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Decision

BIT'-'' PUB I. il.! OF CAI.IFORNIA

1
Procurement Policies and Consider Long-Term 
Procurement Plans

(Filed March 22. 2012)

iMiir
AND DECISION ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF SIERRA

CLUB CALIFORNIA

1For contribution to Decisions l).13-02-015. D.14-02-040. 
and I).14-03-004(“Sierra Club or Club")

Assigned ALJ: (ianison

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 Attachme '

e: s/ William Roslos

J \\ illiain Koslo\

...

The Track I Decision (I).13-02-015) authorizes Southern 
California I ldison (SC 'll) to procure local capacity resources 
in the 1.A Basin. It establishes a minimum procurement 
target of 1400 MW. and a maximum of 1800 MW. The 
decision requires SCF to procure 150 MW of preferred 
resources. 50 MW of energy storage resources, and at least 
1000 MW of conventional gas-fired resources. The decision 
limited the procurement of gas-fired resources to 1.200 MW 
and authorized up to 000 of additional preferred and energy 
storage resources.

(1). 14-03-004) also addressed local capacity requirements in 
Southern California. It authorizes SCF and San Diego (ias 
& 1 electric (SD(ittF) to procure energy resources by 2022
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San Onol’rc Nuclear Generation Station (SONGS). SCI: is 
authorized lo procure 500-700 MW. including at lca>t 400 
MW of preferred resources. and SDGctI: is anthori/cd lo 
procure 500-S00 MW . including ill least 200 MW of 
preferred resource*. Both SCI: and SI)Ci&l: haxe the option 
to procure preferred resources for the entire iimount 
nuthori/ed.

the Commission's commitment to California's greenhouse 
gas goals and the loading order and addressed transparency 
issues. The decision made change to some procurement 
rules, l or example, it shields departing load from any 
responsibility for investor owned utilities' (l()l s') stranded 
costs, adds new definitions for "incremental capacity." 
"upgraded plants.” and "repowered plants."

B. •r coi

1. Dale of Prc April IS. 2012

2. Other Spec

3. Date NOl Filed: Max IS. 2012

4. Was the NOI ti

5. Based on A Li ru 
number i

R.10-12-007Q

6. Date of AI.,J ruling July 5. 201 I. pp. S-9

I). I3-I0-0OS. p. 2:
1). 13-12-027. p. I

7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify)

8. Has the Claimani

9. Based on AI.J ruling issued m proceeding numoer R. 10-12-00"

July 5. 201 I. pp. S-9 
I). 13-10-()()S. p. 3: 
I). 13-12-02'. p. 2

10. Date of ALJ ruling:

1 1. Based on another CPUC determination (specify)

12. Has the Claimant demonstrated significant financial hardship?

-2 -
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Tim
13. Identify Final Decision !).] 4-03-004

14. Date of Issuance of Final Order or Decision: \ 1 arch 14. 2014

15. File date of compensation request Max 13.2014

16. Was the request for compensation timely'?

C. / I(

Claimant CPUC Comment

oruanizaiiuii interested in ini plcmcni inu measures u> rednee ureenlnuise a as 
emissions and inerease relianee on renewable eneruy sources. The Club’s 
interest in this proceeding is not related to any business interest. The Club 
receives fundinu for environmental advocacx from many sources, including 
philanthropic donations, member contributions and other sources. The (Tub has 
entered into agreements w ith certain residential rooftop solar installers that w ill 
likely result in a small amount of additional fundinu. However. the Club's 
involvement in the present proceeding is completely independent and unrelated 
to those small amounts of lundinu.

Club

........ . : SL MM (to be completed by Claimant except.1— I »\IU)

A.

Specific References to Claimant’s Showing Accepted 
Presentations and to Decision by CPUC

the I.CP need.
suffers from multiple Haws. First. 
CAISO uses unrealistic input 
assumptions to justify a hiuher than 
necessarv I.CP need. CAISO then 
asserts that uncommitted eneruy 
efficiency and Cl IP as well as 
incremental demand response should not 
he considered for local reliability 
purposes. CAISO zeros out all three of 
these categories. CAISO’s policy 
decision to count these resources as zero 
for I.CP need, but then still aryue that

CAISO s ()TC studies 
overstated need. In particular. 
CA ISO’s preferred approach, 
the Trajectory scenario, 
siunificantly overstated need, 
because the studies made 
unreasonable policy 
assumptions about preferred 
resources.

approach would he accountinu

- 3 -
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resources including, those in the system iindermines CAlSO's 
environ mental sensitivity 
scenario.

credibility." Opening Uriel'of Sierra 
Club California on Track I Issues
("Track I Op. Ur.”), pp. 0-7.
Track I Op. Ur., p. I. Summary of 
Recommendations. Nos. 1-4: Reply 
Uriel’of Sierra Club California on Track 
I Issues, pp. 2-4.

CAlSO's trajectory study in 
the final decision, it refused to 
adopt CAlSO's policy position 
of zero for certain preferred 
resources, and adjusted the 
need number downward for 
these resources. Although the 
Commission did not adopt 
Sierra Clubs position of zero 
need. Sierra Club’s made a 
substantial contribution.

I
contend that the ISO local capacity 
methodology should not have excluded 
significant amounts of uncommitted 
energy elTiciency. CUP. demand 
response and energy storage. 1). 15-02­
015. p. 24. "

only two options from which to 
determine I.CR need: the CAISO 
recommendation and the sensitivity 
study . CAISO aggressively advocates 
for its l.CR study, but as discussed 
above, oflhe two options the sens it i x ity 
study more realistically recognizes that 
preferred resources play a significant 
role in reducing I.CR need. Thus, the 
sensitiv ity study is the better starling 
point—albeit still overly conservative— 
for the I.CR need analysis." Track I Op. 
Ur. p. 20.

that the Trajectory scenario is 
appropriate for determining I.CR needs. 
However, we have determined herein 
that it is appropriate to reduce the ISO 
forecasts to account for the likelihood 
that S2S MW of uncommitted energy 
elTiciency and ( IIP vv ill exist, and that 
at least 200 MW of locally -dispatchable 
demand response will exist. D. 13-02­
015. p. 65.

-4 -
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123.

123-24.

Order

models 'mm the Loading Order upside 
down hy creating ti framework tlial 
favors conventional generation over 
preferred resources.'” I). 13-02-015. p. 
7(>: see (Track I Op. Br. p 5 |"C'.\ISO's 
recommendations endorse the 
procurement of natural gas plants to 
meet this need . . .

Loading Order required that 
an\ I.CR need should account 
for the preferred resources not 
counted hy C'AISO. and should 
not allow an over procurement 
of com entional gas-fired 
generation. In addition, any 
I.CR need identified in Track I 
should he met with preferred 
resources, in compliance with 
the I.oadinu Order.

should he met hy scrupulous compliance 
w iih the loading order and California’s 
other clean enemy policies. There is no 
dispute that the loading order is the 
ultimate enemy policy for the state.” 
Track I Op. Hr. p. 2(>: see also pp. 2(>- 
2K. 13-K).

Commission included 
additional preferred resources 
that were not modeled in 
CAlNO’s studies. In addition, 
while it did allow procurement 
of conv entional resources, it 
authorized, for the first time, 
required procurement of 150 of 
preferred resources and the 
potential additional 
procurement 000 MW.

resources than the ISO. we are 
promoting the policies of the I.oadinu 
Order, and reducing the anticipated I.CR 
need.” D.13-02-015. p. 7<S.

procured through preferred resources 
consistent with the Loading Order in the 
Lnergv Action Plan, or energy storage 
resources. SCL is also authorized to 
procure up to an additional 000 MW of 
capacity from preferred resources and or 
energy storage resources.” I). 13-02-015.

P- -■

ISO assumptions, energy efficiency and 
distributed generation will affect I.CR 
need in the I.A Basin, but does not 
apply the same logic to its discussion of 
demand response. The PI) should reflect 
the fact that demand response is

reduce I.CR need

('A ISO’s failure to include 
demand response in the 
modeling was unreasonable.

L

- 5 -
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reasonable to count reductions 
from existing demand response 
programs, and to expect that 
future programs would reduce 
I.C'R demand.

is expected to urovv. and will affect I.C'R 
need in the area." Sierra Club 
Comments on Proposed Decision 
Aulhori/.inu Procurement for Local 
Capacity Requirements, p. 7

even thotiuh the ISO did not 
study the impact of demand 
response on local capacity 
requirements, demand response 
will still likely he an important 
resource movinu forward. The 
Commission included an 
assumption of200 MW of 
demand response, w hicli was 
lower than what Sierra Club 
advocated, hut it set the 
important precedent of 
includinu demand response in 
I.C'R need calculations rather 
than adopting C'AISOs 
proposal of zero.

to consider estimates of future demand 
response resources in the I.A Basin." 
Track 1 Op. Ur. 21.
20-22.

demand response resources are likely to 
he able to provide capabilities w hicli 
should reduce I.C'R needs recommended 
by the ISO...it is reasonable to assume 
that some amount of demand response 
resources w ill he located in the I.A 
basin, he locally dispatchable. and 
available to meet I.C'R needs by 2020." 
I). 13-02-015. p. 55. ’

dispatchable demand: "|s|ince there 
appears to be at least 100 MW of 
demand response in the most effective 
locations now in the LA Basin (and 540 
MW of total demand response resources 
now in that area), by 2020 it is likely 
that the actual amount available to 
reduce I.C'R needs in the LA Basin will 
be siunificantlv hiuher.” I).13-02-015. p. 
50. " ’ "

p. 121.

Law -7.

assumption in C'A ISO's 
env ironmental scenario as a 
basis for reducinu local 
capacity need 
determination.

proposed assumptions used in the 
sensitivity analysis should be dismissed 
as unreasonable.” Track I Op. Br. p.
14.

