 procurement proceeding.”

| There s a necd for expeditions

| action (o procure further resources in
 response to the retirement of SONGS.”
| (emphasis added)

Vote Solar wwwmg Briel dated Nov.
2. 2013.p 10

6 Vole Solar reconuienis
that the Commission tell the
utilities now that it will not
authorize contingent site
preparation or energy park
development proposals for the |
purpose of backstoppmg LTPP

| D.14-03-004, pdf, p.65, In.148  we do |
not opine on potential contingent site |
development plans at this time.”

1 Although Voie Solar | Vote Solar Opening Brief daited Nov
recognizes there may be some | 25,2013, p.9

value in SCE's request for :

permission to enter into GEG | D.14-03-004, pdf, pp.104-105 Vole
contingency contracts as Solar recognizes there may be some ‘
backup for GFG and Preferred | value in SCE’s request for permission to |
Resources authorized in Tracks | enter into gas-fired generation 3

1 and 4, Vote Solar does not contingeney contracts as backup for
find similar value or need for | resources authorized in Tracks 1 and 4.
contingent site preparation Vote Solar contends SCE’s proposal to
proposals. SCE’s proposal to | sign PPAs with gas-fired generation
sign PPAs with GFG . developers that contain opt-out clauses
developers that contain opt-out | appear to be more reasonable and
clauses appear to be more simpler to implement than the utilities’
reasonable and simpler to | contingent site preparation proposals,
implement than the utilities’ - provided the option payment is not
contingent site preparation exorbitant, . . . We need not make a
proposals, provided the option = determination on the merits of SCE’s
payment is not exorbitant.” | contingeney contract proposal here, as

' SCE is not seeking any specific

| approval. We do see potential value in
' such an approach, because there are ‘
| many unknowns regarding future supply
and demand in the LA Basin;

| contingency contracts may (if

| appropriately priced, effectively

| managed and well-located)

| reduce/mitigate disruptions and

002310243 4]
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8 lgencrally support 5L H s
recommendation for the
Preferred Resources option to
fulfill the LCR need from
Track 1, including
development of the proposed
Mesa Loop i transmission
upgrades. The proposed
transmission upgrades reduce
the in basin need . thouch
they do not eliminate the need
for replacement generation
outside the basin. ... I agree
with SCE that the proposed
transmission upgrades will

significantly enhance reliability
and provide more flexibility for

the in basin part ol SC L ¢
grid.”

| am not providing an opinion
on the need for the Pio Pico
facility in this testimony.
However, should the
Commission disallow
development of this facility, he
300 MW that was to be

provided by Pio Pico should be 7
| operational by 2022, The least complex |
| of these projects is the Mesa-Loop-In
project, which is therefore the most

. likely to meet this timeframe.

included in the proposed
Preferred Resources
authorization.”

100231024:3}

| uncertaimties in the future,
 Exh. VSE1 (Ird Testimony of Imm
Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
Initiative), p.3

| Lxh VS0 (14 lesiimony ol L
Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
| Initiative), p.9, fn.3

D.14-03-004, pdf, pp.52-53. “We find |
. that there is a reasonable possibility that |
| at least one of the transmission solutions

proposed transmission solutions in the
| record would most likely lower LCR
 needs, if completed in the appropriate
timeframe. While the LCR effect of |
| such potential transmission solutions has |
| been quantified, we conclude that itis |
reasonable to consider this potential asa |
| directional indicator rather than a
reduction to the LCR needs identified by |
| the ISO. Therefore, potential |
| transmission solutions give us more

examined by SCE and SDG&E will be

We o bl oo e reend the
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9 My lestimony mwmﬁmnd@
. expanding SCE’s proposed |
Living Pilot to include
advanced inverters as a means
of supplying voltage control,
establishing procurement
mechanisms to allow phased
deployment of greater
quantities of distributed PV,
and using distributed PV in
combination with energy
efficiency, automated demand

response and energy storage to |

meet LCR needs in the LA
Basin and San Diego, and
providing incentives for PV
system owners to orient their
arrays to the west to maximize
late afternoon energy
production.”