-6-
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sensitivity iiiiii 1\sis should reduce I.CR 
need. D. 13-02-015. p. 5 I.

assumptions used in the 
sensitivity analysis were 
appropriate and based on 
reliable estimates from slate 
auencies. The Commission 
aureed that the sensitivity 
analysis provided a reasonable 
estimate of uncommitted 
eneruv efficiency.

123.

efficiency used to reduce 
I.CR need

planninu exercises, and should be 
analyzed as a potential strategy for 
decreasinu l.CR need...the California 
Imeruy Commission |(T!C| delates 
uncommitted Id-! as IT! prourams that 
are 'reasonably expected to occur.'" 
Openinu Brief of Sierra Club California 
on Track I Issues, p. 15.

C A ISO’s assertion that 
uncommitted eneryy efllciency 
was not reliable and that it 
should not be included in the 
trajectory scenario.

Public Ctililies Commission. (T!C and 
federal prourams and standards 
incorporated into uncommitted eneryy 
efficiency amounts w ill occur, as these 
are already in place. We find that 
amounts of uncommitted eneryy 
efllciency in prourams and standards 
already approved by this Commission 
and other auencies. but not yet in the 
demand forecast used In the ISO. 
should result in adjustments to demand 
forecasts for the purpose of authori/.inu 
I.CP procurement levels." D. 13-02-015. 
pp. 4S-4T

uncommitted eneryy efllciency 
can reasonably be included in 
eneryy efficiency estimates.

100° o of uncommitted eneryy 
efllciencv.

eneryy efllciency as a resource that can 
reduce need. I). 13-02-015. p. (>5.

p. 121.

127.

Sierra Club cites a report commissioned 
In the California Imeruy Commission(Cl IP) used to reduce I.CP
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(iW in California throuuh 2020. Sierra 
Club also aruued that CAISO’s witness. 
Mr. Sparks, was oxerly conserxatixe and 
iunored state policy uoals when he 
dismissed Cl IP urowtli. Track I Op. Br. 
p. 15. ^

CA1S( )'s rationale for 
excludinu uncommitted ( IIP 
from its I.CR analvsis.

lOO'S) of the uncommitted (IIP 
in the sensitivity study. This 
inclusion, atony w ith the 
uncommitted eneruy efficiency 
estimated, lowered I.CR need 
by approximately K00 MW. As 
a result, the Commission found 
that the ISO procurement 
recommendations were liiuher 
than necessarv.

amount of uncommitted (IIP will come 
to fruition in the I.A basin local area 
before 2021... As w ith uncommitted 
eneruy elTiciency. we are convinced that 
the ISO should have included some 
projection of uncommitted (IIP into its 
models.” I). 13-02-015. p. 50.

uncommitted (IIP. D. 13-02-015. p. (>5-
0(>.

p. 122.

127.

procurement is an essential .start to 
iiiieuraiinu enemy storaue into the 
California electric system." Replx 
Comments of Sierra Club California on 
Proposed Decision Auihori/iny 
Procurement for Local Capacil} 
Requirements, p. 4:
Comments on PI), p. 5 and In. 15.

requirement remammy m 
the final decision

Commission's inclusion of a 
first of a kind eneruy storaue 
procurement of50 MW. The 
Commission kept the 50 MW 
eneruy storaue requirement 
e\cn after receixinu dissentinu 
openinu and reply comments 
from parties. of Law 0 (formerly Conclusion of Law 

7) to explicitly mention eneruy storaue. 
as recommended b\ Sierra Club: "l p to 
(■>00 MW of capacity may be from 
preferred resources 
resources
already authorized or required to be 
obtained via Commission decisions in 
eneruy elTiciency. demand response. 
RPS. eneruy storaue and other t elex ant 
dockets), subject to the maximum

- 8 -
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(emphasis added): cl’. Opening 
Comments on IM). pp. 4-5 and In. 15.

consequences of over­
procurement

15-15.

excessive costs and unnecessary 
environmental degradation. It is not 
possible to quantify whether the risks of 
over- or under-procurement are ureater." 
I). 15-02-015. findinu of I act 7. p. 120.

aruued that under-procurement 
was a ureater threat to 
California than o\er- 
procurement. Sierra Club 
explained the serious 
consequences that over­
procurement would have on 
our eneruy system, our 
environment, and public 
health.

will protect ratepayers from excessiv e 
costs resiiltinu from potential over­
procurement." 1). 15-02-015. findinu of 
fact 52. p. 124. ~

many of those concerns and 
included them in the I indinus 
of fact of the final decision.

record durinu cross­
examination

decision cite cross-examination bv 
William Rostov , reprcseniinu the Sierra 
Club: "

examined 7 witnesses durinu 
evidentiary hearinus. These 
witnesses represented P(j«fcf!. 
CAISO. and SCI-, facts 
elucidated durinu these cross­
examinations contributed to the 
record and were cited in D. 15­
02-015.

forecasts a need for 2570 MW in 
the I.A basin local area, which 
Sparks rounds up to 2400 MW." 
I). 15-02-015. p. 21.

necessarv to beuin the 
procurement process for 202 I 
local capacity needs in 2015 'to 
ensure we don’t foruo the best 
options, and also to make sure 
that the options that are available 
are actually feasible.'" I). 15-02­
015. p. 22.'

if reliability needs are met 
throuuh natural uas generation.

- 9 -
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occurs than the ISO forecasts, 
this would increrise ratepayer 
costs (although he contends 'that 
is tt consequence of havinu to 
move forward in the face of 
uncertainty.’)" I).13-02-015. pp. 
37-3S. '

'we don’t know ’ if eneruv
- “

storaue can meet ISO technical 
characteristics in the next ten 
years." I). 13-02-015. p. 01.

particular technology would he 
required to fill the local capacit\ 
needs, according to ISO witness 
Sparks: 'As lonu as the resources 
are in the location where they are 
needed in these local areas, and 
they have characteristics ol’uas- 
llred generation. I don’t believe 
the ISO has a preference on 
exaclK what type of resources.’” 
I). 13-02-015. pp. 73-74.

ueneration. Sparks suuuested 
that further study wotdd be 
needed 'to the extent that some 
ofthese nonllexible resources 
are very larue. and these larye 
maunitudes are meeting local 
needs...we would probably need 
to study all seasons and all load 
lex els to ensure the system can 
continue...to reliably operate.’” 
I). 13-02-015. p. 74.’

take anywhere from one to two 
years alter today's decision 
before SCI- can submit an 
application to the Commission 
with final I.CR procurement 
contracts for Commission

- 10-

SB GT&S 0091631



Rcvis :cmbcr2013

1solicitations. hiUucral 
negotiations and studies for 
preferred resources.” I). 15-02­
015. p. 02.

iissumptioiis eitmiot be rerun, the 
Com mission can make changes to the 
need anaKsis on the back-end. similar to 
the approach in Track 1 w here certain 
resources were subtracted from the need 
projected by the model inu.” Post- 
Ilearine Opening Brief of Sierra Club 
California in Track 4 ("Track 4. Op. 
Hr.") p. 4: see also pp. 5-17.

overestimates l.CR need.

record demonstrated that the 
l.CR need should he zero or 
siunifieaniK lower than the 
result of CAINO'n model, due 
to overly conservative 
assumptions about preferred 
resources, eneruy storage, 
transmission, and the demand 
forecast. Sierra Club also 
aruued that SCI-'s preferred 
resources scenario, when 
re\ ised to include the Mesa 
I.oop-ln. showed that there was 
no need in the SONCiS area.

Commission increased estimates for bl­
and Cl IP resources in response to overly 
conservative CAISO estimates, and 
should do the same for DR and PV in 
this track.” Reply Uriel'of Sierra Club 
California in Track 4. p. 10: see also pp. 
0-12.

modifications to the ISO's study results. 
The ISO aurees that its study results do 
not include a number of supply and 
demand considerations that would 
reduce the total l.CR need.” I). 14-05­
004. p. 28.

based its procurement 
authorization on CAISO's 
studies, the decision does 
consider adjustments to the 
stttdv results.

energy storage and transmission, 
solutions. the Commission stated that 
"at least some of which arc reasonably 
likely to be procured in the SONCiS 
stud\ area by 2022 outside of this 
procurement proceeding .... We find 
that it is unreasonable to assume that 
none of these resources w ill be procured 
and able to meet local reliability needs 
in the SONCiS service area by 2022.
D. 14-03-004. p. 70.

L

-11-
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resources to meet am 
idemi 1'iecl need in the 
SONGS area.

Onol're Nuclear (ieneratiniJL Station 
("SONGS") lui* prompted calls for 
building new gas-li red power plants as 
replacement generation. New cuts plants 
are extremely costly, would exacerbate 
the region's air pollution and 
corresponding impacts to public health, 
and would undermine California's 
climate targets by replacing a carbon- 
lree energy source w iih carbon-intensi\e 
generation. . . . Because eliminating, 
fossil fuel generation is an important 
component of improving the notoriously 
poor air quality in the I .os Angeles 
Has in. the State, when considering 
potential replacements for SONGS, 
should first examine the best available 
information on the need for new 
ueneration and then identify clean 
eneruy solutions to meet that need." 
Track 4. Op. Hr., pp. 1-2: see also pp.

need were identified in the 
SONCiS area, it could be met 
by preferred resources. Sierra 
Club asked for an RIO focused 
on preferred resources only, to 
ensure that preferred resources 
are procured. Sierra Club noted 
that the procurement 
authorization proposed by SCI- 
could unfairly benellt 
conventional resources.

for SCI- and SIXi&l-i. the 
Commission acknowledged the 
importance of preferred 
resources being able to fairly 
compete to meet need in the 
SONGS area. The decision 
contained a procurement 
authorization that allowed 
utilities to procure 100°.> 
preferred resources to meet 
need, and required that SCI- 
and SDGt.Nl- procure at least 
400 MW and 200 MW of 
prelerred resources. 
respectively.

any procurement authorized by the 
Commission should include preferred 
resources only." I). 14-03-004. p. N7.

SIXiiNf can potentially fill its 
"supposed" I.CR need with about 000 
MW of natural gas in total. The 
Commission should not sanction such a 
result, which is inconsistent with the 
Track I decision. Although SCI- has put 
forward the laudable Living Pilot to 
procure preferred resources. SCI- is also 
requesting to design its Track 4 
authorization in a manner that would 
make natural gas plants more 
competitive. This is contrary to the 
Commission holding in the last I.TPP 
that requires maximum use of preferred 
resources to comply w ith the loading 
order." Reply Brief of Sierra Club 
California in Track 4. p. 20: see all pp.

- 12 -
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cross-examination. SCI- witness 
Cushnic suites that tt proeiireinent 
authorization of500-700 MW would 
a 1 low uas fired resourees to compete 
with some MW available for preferred 
resources, while tt smttller procurement 
authorization would advantage preferred 
resourees. Reporter's Trnnscript. Vol.
13. p. I%9. In. S 1970. In. 4.

tt concern that if the Commission ttdopts 
SCI-'s procurement proposals, only utts- 
llred resources will win. reward less of 
SCICs intent to pursue preferred 
resources solutions. These parties 
recommend that the Commission, if it 
authorizes any additional Track 4 I.CR 
procurement, require the utilities to Him 
seek to satisfy that additional need w ith 
preferred resourees. I). 14-03-004. p.
109.

cost best-fit approach to the increased 
discretionary portion of procurement 
authority 192 (the additional 500 700
MW), it is likely that SCI- would 
procure mostly uas-fired resourees if 
such resourees are less costlv than 
preferred resources, from a ratepayer 
perspective, this mav he beneficial: 
however, the I.oadinu Order calls for 
prioritization of cost-effective preferred 
resources, in some cases even if they are 
more expensive than other resources.

ensure that SCI- procures a hiuher 
percentage of authorized resources from 
preferred resourees and energy storage, 
for SCI- (and SIXi&f as delineated 
below), we w ill not require any specific 
incremental procurement from was-fired 
resources. This means that all 
incremental procurement as a result of

- 13 -
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resources." I). 14-03-004. p. 03

135.

44. p. 140

I'iic tor the entire 007 MW of DR . . . into 
the final decision, some portion of those 
resources greater than the llrst 
contingency resources modeled by 
C'.MSO should be included, as 
exemplified in SCH's need analysis.
SCI- witness Silsbee staled that SCI'., 
like CAISO. found the second 
contingency concept to be challenging: 
unlike CAISO. however. SCI- chose to 
model some demand response resources 
w hen assessing need.” Track 4 Op. Hr., 
p. 10:see pp. K-l 1.

should reduce I.CR Need.

MW of second contingencv 
demand response should have 
been included in C A ISO’s 
modeling and that alternatively 
at least the demand response 
resources identified by SCI- 
witness Silsbee should reduce 
I.CR need.

Sierra's Club's second 
contingency argument. but 
found that the DR resources 
identified by SCI- do serve as a 
"directional indicator” to 
suggest that the full amount of 
need identified in the ISO 
studies w as too high.

analysis based on second contingency' 
demand resources. I lovvever. the 
expectation of over hundreds of MWs of 
"second contingency’ demand response 
resources identified by the rev ised 
Scoping Memo cannot be disregarded. 
SCl-'s model assumed that some of this 
demand response would be available to 
meet I.CR needs.” I). 14-05-004. p. 57.

likelihood that more demand response 
resources will be available for such 
purposes in the future. While we cannot 
quantify the I.CR effect of such 
potential demand response resources, 
we conclude that it is reasonable to 
consider this potential as a directional 
indicator. In other words, this gives us 
more confidence that it is not necessary 
at this time to authorize the utilities to

- 14 -
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be necessary in the ISO's study." I). 14­
03-004. p. 58.

Aeeotmt lor the Commission's lmeruy 
Storaue Mtmdtues." Track 4. Op. Br. pp 
1 1-14: see ttlso Openinu Comments of 
Sierra Club Ctililbrniti on AI..I 
(itmison’s Questions from the 
September 4. 2013 Rrehearinu 
Conference, pp. 8-10.

should reduce I.CR Need.

energy storaue required under 
the recent energy storaue 
decision should be tt factor in 
reducinu I.CR need.

directly discount the 
procurement, but it did 
reeouni/.e that the eneruy 
storaue decision makes it more 
likely that the procurement 
tuilhori/.iuion should be less 
than the total need identified in 
the ISO studies.

effect of potential eneruy storaue 
resources, we conclude that it is 
reasonable to consider this potential as a 
directional indicator. In other words, 
this uives us more confidence that it is 
not necessary at this time to authorize 
the utilities to procure all of the 
resources indicated to be necessary in 
the ISO's study." I). 14-03-004. p.’ol

120.

137.

California on A I..I (iamson’s Questions 
from the September 4. 2013 Rrehearinu 
Conference, p. 7.

lowers I.CR need

demand forecast durinu Track 
4. which showed a decrease in 
projected future eneruy 
demand. Sierra Club aruued 
that, based on this forecast, the 
Commission should decrease 
I.CR need in the SONGS area.

updates to the demand forecast are 
reasonably likely to lower I.CR needs. 
Without quantifyinu the I.CR effect of 
such potential demand response 
resources, we conclude that it is 
reasonable to consider this potential as a 
directional indicator. In other words, 
these factors uive us more confidence 
that it is not necessary at this time to 
authorize the utilities to procure all of 
the resources indicated to be neccssarv

updated demand forecast was 
another "directional indicator" 
show inu that the need 
identified in the ISO studies is 
likely too hiuli.

- 15-

SB GT&S 0091636



Rcvis :cmbcr2013

see iilso pp. 34-36.

assumptions in SlXictl- 
territorv should he 
adjusted.

required use of the mid ease estimate of 
eneruy eflleieney for the SlXi&C 
service territory, since the San Dieuo 
local area is the entire SIXj&l- territory. 
While SDG&T used the mid ease 
estimate in its need analysis. C'AISO 
used the Commission's assumptions. 
Adjtistinu the Commission’s assumption 
would add an additional 152 MW of 
eneruy eflleieney resources.” Track 4. 
Op. Br. p. S.

other parties, that since the 
entire SIXi&T ser\ ice area is 
also the San Dieuo local 
capacity area, the Commission 
should hav e required the use of 
the mid-ease eneruy eflleieney 
estimate.

that the mid-level eneruy efficiency 
estimate should have been used in 
modelinu for the San Dieuo area.)

can and should play a significant role in 
meetinu need created by the SONGS 
retirement, but the Track 4 studies 
neuleet to consider prourams that 
prov ide a total of 522.X MW to 1540.4 
MW of DG to the system.” Track 4 Op. 
Hr., p. 14-15. ’

assumptions

that distributed ueneration 
resources were not fully 
accounted for in the modelinu 
assumptions, and that ineludinu 
all pertinent DG prourams 
would reduce need.

and the marketplace will increase the 
amount of solar PV in the future...” 
D. 14-03-004. l indinu of fact -55. p. 
120. "

solar PV will increase, but it 
could not determine its effect 
on I.CR need.

question the decision of the ISO. 
SDGtNP and SCI! not to consider the 
use of an SPS to mitiuate the SONGS 
continuency in the absence of more 
complete information about the costs, 
benellts risks and affordability of 
rely inu on the SPS.” I). 14-03-004. p. 30 
(cilinu inter alia Exhibit SC-I (Powers), 
pp. I -1 I.)

need

sheddinu as a short-term 
solution would prevent over­
procurement of conventional 
ueneration while allow inu lime 
for development of preferred 
resources, eneruy storaue. and 
transmission solutions. It also 
states that load sheddinu 
should he an option for sheddinu as a lonu-term planninu tool

- 16-
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panics who belies e Unit lond- 
sheddiny is not nil acceptitble 
struteyy under NLRC and 
WTX'C yuidelines.

be considered. I low ever. C'AISO 
recouni/ed that loud sheddiny could be u 
short-term bridye." Truck 4 Op. Mr., p. 
22: see ulso 1 Exhibit SC'-I (Rowers), p. 2.

loud shedding cun be un 
upproprime option in the short 
term und reduces the I.C'R need 
bused on this findiny.

recommendution that loud sheddiny be 
used u bridye will ullow the preferred 
resources und transmission to develop." 
Truck 4 Op. Mr. p. 25-26.

reyurdiny loud sheddiny is whether we 
should ut this time uuthori/e additional 
procurement to uchiese the level of 
reliubility the ISO recommends: 
Sul'ficient resources to mitiyute u 
specific, but unlikely. N-l-l 
continyency in the SIXi&L territory." 
ID. 14-05-004. p. 44. ’

procurement of preferred resources ns 
muhori/.ed herein (und ns ncciuired 
throuyh other menus) w ill develop 
sufficiently over time to mitiyute the 
need lor further resources, so that the 
SRS in the SIXi&L territory cun be 
lilted und reliubility nt un N-l-l 
continyency level cun be mnintnined. In 
addition und or nllcrnntix ely. 
transmission solutions such us the Mesn 
I.oop-ln mny mitiyute the need for 
further resources." D. 14-05-004. p. 46.

subtract n coiiservntive estimnte of 5SS 
MW from the ISO's foreensted I.C'R 
need becuuse our policy decision entnils 
n certninty that resources will not be 
procured nt this time to fully nvoid the 
remote possibility ol’loud-sheddiny in 
Sun Dieyo ns n result of the identilied 
N-l-l continyencx." I). 14-05-004. pp. 
46-47. " ’

20-50. pp. 125-26.