For laroe commercial
applications, SCE could . . .
target[] large commercial
facilities on the circuits
identified by SCE and CAISO
as having the greatest LCR or
voltage support needs. . .
Rather than serving facility
load, one option is for the large

100231024:3}

| from preferred resources or energy
storage. We provide this wider range of |
 possibilities for SDG&E, as compared
| to SCE, because SDG&E is already
| approved to procure about 300 MW
from gas-fired generation (Pio Pico).”

‘ ' Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
| Initiative), p.1

Exh V511 (114 Iestmony of Jim
| Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
Initiative), pp. 6-7

confidence that 1t s 1ol necessary at this |
time to authorize the utilities to procure |
all of the resources indicated to be
necessary in the [SO’s study.

D.14-03-004, pdf, p 98 SDG&T may
procure from 25%to 100% of additional |
resources authorized by this decision E

Mgh NS (14 Testimony of

| D.14-03-004, pdf, pp. 70-73: " We hove
identified a number of resources, at least |
some of which are reasonably likely to

be procured in the SONGS study area

8
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commercial progiam be
designed so that the PV system
supplies energy and reactive
power directly to the

grid rather than supplying
energy for the customers’
loads. This would greatly
simplify the metering and
monitoring requirements for
energy consumed to provide
reactive power for voltage
support as well as actual watts
and VARSs produced.”

10, "5 s proposed Living
Pilot would provide valuable
data on the ability of Preferred
Resources to meet LCR needs
and could be used to develop

best practices for implementing

Preferred Resources and
energy storage technologies.
The Living Pilot should be
expanded to include testing of
advanced inverters for PV to
demonstrate the voltage and
frequency support capabilities

this technology offers. Voltage

support is an issue CAISO,

SCE and SDG&E all indicated |

was a serious concern
post SUNGS. and advanced
inverters strategically located

throughout the distribution grid

could provide voltage support
at critical areas within the
distribution grid. Including

by 2027 outside of this procurenient

proceeding. These include . . . demand

 response, energy efficiency, solar PV

' and energy storage resources. In

' addition, while it is speculative to |

consider the impacts of resources such

as reactive power suppott, if such |

| resources are available and effective at )

 the right place and in a timely manner, {

| they would have the impact of lowering }
|

| LCR needs. Further, the future Living

| Pilot may add additional resources. We
' find that it is unreasonable to assume

' that none of these resources will be

' procured and able to meet local

| reliability needs in the SONGS service
area by 2022.”

L Exh. Vsl-l (1rd Testimony of lim
| Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
| Initiative), pp.4-5

advanced inverters in the pilot, |
coincident with deployment of

smart grid capabilities, could
help spur deployment of this
technology while penetration

100231024:3}
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levels of distiibuted PV are
still relatively low, potentially
increasing the value of
distributed PV for reliable grid
operation.”

“Note solar urees the
Commission direct SCE and

SDG&E to submit applications |

1o institute Preferred Resources
Pilots

Vole Solar suppotts the
purpose and need for Living
Pilot programs and views them
as a means of leveraging
market-driven and incentive-
driven Preferred Resources,
mcluding rooftop solar, smart
inverters and energy storage, to
the maximum benefit of the
grid, consumers and potential
market participants.

SDG&E should alsodevelop a
pilot program similar to SCE’s
Living Pilet proposal to
monitor and evaluate the
ability of Preferred Resources
to meet LCR needs.