- 17 -
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12. p. 13(>.

which is most consistent with the 
loading, order, and the construction of 
the Mesa Loop-In pro\ ide the basis for 
denyinu any new procurement for 
SCI-... .Additionally, if the Commission 
makes a procurement decision on the 
current record, it should include the 
reductions from the Mesa l.oop-ln." 
Track 4 Op. Ur., p. I1).

reduce I.CP need.

Commission should consider 
the Mesa l.oop-ln and other 
transmission solutions in its 
calculation and alternatively 
that the decision should be 
delayed until CAISO finished 
its transmission studies. At 
first. CAISO itself also 
recommended waiting for the 
outcomes ofthose studies. 
While the Commission did not 
delay the decision, it did find 
that the likelihood of future 
transmission solutions makes a 
lower procurement 
authorization possible.

the 2013 2014 Transmission studies will 
illuminate the procurement picture... 
The Commission should not authorize 
new resources when there is time to 
make a more informed judgment in the 
subsequent iteration of the I.TPP or in a 
continuation of ill is track next year." 
Track 4 Op. Ur., p. IS:
Op. Ur., pp. 25-20.

Powers on behalf of Sierra Club 
California (I'xhihit SC-I). pp. 13. 10.

possibility that at least one of the 
transmission solutions examined by 
SCI- and SlXj&U will he operational by 
2022. The least complex of these 
projects is the Mesa-I.oop-ln project, 
which is therefore the most likely to 
meet this timeframe.” I). 14-03-004. pp. 
52-53.

p. 127.

12S.

137.

for example, although all of theL
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consistently modeled. the evidence in 
the record allows thtu there will he 
siilTicient volume support to repkice 
SONGS.” Track 4 Op. I Jr., p. IS.

testimony and documented 
other e\ idence that showed that 
reactive power was not an 
issue that needed to he 
addressed.

that there are sufficient resources to 
provide VAR support in the SONCiS 
studv area without further action at this 

I).14-03-004. p. 33 and In. 41.time.

Chinn testifies that sufficient reactive 
power exists. Reporter's Transcript. 
Vol. 13. pp. 204S. line 19 2050. line

CAISO for determination of 
Cateuorv (' vs. Cateuorv I).

claims the overlapping outaue of SW'RI. 
and Sunrise is a 'functional' Cateuorv I) 
because SDG&l- could 'convert it from 
a Category (' to a Cateuorv I)' usinu the 
W l!CC process followed by SIXittH in 
evaluating the performance criteria of 
the Sunrise route alternatives." I). 14­
03-004. p. 47.

that the N-l-l contingency was 
the functional equivalent of 
Cateuorv D event w hich would 
require less procurement 
authorization. The 
Commission rejected this, hut 
clarified that the Commission 
would rely on CAISO 
transmissions studies for 
makinu Cateuorv C and 
Cateuorv I) determinations.

assumptions from CAISO. hut will rely 
on the CAISO transmission studies that 
determine the cateuorv continuencies. 
I). 14-03-004. p. 4N.

California on Track III Rules Issues, p.

ueneration

Track 3 Rules, p. I.Commission should set a 
maximum limit on 
procurement of fossil fuels to 
encouraue compliance with the 
l.oadinu Order. The 
Commission stated its support

maximum procurement levels for fossil- 
fuel resources or minimum procurement 
levels for preferred resources. W e are 
committed to uoals related to GI I(i

- 19-
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expectation that utilities would 
procure preferred resources 
wherever possible.

prioritization of preferred resources 
(enemy efllciency. demand response 
and renewable resources) o\cr fossil- 
fuel resources. There are a number of 
proceedings which seek to implement 
statutes, policies and uoals in these 
important areas...We reiterate this 
exhortation to the utilities and continue 
to expect every reasonable effort to meet 
or exceed environmental uoals. 
consistent with reliability and cost."
I). 14-02-040. p. 11-12.

accounted for in bundled 
plans

account for a certain amount of 
departing load. This is consistent with 
the Track II decision ol'the 2010 I.TPP 
that held l()l s should adopt realistic 
assumptions related to community 
choice auureuation and direct access 
customers." Openinu Comments of 
Sierra Club California on Track III 
Rules Issues, p. 5.

should forecast and plan for a 
reasonable amount of departing 
load in their bundled plans.
The Commission agreed.

Alliance's and Sierra Club California’s 
Comments on the Track III Proposed 
Decision, p. 3.

bundled plans should plan and account 
for a certain amount of departing load.’ 
I). 14-02-040. p. 15. "

by most parlies that the i()l s should 
plan for reasonable amounts of 
departinu load in their bundled plans 
and then only procure for the assumed 
amounts of retained bundled load.”
D. 14-02-040. p. I(>.

not be dimmed not be valued differently... |h|nemy 
storage should be valued for the additional 
benefits that it can provide to the system 
that are not typically valued in the current 
Rl() process, and that are

Commission should reeimni/e 
the role that upgrades play in 
the system, particularlv to the

- 20 -
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superior lo the performance of natural uas 
plains.” Openinu Comments of Sierra 
Club California on Track ill Rules 
Issues, p. 12 (April 2(>. 2013).

term bridue that allows more 
preferred resources to be 
procured. It did not see a need 
for any changes in the 
v aluation of fossil fuel plant 
repowers. Sierra Club aruued 
that addinu eneruy storage to a 
facility should be valued based 
on the benefits that storage 
offers to the svstem.

complex issue. At this time, we find it to 
be unnecessary or premature to decide 
on any new or different valuation for 
repovv ers or upgrades in lonu-term 
RI'Os. In particular, as the eneruy 
storaue industry develops further, it may 
be appropriate to develop new valuation 
rules for such technologies, lint we have 
loo little know ledue or information 
about this lledulinu industry to come to 
any conclusions at this time.” 15.14-02­
040. p. 33.

there was no need for clumues 
in the valuation of repovv ers. 
but deferred any changes to 
upgrades. It acknowledged the 
benefits of eneruy storaue but 
found that there was too little 
information lo make a decision 
about valuation at this time.

retaliatory obligations w ith respect to 
l()l s. such as CA1SO and the Iineruy 
Commission, as well as the public, 
should have access to significant 
information about mid-term and other 
procurement contracts. 1). 14-02-040. p.

promote ureater 
trunsparenev

ureater transparenev in the 
procurement rules, includinu 
improv inu the OCR process.

20.

ureater reporting of the information that 
the Commission reuularlv collects from 
the utilities, either as auureuate or in 
specific when adv isable. . . . |l|n this 
decision we articulate a plan to reform 
certain data requesting uuidelines. w ith 
an eye towards auureuatinu data v ia the 
quarterly compliance reports (OCRs) 
and report inu out that data in ways that 
are consistent and usable, while 
protecting market sensitive 
information.” D. 14-02-040. p. 24.

mechanisms that reduce the ability of 
the Commission and the public to 
review action approved by the
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ability to provide effective oversight." 
D. 14-02-040. p. 34. "

the PD’s proposed Conclusion of I.aw 
that '|i]t is in the public interest to 
promote urealer reportinu of the 
information that the Commission 
reuularlv collects from the utilities 
reuardinu procurement activities ... to 
the extent that confidentiality is 
not compromised." litis findinu relieets 
comments made by Sierra Club. CP.IA 
and other stakeholders emphasi/.inu the 
need for increased information sharinu 
with the public about forward 
procurement activ ities vv bile usinu 
existing mechanisms to protect 
eonlidential information.” California 
Environmental Justice Alliance's And 
Sierra Club California's Comments On 
The Track 111 Proposed Decision, pp. 4-
5

public process to improve the utilities 
OCR process. California l .nv imnmental 
Justice Alliance's And Sierra Club 
California’s Reply Comments On The 
Track III Proposed Decision, p. 3: see also 
California environmental Justice 
.Alliance’s And Sierra Club California's 
Comments On The Track III Proposed 
Decision, pp. 0-N.

Within 40 davs of therev is ions 
effective date of this decision, the 
utilities shall jointly file a Report in 
R. 13-12-010 with recommended 
modifications. Pncruy Div ision staff 
will then conduct workshops with 
stakeholders." D. 14-02-040. p. 65.
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\ osa.

b Yes

Alliance (“('IMA'*). Natural Resources Defense Council and other 
lensiron mental Inters enors, and II RV

duplication or him sour participation supplemented, complemented, or 
contributed to that of another party:

Club and CLIA were very aeli\e participants in the proceeding and often shared 
similar positions. We conferred on most if not all issues durian the proceeding. 
Typically, our briefs presented different approaches perspecliv es on the same 
coals which resulted in a fuller presentation oftlie issues and stroncer decisions 
in large. complicated case: we coordinated to ensure that our work was 
complementary. Where it was possible to coordinate, in terms olTiminn and 
mutuality of position. Sierra Club and CLIA Hied joint documents, as in Track 3. 
In addition. given the multitude of parties, two similar but unique \oiees from the 
en\ ironmental community provided an important balance to other interests in the 
proceeding. Sierra Club also coordinated w ith NRIX1 on energy efficiency 
issues. When our positions were the same. Sierra Club wotdd often cite to 
NRIX"s testimony, comments, or brief on these issues. During Track 4. Sierra 
Club participated in multi-party coordination calls with en\ ironmental and 
ratepayer advocates. Also, durian the course oftlie two-vear proceeding, the 
Club met w ith a cross section oftlie parlies either in formal medians or after 
workshops and hearings.

Track 3. the coordinated w ith OR.Vs attorney primarily by phone but also 
discussed ease matters at the hearinns and pre-hearing conferences. Hased on 
the relationship developed durian Track I. Sierra Club coordinated much more 
closely with ORA in track 4. In addition to phone coordination on the main 
substantive issues. Sierra Club. ORA and CLIA served multiple joint data 
requests on SCI! and SIXiiKtll and filed a joint motion on reactive power. It is 
important to note that Sierra Club's and ORA's position were divergent at times 
durian the proceeding.

1 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 
approved by the Governor on September 26, 2013.
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C

Claimant CPUC Comment

Siam
Club

I: P"c o be
c

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

clam enemy l;rid and siriel adherence lo die loadinc order w ilh ihc uliimaie lonc- 
lerm coal of transforminc California's enemy seclor inio a zero emissions sector. 
Althouch we arc still lar away from that ultimate coal, the more short-term 
approach has been lo advocate for no new procurement of lbssil-fuel ceneration 
while promotinc use of preferred resources and enemy storace lo fill l.CR need. 
This look the form of advocating for belter couniine of preferred and enemy 
storace resources as well as transmission resources. Althouch Sierra Club did not 
fully achieve its ultimate coals of no new fossil fuel ceneration. the authorization 
of need in the I.TPP look a dramatic turn in the 2012 l.TPP. where for the first 
time the Commission authorized the procurement of preferred resources and 
enemy storace resources alone w ith com entional lbssil-fuel ceneration. In 
addition, the Commission set a maximum limit on the amount of com entional 
ceneration that could be procured.

Track 4 maintained the same approach to creatine procurement buckets and 
assurinc that additional preferred and storace resources would be procured as a 
result of Track 4. an additional 400 MW for SCI', and 2oi) MW Tor SIXi&T. 
Althouch the ultimate procurement authorizations in both Tracks were much 
hiclier than Sierra Club had advocated. Sierra Club participation contributed to 
both the Track I and 4 decisions rcducinc the l.CR need amount that resulted 
from CAISO's study. In Track 4. in addition to arcuinc about the merits of 
preferred and enemy storace resources for meclinc l.CR need. Sierra Club also 
presented testimony about load sheddinc and transmission which also served lo 
reduce need. Throuch the decisions in Track I and Track 4 that the Commission 
has becun to steer procurement towards a cleaner enemy system.

policies that emphasized and supported the loadinc order and the reduction of 
fossil fuel ceneration. Additionally. Sierra Club contributed lo the outcome 
rccardinc the allocation of costs of departing load and some transparency issues.

l exceed the cost of participation. Althouch these benefits are not quantifiable, the
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directly reduces die costs m ratepayers. Moreover. llie ( lull's lee request is 
miniscule in comparison lo llie lens of hi 11 ions ol'dollars in procurement dial this 
type of proceeding often authorizes. Addilionallv. the (lull’s advocacy on lie h a 1 f 
ofauuressiv e implementation of the Stale’s clean eneruy and environmental coals 
will benefit the ratepayers over the lone-term lieeause California's cm iromneni 
will reap the public benefits intended bv these laws, 
b. Reasonableness of Hours Claimed.

in four tracks that involved two sets ofcontcsied hearings and several workshops 
and pre-hearinc conferences. Sierra Club was an active participant ihrouuhoul the 
proceeding on both substantive issues as well procedural issues.

Rostov and one research policy and anal}si. Adenike Adcyeye. Uuildinu on his 
participation in the 20It) l.TRR. William Rostov was Sierra Club's lead attorney 
vvho developed and shaped strategy. drafted Sierra Club's papers, cross-examined 
vv iinesses. participated in hearinus. workshops and pre-hearinu conferences. 
Adenike Adeveye. a 201 I of the master procram at the Vale School olTorestry 
researched procrams that could affect l.CR need and the factual positions of other 
parlies, assisted in preparing cross-examination prov ide valuable insicht. ensured 
the accuracy of comments, briefs and testimony and vv ith Mr. Rostov "s direction 
drafted initial sections of briefs and comments. Due to her excellent research and 
vvrilinc skills. Ms. Adeyeye’s work product was at level sicnil'ieantlx liicher than 
her level of experience would predict. I ler contributions, in addition, to Mr. 
Rostov's effort allow ed Sierra Club lo hav e quite extensiv e briefs and comments 
that thoroughly covered the topics on which Sierra Club advocated.

cross-examination to those issues. In addition, the Club focused on lentil, policy, 
and factual issues that related to its area of expertise. California's clean enerny 
and env ironmental laws. In Track I. the Club did not present testimony but rather 
focused on the cross-examination of the (WISH and SCR witnesses. This was 
particularly important because the l.TRR has entered uncharted territory where for 
the first lime, the Commission was evaluating CAISO's local capacilv modelinn 
over ten year period rather than its typical use of one-year. Moreover. CAISO 
testimony presented novel poliev issues about how to count preferred resources.
In Track 4. Sierra Club built on the expertise it developed in lilinatinn similar 
issues in Track I and prov ided expert testimony on load shedding, reactive power, 
other transmission issues, and preferred resources assumptions. Sierra Club's 
expert. Hill Rowers, worked fora rate that is seventy-five dollars less than his 
highest Commission approved rale.

judyment reduced the claim bv hundreds of hours for tasks that he deemed 
excessive, redundant, or lor tasks for which Sierra Club does not seek an award, 
l or example. Sierra Club eliminated all billinu for Ms. Adeyeye’s attendance at 

L the Track I hearings to prevent double countinu. In the Track 3 hours Sierra Club

See Attachment 2 for a list of merits documents that Sierra Club filed in Tracks 1,3 and 4.
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Rev icw Group argumenis which is currently subject u> motion I’m- rehearing.

C'luli cxpcri. who spent some lime working on all iliree of the Tracks. Sierra (' Inh 
did not claim the lime of an associate ailorney who worked on issues ai llie end ol’ 
llie proceeding. inclndinu llie eommenis on llie Track 3 and 4 proposed decisions. 
Sierra C'luli is also noi requesting eompeiisaiion for any ils lime in Track 2.

rei|uesis and a joint motion in Track 4 which l’uriher reduced Sierra ('lull’s 
eompeiisaiion request.
e. Allocation of Hours In Issue

general category noi related lo an indi\ idual Track tliai involves general work al 
llie beginning of the proceeding including eommenis on llie initial scope and llie 
first prehearing eonferenee. Category A.

Sludy 1 las Too I ligli of a Need Number: 2: Preferred Resources Should he 
Adequately Counted: 3: The Commission Should Adhere lo llie 1.outline Order: 
4. Hearings. Meetings. and Coordination. 5. Developing llie Case. Initial 
Review of Testimony. Discovery. Drafting Cross. Mise. Million Practice and 
Procedural Issues

Need Aliernaliv ely I'se Preferred Resources: 2: Preferred Resources 
Assumpiions: 3: l.oad Shedding SPS. Reactive Power, and Transmission Issues.
4. Hearings. Meetings. Coordinaiion. and Joint Discovery with CC.IA and ORA
5. Developing llie Case. Initial Review of Testimony. Discovert. Mise. Million 
Practice and Procedural Issues

California’s (ireenhouse (ias Policies and [.undine Order: 2: Departing l.oad: 3: 
Transparency Issues: 4: Coordinaiion.

$9,216.00
$51,593.00
$35,764.00
$25,449.50
$27,963.50
$24,604.00

2.19%
12.26%
8.50%
6.05%
6.64%
5.85%

(Track 1) Category 2 
(Track 1) Category 3 
(Track 1) Category 4 

[ (Track 1) Category 5 i

’ Sierra Club reserves the right to submit this time, if Sierra Club prevails on its motion for rehearing.
' Sierra Club may claim some of this Track 2 time in 2014 LTPP compensation request, because Track 2 
was not resolved in this proceeding.
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$11,822.50
$1,396.00

$11,245.00
$2,378.00

$50,040.00
$61,398.50
$61,428.50
$40,140.50

$6,463.00
$420,902.00

2.81%
0.33%
2.67%
0.56%

11.89%
14.59%
14.59%
9.54%
1.54%

100.00%

(Track 3) Category 2

(Track 3) Category 4

(Track 4) Category 2 
(Track 4) Category 3 
(Track 4) Category 4 
(Track 4) Category 5

■s

Rate $ Total $

D.13-12-027 S119. 628.00

Rate $ Total $Year Hours Rate* Hours

332.3 360
Ro-,lo\

459.2 390 See

72 410 See
Ri'Mm

153.2 130 See
\ile> c

320.2 135 See
\(k>v.'\c

34.2 140 See
\ik>c>c

2013 164.9 150 See

i

Total $ Hours Total $Item Rate

1
cif;$ijyiiiui

k

.
I

2014 38.8 205 See S7.954.00t
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Comment 6

8.2 67.5 See S553.5
\de\ e> o

43.4 70 See S3.038.00
\dc> e\ o

111

Detail Amount Amount# Item

TOTAL AWARD: $

rationale.
n<

Date Admitted to CA BAR5 Member Number Actions Affecting

I If “Yes”, attach 
explanation

December, 1996 184528 No

L

on Pa ClaimantC.

Rostox "s 2013 rate includes a requested 5"u step increase pursuant to IJ.os-04-1 l() and a 2".. 
t'()l..\ pursuant to Resolution .\1..I-2nT (3(4) n 5",. rounded to nearest 5S 3N0. 3N0 \ 2".. 
rounded to nearest 5S 390). This would lie Rostox ‘s lirst 5".. step increase.

Rostov's 2014 rale includes a requested 5T. step increase pursuant to D.0N-04-I 10. (390 \ 5"„ 
rounded to nearest 5S 410). This would lie Rosto\ ‘s second 5".. step increase. The COLA 
lor 2014 has not yet been established. Sierra Club requests that the COLA be incorporated into 
rale after it has been established.