100231024:3}

Y ote solar Opening Briel, diated Moy,
25,2013,p.9

Vote Solar Opening  omments on the
PD daied Maich 5, 2014 p 9

Exh VSE-1 (114 lestimony of lim
| Baak on behalf of the Vote Solar
Initiative), p.10

| D.14-03-004, pdf_ pp.65-66 "' Lhe

| purpose of the Living Pilot is to

| aggressively pursue energy efficiency,
demand response and distributed

| generation resources in this high impact
| area. SCE intends to use the Pilot to

. demonstrate the value that preferred

' resources can contribute to meeting

' LCR needs. . . [T]he Living Pilot is
promising both as a way to meet LCR

| needs and as a laboratory for innovation |
' regarding preferred resources. We
intend to take a close look at the Living
Pilot when SCE files its application.
For now, we simply note that projects

| which may become part of the Living

| Pilot may have the potential to reduce
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the need tor othier resources (o mect
LCR needs in the LA Basin.

In addition, we strongly
encourage SDG&E to pursue its own
Living Pilot, or a tailored version of it. .
' .. SDG&E should consider this
 decision as the Commission’s request.

29

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

CPUC Verified

a. Was the Office of Ratepaver Advocates (ORA) a party to | Yes
the proceeding?’

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

¢. liso provide name of other parties: Vole Solar was the only party
primarily focused on solar photovoltaic (PV) issues, in particular, the
use of solar PV to satisfy preferred resources requirements and the
need for rescarch and development of smart inverters as part of the
Living Pilot proposals. However, Vote Solar also generally supported
the use of preferred resources and energy storage to satisfy local
capaeity resource needs, which in varying forms of support, was also |
addressed by other parties, whieh included CEERT, Sierra Club, Clean |
Coalition, NRDC and CEJA 3

. Weecrihe bow vou oo linaied il DA and olhier poviies L0 oyl
duplication or how yeur participation supplemented, complemented, or
contributed to that of another party: During the course of this
proceeding, Vote Solar had meetings and conference calls with
various combinations of the following parties, for the purpose of
discussing joint issues and litigation strategies, coordinating ecross-
examination of witnesses and avoiding duplication of issues: DRA,
TURN, CEERT, Sierra Club, Clean Coalition, NRDC and CEJA. In
particular, Vote Solar significantly reduced its originally anticipated
cross-examination of witnesses as a result of these meetings.

' The Division of Ratepayer Advocates was renamed the Office of Ratepayer Advocates effective
September 26, 2013, pursuant to Senate Bill No. 96 (Budget Act of 2013: public resources), which was

o

approved by the Governor on September 26, 2013.

002310243 I1
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C. Additional Comments on Part Il (use line reference # or letter as appropriate):

C Comment

PART lll: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (to be

completed by Claimant except where indicated)

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

& Comcise cxplanation a3 (0 oW (he cost of Clalmant’s parieipaion D s | cpuc vermed
reasonable relationship with benefits realized through participation (include

references to record, where appropriate)

Vote Solar’s participation in this proceeding was directed at policy and
environmental matters, and therefore ascertaining direct benefits, in terms
of actual dollars, to ratepayers is difficult. Nevertheless, Vote Solar’s
actions as an individual party resulted in direct and specific ratepayer
benetits in that the Commission determined, as Vote Solar asserted, that the
utilities be required to satisty their local capacity requirements with greater
levels of preferred resources and storage than they proposed, in accordance
with Loading Order requirements and to minimize GHG emissions issues.

Therefore, Vote Solar s participation is fully consisient with D 8804 060,
mimeo, p.3, which states:

“With respect to environmental oroups. [the Commission has| concluded
they were eligible in the past with the understanding that they represent
customers whose environmental interests include the concern that, e.g.,
regulatory policies encourage the adoption of all cost-effective
conservation measures and discourage unnecessary new generating
resources that are expensive and environmentally damaging. They
represent customers who have a concern for the environment which
distinguishes their interests from the interests represented by Commission
staff, for example.” mimeo, p.3

Ultimately. ratepavers have directly benetitied by the above deacribed
advocacy by Vote Solar and its focus on environmental concerns and
developing the full potential of solar and other preferred resources.

b Beasonablepess of Hours Claimen,

Note Solar 18 a small tuohtly statfed and budected organization with a very
“flat” management structure. Vote Solar continuously strives, whenever
practical or possible, to narrow participation to areas where Vote Solar is
more likely to bring a unique voice, perspective or contribution.