Adenikc Adeyeye works as a Research and Policy Analyst in Lartli justice's ( alilbrnia 
Regional OlTiee. a non-profit public interest law firm dedicated to proleeline the magnificent 
places, natural resources, and wildlife of ill is earth, and to defending the right o fall people to a 
healthy environment. Larthjustice receixes no compensation for its representation and will 
only reccix e compensation for its sen ices based on the aw ard of inten enor compensation.

Ian ironmental Management from the Yale School of forestry and Lnvironmental Studies in

' This information may be obtained at: http://www.ealbar.ca.gov/.
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1Procurement Platinum and luieruv Storaec proceedings since March 2012. She lalls within the 
()-(' year ranee for experts. Sierra Club requests the minimum in the ranee lor both 2012 and 
2013. ~ "

Adcv eve’s 2014 rale includes a requested 5".. step increase pursuant to 1).0S-04-1 10. ( 135 \
5".. rounded to nearest 5S 140). The 2014 rate chart has not been released, il'the minimum 
rate increases. Sierra Club requests that the 5"•> step increase be applied to that rale. In 
addition. Sierra Club that the COl.A for 2014 also be applied to this rate.
Mr. Powers charges Sierra Club Si50 per hour lbr his work on Track 4. Pursuant to
I).OS.04.010 (pp.O--7) Sierra Club uses this rate. This rate is seventy-five dollars less than Mr.
Powers" 2010. Commission approved rate of 5225 in I).I 1-03-025.

Mr. Rostov "s and Ms. Adeyeve's compensation preparation rates are based on half of their 
rales.

Certificate of Service

l.ist of Merits documents filed on behalf of Sierra Club in Track I. 3. 4 

I'imesheeis of W illinm Rostov and Adenike Adeveve (Track 1)

Timesheets of W illinm Rostov and Adenike Adeveve (Track 3)

Timesheets ofWillinm Rostov. Adenike Adeveve anil Bill Powers (Track 4) 

Summnrv of Sierra Club California Hours

Timesheets of William Rostov and Adenike Adeyeve (Compensation Claim Preparation) 

Adenike Adeveve Resume

I). cruc c

Reason

(CP form)

If SO!

Reason for Opposition CPUC Disposition
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If not:

Comment CPUC Disposition

Claimant [has/has not] made a substantial contribution to 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 forth above, [satisfies/fails to satisfy] all 
requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ If

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

shall pay Claimant the2.

A A „ U „ 11 UL,™ ...... *1......... ...  U~ "ed
for

rned

f
— * r—j - —
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The comment period for today’s decision [is/is not] waived.3.

This decision is effective today.4.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.

- 31 -
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Certifies

RVENOR
COMPENSATION CLAIM OF SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA AND DECISION 
ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM by (cheek as appropriate):

II

hand delivery:
[ ] llrst-class mail: and or 
[X] electronic mail

to the following persons appearing on the official Service I.,ist:

I.ast changed: April 30. 2014

SB GT&S 0091653
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FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

. .
EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

DISTRICT
(KRCD)

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: NATIONAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

EMAIL ONLY ONE FINANCIAL CENTER

2711 CENTERVILLE ROAD, SUITENRG ENERGY, INC.

211 CARNEGIE CENTER DRIVE WILMINGTON, DE 19808

WASHINGTON, DC 20007-3877 1901 W. CYPRESS CREEK ROAD,

FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33309 
FOR: LIBERTY POWER DELAWARE

FOR: COALITION FOR EMISSION REDUCTION 
POLICY

SB GT&S 0091654
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FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33309 TULSA, OK 74136

HOUSTON, TX 77002 HOUSTON, TX 77063

DENVER, CO 80202 PAHRUMP, NV 89048

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD, SUITE 37

3000 OCEAN PARK BLVD., STE. 1020 
SANTA MONICA, CA

LA PALMA, CA 90623-2520 
FOR: COMMERCE ENERGY, INC.90405

COMPANY
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 PO BOX 800 2244 WALNUT GROVE

FOR: CONEDISON SOLUTIONS, INC./WESTERN 
POWER TRADING FORUM (WPTF)

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

101 ASH STREET, HQ-12ALTON ENERGY, INC.

FOR: ALTON ENERGY, INC.

SB GT&S 0091655
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101 ASH STREET, HQ-15B 401 WEST A STREET, S'TE. 500

SOLUTIONS LLC

4452 PARK BOULEVARD, STE. 209DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

FOR: STARWOOD POWER-MIDWAY, LLC / 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY STORAGE ALLIANCE 
(CESA) / CAMCO INTERNATIONAL GROUP, INC

L.P. (SHELL ENERGY)FOR: CALPEAK POWER LLC

(1365)
CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION 8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE,

9255 TOWNE CENTRE DRIVE, STE. 900 
SAN DIEGO, CA

92122SAN DIEGO, CA 
FOR: PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.92121

& ENERGY
PO BOX 39109 / 58470 HIGHWAY 371 
ANZA, CA

27515 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE WEST 
TEMECULA, CA 9259092539-1909

TELEPHONE &
ENERGY

AFFAIRS
DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC (1341) ENERNOC, INC.

SB GT&S 0091656



Rcvis :embcr2013

SERVICES

ADMIN OFF 0KINGS RIVER CONSERV DISTRICT 
SUITE 1850
4886 EAST JENSEN AVENUE

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94015

FOR: SAN JOAQUINVALLEY POWER AUTHORITY

601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000RTO ADVISORS, LLC

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94062 FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA

FOR: ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS 
(AREM) /DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER 
COALITION (DACC)

EMPLOYEES

FRANCISCO 
LEGAL DIVISION CITY HALL, ROOM 234

505 VAN NESS AVENUE SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

FOR: ORA

INTERNATIONAL EMISSIONS TRADING ASSN. 
COMPANY (39)
456 MONTGOMERY ST., 18TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC

77 BEALE STREET ROOM 1087 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 9410594104

SB GT&S 0091657
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COMPANY
ASSOCIATION (IETA)

201 MISSION STREET, 4TH FL. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ASSOCIATION (CLECA)FOR: THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

& LAMPREY
GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW 
536 MISSION STREET

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PRODUCERS
FOR: THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE ALLIANCE (CEJA)

ASSOCIATION (IEPA)

LAMPREY LLP
SANFRANCISCO, CA 94111 505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

FOR: SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES

505 SANSOME ST., STE. 900 THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER,

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

POWER
GENERATION TRANSMISSION

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

DEVELOPMENT, INC.
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FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799 
FOR: NOSSAMAN, LLP

94111-5802SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR: GENON ENERGY, INC.

800
94111-6533 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 

FOR: CALPINE CORPORATION
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
FOR: SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION
DISTRICT

RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES (CEERT)

OAKLAND, CA 94612 FOR: INTERSTATE RENEWABLE

COUNCIL, INC. / FRIENDS OFFOR: ALLIANCE FOR NUCLEAR

RESPONSIBILITY (A4NR)

CALIFORNIA
436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1020 7677 OAKPORT STREET, STE. 525

CALIFORNIA
INDUSTRY COUNCIL (CEEIC)

BERKELEY, CA 94704 BERKELEY, CA 94704
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2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A 
BERKELEY, CA 94710

BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557 
FOR: THE CALIFORNIA

FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION

516 WHITEWOOD DRIVE 3185 GROSS ROAD

ADVOCATES

OPERATOR CORP 
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403 250 OUTCROPPING WAY

513 SAN MARCO PLACE J.P. MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.

FOR: J.P. MORGAN VENTURES

CORPORATION (JPMVEC) / BE CA

650 BERCUT DRIVE, STE. C 1107 9TH ST., STE. 1070

FUND

L.L.P
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, STE. 400 2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE
400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816 SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

WIND ENERGY,
LLC
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2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 516 US HIGHWAY 395 E

FOR: SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION

1400
PORTLAND, OR 97204 VANCOUVER, BC V5R 4Y2

CALIFORNIA FOR: POWEREX CORPORATION

AHMAD FARUQUI BARBARA R. BARKOVICH

EMAIL ONL Y EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

SB GT&S 0091661
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NRG ENERGY, INC. CLEAN COALITION

EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000EMAIL ONLY

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000 EMAIL ONLY

SB GT&S 0091662
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ANALYST 
EMAIL ONLY CALPINE CORPORATION

EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

EMAIL ONLY IBERDROLA RENEWABLES, LLC

AFFAIRS
GE PACKAGED POWER, INC. NRG WEST

SB GT&S 0091663
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SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY EMAIL ONLY

INC.
485 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., 2ND FLOOR 485 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., 2ND
FL.
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02129 CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139

485 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE,SYNAPSE ENERGY ECONOMICS

485 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., 2ND FLOOR 
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139

CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139

SB GT&S 0091664
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591 PUTNAM AVENUE CONEQISON SOLUTIONS, INC.

CONEDISON SOLUTIONS, INC. FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

VALHALLA, NY 10595 WASHINGTON, DC 20005

STE. 600
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33309

STE. 119
2000 S. OCEAN BLVD., STE. 703 BALLWIN, MO 63011-2145

FOR: RIVERBANK PUMPED STORAGE, LLC

CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017 BENTONVILLE, AR 72716

390 INTERLOCKEN CRESCENT,CLEAN LINE ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
SUITE 490
1001 MCKINNEY STREET, SUITE 700 
HOUSTON, TX 
FOR: CENTENNIAL WEST CLEAN LINE LLC

BROOMFIELD, CO 80021
77002

SB GT&S 0091665
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SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111 PHOENIX, AZ 85012

ORMAT TECHNOLOGIES INC. TERRA-GEN POWER LLC

RENO, NV 89511 RENO, NV 89521-5916

CARSON, NY 89703-5422 555 W. FIFTH ST., GT14D6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90015 2958 HOMEWOOD ROAD

355 S. GRAND AVENUE, 40TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA

10208 CIELO DRIVE 
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 9021090071

411 E. HUNTINGTON DR., STE.SOUTH BAY ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CTR. 
107-356
20285 S. WESTERN AVE., STE. 100 ARCADIA, CA 91006

PO BOX 800/2244 WALNUT GROVESOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
AVE.
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
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2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, RM. 321 
COMPANY
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. / PO

630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD ESCONDIDO, CA 92025

777 S. HIGHWAY 101, SUITE 215 SEMPRA US GAS AND POWER

FOUNDATION

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E 
COMPANY 
SAN DIEGO, CA

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

92123 8330 CENTURY PARK COURT,

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D 
CP21D
SAN DIEGO, CA

8315 CENTURY PARK COURT,

92123-1530 SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548

SANTA ROSA VALLEY, CA 93012-9243 SANTA BARBARA, CA 93103

SB GT&S 0091667
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PO BOX 3751 FRESNO, CA 93725

ECONOMICS, INC.
251 PARK ROAD, SUITE 600 101 MONTGOMERY ST., 3TE 1600

CITY HALL, ROOM 234 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLET PLACE 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE NEXANT

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

COMPANY
201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

77 BEALE STREET, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 123 MISSION ST., 28TH FL.

77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 904 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SIERRA CLUB
94105 O C QTmrTrT, 2ND FLOOR
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77 BEALE ST., RM. 918, B9A 33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., MC B9A 77 BEALE STREET, RM. 909, MC

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814

CLINIC
536 MISSION STREET GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2968 536 MISSION STREET

2325 THIRD STREET, 3TE. 344 50 CALIFORNIA ST., STE. 500

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SB GT&S 0091669
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PITTMAN LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, STE. 475 4 EMBARCADERO CENTER, 22ND

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5998

53 SANTA YNEZ AVE. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242 PO BOX 7442, MC-B30A-2475 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

28TH AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
122PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PO BOX 770000, MC B9A

PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A SAN MATEO, CA 94402

AFFAIRS
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT CALPINE CORPORATION

SN RAMON, CA 94583 3161 WALNUT BLVD

PROGRAM
436 14TH ST., SUITE 1020 PHYSICIANS,SCIENTISTS &

612 436 14TH ST., 0GLAND, Ci TE.

SB GT&S 0091670
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1904 FRANKLIN STREET, STE 600 OAKLAND, CA 94612

ALLIANCE

436 14TH ST., STE. 1305 BERKELEY, CA 94705

2900 GORDON AVENUE, SUITEJOHNSON CONTROLS

901 CAMPISI WAY, STE 260 SANTA CLARA, CA 95051

141
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR SAN JOSE, CA 95126

PO BOX 747
RIPON, CA 95366-0747

SB GT&S 0091671
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AFFAIRS - CA
250 OUTCROPPING WAY CUSTOMIZED ENERGY SOLUTIONS

250 OUTCROPPING WAYNAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

1100 ELEVENTH ST., STE. 311 49 TERRA BELLA DRIVE

1100 K STREET, SUITE 204 915 L STREET, SUITE 1270

915 L STREET, SUITE 1270 INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 1215 K STREET, STE. 900

SB GT&S 0091672
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2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

ELLISON & SCHNEIDER
2600 CAPITOL AVE, SUITE 400

LLP
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905 2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

SACRAMENTO, CA 95818

2501 PORTOLA WAY 3620 AMERICAN RIVER DR., STE.

SACRAMENTO, CA 95818 SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

TRADING ASSN.
EDF RENEWABLE ENERGY, INC. 100 KING STREET WEST, SUITE

517 SW 4TH AVE., STE. 300 TORONTO, ON M5X 1C7

576 SEYMOUR ST., STE. 600CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION

SB GT&S 0091673
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BRIAN STEVENS CARLOS VELASQUEZ

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000 EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY CPUC - PROCUREMENT ADEQUACY &

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000 EMAIL ONLY

ELECTRICITY PLANNING AND POLICY BRANCH 
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000EMAIL ONLY

ION
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CPUC ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY

ROOM 4102EMAIL ONLY

COMMISSION
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND PERMITTING B 
PERMITTING B 
AREA 4-A

INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND

AREA 4-A

COMMISSION
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND PERMITTING B
BRANCH
ROOM 4-A

ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY

ROOM 4102

COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH 
OVERSIGHT BRANC 
ROOM 4104

PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND

AREA 4-A

COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
ENFORCEMENT BRANCH 
ROOM 5019

UTILITY & PAYPHONE

ROOM 455

SB GT&S 0091675
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PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC 
AREA 4-A

ENERGY DIVISION 
ROOM 4004

COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION EXECUTIVE DIVISION

FOR: ORA

COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH 
ENFORCEMENT BRANCH 
ROOM 4102

UTILITY & PAYPHONE

AREA 2-E

COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION LEGAL DIVISION

COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC 
PERMITTING B 
AREA 4-A

INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND

AREA 4-A

COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION DEMAND SIDE ANALYSIS BRANCH

SB GT&S 0091676
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INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND PERMITTING B
BRANCH
AREA 4-A

ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY

ROOM 4101

COMMISSION
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND PERMITTING B
BRANCH
AREA 4-A

ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY

ROOM 4104

COMMISSION
DEMAND SIDE PROGRAMS BRANCH ELECTRICITY PRICING AND

ROOM 4104AREA

COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC 
AREA 4-A

EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
ROOM 5201

COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ELECTRICITY PRICING AND

ROOM 5203 ROOM 4104

MS-20
1516 NINTH STREET

ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH 
ROOM 4101

SB GT&S 0091677
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COMMISSION
ORA - ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCH UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE &

770 L Street, Suite 1250 180 Promenade Circle, Suite

95814 95834Sacramento, CA Sacramento, CA

Cali lbrnia.

IimlijiiMice
50 Ciili lorn in Street. Suite 500 
Sun Irttneiseo. CA 041 I I
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. 1
“Comments of Sierra Club California on the Preliminary Scoping Memo” (April 6, 

2012)
1.

“Opening Brief of Sierra Club California on Track I Issues” (September 24, 2012)2.

“Reply Brief of Sierra Club California on Track I Issues” (October 12, 2012)3.

“Reply Comments of Sierra Club California on the Joint LTPP /Storage Workshop, I.Icld
September 7, 20 i 2” (October i

4.

“Comments of Sierra Club California on Proposed Decision Authorizing Procurement for 
Local Capacity Requirements” (January 14,1

5.

“Reply Comments of Sierra Club California on Proposed Decision Authorizing 
Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements” (January 22, 2013)

6.

Track 3
“Comments of Sierra Club California on Track 3 Rules” (November 2, 2012)I.

“Reply Comments of Sierra Club and California Environmental Justice Alliance on Track 
3 Rules” (November 30, 2012)

2.

“Opening Comments of Sierra Club California on Track III Rules Issues” (April 26, 
2013)

3.

“California Environmental Justice Alliance’s and Sierra Club California’s Comments on 
the Track III Proposed Decision” (February 18,;

4.

“California Environmental Justice Alliance’s and Sierra Club California’s Reply 
Comments on the Track b oposed Decision” (Februt 1 1 1

5.

“Opening Comments of Sierra Club California on AL3 (damson hs Questions from the 
September 4, 20 rearing Conference” (September 30, 2013)

I.

“Prepared Opening Testimony of Bill Powers on behalf of Sierra Club California” 
(September 30, 2013)

2.

SB GT&S 0091680



3. “Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Bill Powers on behalf of Sierra Club California” 
(October 14, 2013)

4. “Post-1.learing Opening Brief of Sierra Club California in Track 4” (November 25,
2013)

5. “Rcpl iI f of Sierra Club California in Track u I ■ :ember 16, 2013)

6. “Sierra Club California’s Comments on the Proposed Decision Authorizing Long­
Term Procurement for I.ocal Capacity Requirements Due to the Permanent
Retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station” (March 3, 2014)

7. “Sierra Club California’s Reply Comments on the Proposed Decision Authorizing
Long-Term Procurement for I.ocal Capacity Requirements due to the Permanent
Retirement of the San Onoffe Nuclear Generating Station” (March 10, 2014)

SB GT&S 0091681
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HoursiofiWilliarTrRostov,iAttornevim2012‘BndT2013i(Track'lI)i

□A 1 2 3 4
¥il

ak 7.00
0.30
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0.40
j:idemandi

0,20

T
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..Jis.withiother
j a i uci

8/14/2012 teviewtranscript;
T

8/14/2012 Oltg.TA/ithiD.Behles.rencross"priontcr6earings

8/14/2012 JPPHearingsIndudingiLunch
8/15/2012 teviewtranscripts^andirelated'Exhibits 1.00 1.00

TCWiD.Behles.re:iSparks.Crossaandisriefingi
schedule

8/18/2012 0,20

8/16/2012 ■maihA/itlrK.FoleyTenSept."i7'workshop 0,10

ReviewitranscriptifrorrryesterdayiandTtoday;i
outlineiargument;iOCW‘A.Adeyeye

8/18/2012 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00

8/30/2012' "allcwith'A.'AdeyeyeiaboiitiTrackilTBriefi 0.20 0.20 0.10
Revie\AnSepti7iworkshop'notice;iemailTwith.i
KellyiFoIey

8/31/2012 0,30

RicommornoutlineiandTA.Adeyeyenotes;'
outline"Bpproach

8/31/2012 0,20 0,20 0,10

OCWiA.Adeyeye.re:i3rief^trategyiandidi visions
ofilabor

8/31/2012 0,50

9/4/2012 inCAISO'LCRlStudywith'noiSaniOnefore
9/5/2012 nrerneedTjuestions
9/5/2012 leviselntrcntcnfarief 0.... ....3