Atthe timie R 12-03-014 beaan, Kelly Poley was handling this matter ag

[

1002310243 ¥
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Note Solar s only in house attorney and the only employee, attorney or
otherwise, dedicated full time to CPUC-related issues. After Ms. Foley’s
departure from Vote Solar to become CEC Commissioner David
Hochschild’s advisor, Vote Solar no longer had any in house legal counsel
and so retained the law firm of Ellison, Schneider & Harris (ESH), located
in Sacramento, California, to provide the specialized expertise needed for
the representation of Vote Solar’s interests in track 4 of this proceeding

As the lime sheets indicate, ESH attorney Ronald Liebert assisled Vole
Solar on all aspects of track 4. Vote Solar 1s seeking intervenor
compensation only for Mr, Liebert. (/ole Soluris nol secling
reimbursement for any of Ms. Foley's time spent on this proceeding). Nt
Liebert has extensive experience representing customer groups and interest
groups at the CPUC and the cumulative hours Mr. Liebert spent on this
matter, including hearings, briefs and comments were reasonable and
necessary.

Yote Solar alse secks mtervenot compensation for its Program Director,
Jim Baak, who was Vote Solar’s expert witness in this track 4 proceeding.
Using Mr. Baak as Vote Solar’s expert witness was less expensive than
retaining an outside expert witness both in time billed and rate charged.
Therefore, Mr. Baak’s time spend on this matter also was reasonable and
necessary.

Hinally, althouch EsH s oftice 1s located 1n Sacramento, approximately 90
miles from the Commission, as per the intervenor compensation rules, Vote
Solar is not requesting any travel time or travel expenses for Mr. Liebert to
attend proceedings at the Commission.

lssue A Whether the utihitios should first try to satisty any additional local
capacity resources authorized by the Commission, beyond the 1,000 —
1,200 MWs of gas fired generation authorized in D.13-02-015, with
preferred resources and storage before seeking additional gas-fired
generation resources: 112.20 hours (27.53%)

Issue B Whethor 5CE should be allowed to proeuie a maxtunum | 700
MW from gas-fired generation: 57.95 hours (14.22%)

Issue €. Whether the ulilities should be allowed (o pursue contineent site
preparation or energy park development proposals for the purpose of

backstopping L TPP procurement authorizations: 16.55 hours (4.06%)

Issue D Whether there is any valye in SCL s reguiest or permission to
enter into gas-fired generation contingency contracts as backup for

002310243 13
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resource needs: 28.40 hours (6.97%)

(8.21%)

39.70 hours (9.74%)

B. Specific Claim:

?
Allomey: E
Ronald
Liebert §
R

189.3 | $395

Allorney: mgw; ! w§220
Ronald ‘

Liebert

Exapert: $275
Jim Baak

(JB)

97.1

100231024:3}

1 , T
| Hours | Rate§ Basis for Rate*

tesourees authorized 18 Tracks 1 and 4 21 30 houts (0 1304}
Issue . Whether proposed transmission solutions can lower local capacity
Issue B, Whether demand reaponse, cnergy elficiency, solar PV and

energy storage resources, and their ability other benefits, such as reactive
power support, can reduce local capacity resource needs: 35.45 hours

Issue ;. Wheiher (1 < proposed Living Pilot would provide valuable
data on the ability of preferred resources to meet loeal capacity resource
needs and whether SDG&E should pursue a Living Pilot program as well:

Issue H CGeneral and Procedural 98 05 hours (24 0604}

5 Pending First-

| time

| representative

' rate request for

2012 and 2013,
submitted in
R.11-10-023,
dated August
e

- See Comment

% 1 1nSeclion €

| below

z

First-time
represcntative
rate request

| rationale

| provided in

. Attachment 3

'

]
i
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
g
|
|
|
|
|
!
!
|
f

CPUCA wARD

Hours

Rate $ Total $
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J Bl
(JB)

rate request
ratlonale

ﬁum@m %"W% ‘”WEM} 75 Subtotal: §

CWHE:W FEES
Describe bere what OTHER HOURLY Wﬁw you are Claiming {mm%@@m@ travel ¥, elc )

ltem l Year | Hours | Rate $ | Basis for Rate* Total § Hours Rate Total $
BicL. [2013 | 47] $100 | Firsttime . )
Janssen I f tepresentative -
(ELJ) | ' rate request
: i | rationale ?
g | | provided in ;
E | | Attachment4 |
wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww ... - O
Bric L 2014 | 32| $100 | Firsttime 320
Janssen g | | representative ;
(ELD) | 1 rate request ‘
j rationale %
i | provided in §
i % | Attachment4
Subtotal: $790 Subtotal: %

Hours Rate Total $

ltem LYQBI}”‘J Hours Rate & L Basis Mw* Rate*
Ronald rmzn 234 $210 | % of requested
t

Liebert [ % e

$137 1/2 of requested

T Baal

(B) | 2014 rate |
Subtotal:$5,701.75 Subtotal: $
LOSTS
ﬂt Detail Amount Amount
' Total - Photocopies, postage, . mg
- Federal Express (details attached
% to end of timesheets in Attachment
. mew_wmmmwmig'l ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ e ———————————
‘m‘mm W%%ULW Wm W:& W TOTAL AWARD: $
When entering iterms, type over m@w@d text; add additional rows as necessary.
“If hourly rate based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, atlach rationale.
“Travel and Reasonable Claim pi mmmt n time are col %pemsa‘wszd at % of preparer's normal hourly rate.
[00231024:3 5
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Allormey | Actions Affectlng
| ; Eligibility (Yes/No?)

If “Yes”, attach
explanation

Ronald Lichert . December 11, 1989 142964

C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part T (Claimant
completes; attachments not attached to final Decision):

Attachment or Description/Comment
_ Comment % |
. bpeateoidepmee
2 Contemporaneous Time Sheets for Attorney and Policy Director/Expert Witness:

a daily listing of the specific tasks performed for this proceeding by Attorney Ronald

Liebert, Vote Solar’s Policy Director and Expert Witness for this proceeding, Jim Baak |

and Paralegal Eric Janssen, is set forth in Attachment 2. In preparing Attachment 2, ‘

Mr. Liebert reviewed all of the recorded hours deveted to this proceeding and included |
. only those reasonably related to the issues covered in the decision. |
3 First-time representative — rate request rationale for Jim Baak

4 | First-time representative — rate request rationale for Eric Janssen

2014 Hourly Rate for Attorney Ronald Liebert: (o: Mr [ichert s work i 2014
Vote Solar seeks an hourly rate of $420. Vote Seolar previously requested a First-time
representative rate for Mr. Liebert of $395 for 2012 and 2013 in R.11-10-023,
submitted on August 30, 2013. Vote Solar’s requested rate for Mr. Liebert for 2014 is
an increase of 6.5%, presuming a COLA of approximately 1.5% 1s authorized by the

' Commiission for 2014 plus the first of two 5% step increases available in the 13+ years’

| experience tier, as permitted by D.08-04-010.

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

L opuent |

ltem ‘ Reason

* This information may be obtained at: httpy//www.calbar.ca.gov/.
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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?

i CPUC Disposition

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

fnot:

Party | Comment

CPUC Disposition

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

b

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

I. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, [satisfies/fails to satisfy] all

requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.
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I.  Claimant is awarded $

[

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 compound 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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