9/8/2012 tevievrA.Adeyeye'sinitiahdraftrpfisections 0.40

9/8/2012 teviseintrcntcnbriefiandiorganize'Brgument 0,50 0,50 0,50

ITPP/Fnerav'AtnreffenWnrk'sbnn'atnPffrn

R.A.AdeyeyeTsectiQirDrrneedpKIVfillan
transcript;iOCWiA.iAdeyeyei

9/12/2012 0,70

9/13/2012 )rafrt»rief;ire¥ieseintro;T»ection11
9/13/2012 )raft15ection1(
9/13/2012pCWiA.AdeyeyeTe:Tieediquestions

Page^'oAS

SB GT&S 0091686



HoursiafiWilliarn-RostovpAttomeyin.2012~Bndi2013i(Trackll)i
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0,20 0,20 0,10

»
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interbrief

9/15/2012 IraftiBriefiseetions.INnd1il;ireviseisection1ll 1.00 4,50

ReviewiAlJx>rderprr6epti7iworkshop;iemaih 
toil/ oteiSol a na n diCEJ A9/15/2012 0,20
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A.AdeyeyeTerbriebstatus.and-projects

9/16/2012 1.00 1,50 2.50

oni Viand1
brief

2.00 2.00

0.10

9/20/2012 teviseidraft^nd'finisfndraftingTjectiQnlV 3.00

Finished rafti ngisecti orniVx n dire viseid raft; 
OCW""'A. Ad eyeyeirerel raftjnOCWi). Ba i rdi9/21/2012 2.00 2.00 2.00 0,30

E d i tb r i e f; id r a f tr e e o tin m e n d a t i o n era n d' i
conclusionjTcheckxites

9/23/2012 2,00 2.00 1.50

R^nd1l¥l3rief;xitexheck;1ncorporate"iP,Corti 
commentsjTnulti ‘OCWil.AdeyeyeTencitesi9/24/2012 2.50 2.50 2.50

1.00

0,10u. ±u U. ,i .u

0,70
PG&E'sTnotiomandxommentsioniiworkshop

vithiA.Adeyeye 0,10
briefs 0.10

0.405

ReviewrbriefsjTeview.notesbromiA.Adeyeye;-
discuss.putlinexindistrategyT/vitfrA.Adeyeyep
emailitoiMattiVespaTe:‘ptrategyidiscussion

9/28/2012 0,80 0,80 0.60 2.20

9/2,8/2012 Review "briefs
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PageliiofiS

SB GT&S 0091687



HoursiDfWilliam~Rostov,~Attomeyin.2012~Bnch2013!(Trackll)!

□A 1 2 3 4 5
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10/4/2012 0,20

ReviewCEJATesponseito'ALhquestions'Drn 
LTPP/StorageiworkshopTe ["potential! 
collaboration

10/4/2012 0,70

10/4/2012 ) Rire p I yilra c knl 1.00
TCW1¥l,¥espaTe:iCEJAi:JraftTomnient$"Bndi

10/4/2012 0.10 0,10

2.10

TisonTe:ischedulingn
ihMattWespaTensame

0,20

5,50
3.00

ick1~reply.brief11

;pt.i7"wvorkshopitopics1C 3,50

eplybrief1C 0.30

ipt.i7iworkshop!topics2( 5,00

Se pt .i7iwo rks he.) p'to pics;
1( 1.50

10/23/2C 0,50 0.50lent;"

Emaihre:.PDifrornxomrnissionpreviewTiotiee;"
calendandates;"ernail'toiD.BehlesTe:tirning

12/24/2012 0,20

es'fon
12/27/2C 1.50 1.50 1.50

DraftiemaihtoiclientTendecisionjiformulate!12/28/2012 1.50 1.50
coi

A t _ n #4
1 24.30 71.40 42.20 66.50
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HoursiDfWilliam~Rostov,~Attorneyin.2012iandi2013i(Trackll)i

Totali1 2 3 4 5
IWilhRostc

T■enproposed.i
1/7/2C 0,50

0,20

0,20 0,20
1.00 0,50 0,50
5,00 5,00

6.00 2.50 3,50 12.00

ithilVI.Vespai
ingren
review.andi

1/11/2C 4,00 4.00 8.00

0.60
,;iemaih

0,40 0.20 0.20

5 slm
4,00 2.00 2.00

::>ewi
maihrer 3,00 3,00

partei
0,20 0,20

.PD^snd"
0,30 0,30

ihwith.i
0,20 0,20

3,50ige

3,00 2.00 1.00
l

1.50 1.00 0.50 3.00

tin
1.00 0.70 0,30

0.20

1 ’’0

review mu! Luinriieiiis yn ru as wen as dCEi

re p I yia n diCEJ A~a n diD R Aiexip a rtem ot i ce s;i
prepareioutlineiforrmmtg.iwithIVtatthewi
Tisdale

1/29/2013 0,70 0,40 0,30 1.40

S c h e d u I i n grn e e t i n g siw i t hia i d e sit on 
CommissiorrFerroniandiPederman

1/29/2013 0,20 0,20
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HoursxifiWilliam"Rostov,"Attorneyin.2012"andT2013i(Trackll)i

iWil InRostov
Ex'parteiwith'CommissionerFlorio'sxhiefiofi 
staffpp re pa reif onmeeti ng

1/31/2013 2.00

Review.LIIPTnaterialsTandprepareifon
meetingT/vithiCommissioirPederman'sTaffice

2/4/2013 0,50 0,50

RescheduleTntg.iwithiCommissionerFerron's!
office

2/5/2013 0,20 0,20

Prepareiformtg.iwithiCommissioner.i
Pederman's.pfficeypre hrritg.i/vithil.Adeyeyey!
ex lparteimtg,iA/ith1uliecFitch^0nd"Racheli 
Peterson;!

2/5/2013 1.60 1,60 3.20

2/5/21 1,00 1,00

2/7/2C 1.00
[uovv B.Maeyeyere: same

Prepareiformtg.wvith'"Commissior»erferron,S! 
officeypre Lmtg.TA/ith‘A.Adeyeye_[iex 'parte! 
mtg.i/vithlSaraKamins;

2/8/2013 2.00 1.40

2/8/2013 teviewTexparteinotiees 0.20 0,20

2/11/2013' XW!lVl.VespaTe::Tevised'proposed""riecision 0,20 0,20

ReviewTiewTscopingTinemoiandTAUiorder;!
EmairtoxIientsTe::TevisedycopingTnemo;!
calendandates;

5/22/2013 1.20 2.40

IssuenAreasi A #1 #2 #3 #4 #5

TotahHours'forVVillianrRostovyAttorneyin.(2013 1.20 5 1.20 17.40 8.30 3.40
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HoursnofAdenikeiAdeyeye,"ResearchiAnalystt  Advocate )1m2012"BndT2013i(Track1l)

T
5 TotaliD_.j A 1 2 3 4
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HoursnofAdenikeiAdeyeye,"ResearchiAnalystt  Advocate )1m2012"BndT2013i(Track1l)

5 TotahD<....! A 1 2 3 4

Userr/
0 50
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"cross.i

1.00
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1.40
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rich

tlinefon
0,50 1.00
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1.00

:

1.20
2.00 2.00

3Pt>rief,i
ions.oh 0,50 1.00

0.20
5.40
6,50

trackil. 0.40

9/13/2012 ralkiA/ithiRostovTenLIPP'trackil. 0.10 0.10 0,30
9/14/2012 A/orki ng~p niLT P P.b ri ef. 7.70
9/17/2012 A/orki ngiomLTPPitrackl.brief. 6.5C
9/18/2012 No r ho mil P Pi) ri ef
9/20/2012 A/orki ng'DniLTPPitracklibrief.
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Hoursx>fAdenike~Adeyeye,~ReseardnAnalysti( Advocate Jirn2012T3ndi2013i(Track'd)

5 TotahD«... i.s A 1 2 3 4»m

UserrAdenike'Adeyeye
Reading~briefs~BndxreatingTeply~foriefi
outline.

9/27/2012 1.50 1.50 0.90

9/27/2012 leadingibriefs. 0.80 0.80 0.60
Talknwith.CEJAyindiKostov.aboutreplyibriefi
andiPGEirnotion.

9/27/2012 0,70

c

1
1
10/2/2012 No r kio mil P Par e p 1 yib r i e fi
10/3/2012 iditingTeplybrief.

Editingthemeitexheckingireplyiariefimlracki
10/12/2012 3,50 3,00

ProofreadingTandiaddingTitesTtcnenergy.i
c f‘ n r a cj a / i T P P U n i rvf.ir a n I \nr n rn m a ri t c10/22/2012 1.00

T
0,10

:J 0
T

0,50 0,50 0,70

Pifindlnforrnationi
einiSCEiterritory.

1/9/2C 1.70 1.70

Dnseisectiomofi
■Rostoveboutidemand'
nments.

1/9/2C 0,70 0.70

rnentsion.proposed'
ftiofidemandTesponse'
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1/10/2C 1.20 1.20

dire spo n sens e ctio rnofi1/10/2C

1/11/2C igxiidireplylsriefs. 0.40

ickil'proposed'
1/U/2C

gxomments.prrtraeki1/11/2C 2.10

'pnitrackil'proposed!
1/11/2C 1.10 1.10

1/16/2013 ralkingiwith.RostovBbouttTPP'proceeding. 0,10 0.10
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HoursiofAdenikeiAdeyeye,~ResearchiAnalysti( Advocate )im2012T3ndi2013i(Track1l)

5 TotaliD__! A 1 2 3 4»iri

UseriAdenikeiAdeyeye
ResearchioniCEJA's'positiomomenergyi
storage"! riUIPP.i

1/16/2013 0.60 0.60

Researchiomenergy.storagelmLTPPi
proceedingiandiomCAiSO"proceedingsithati 
impactistoragepwritingupTiotes.forRostov.

1/16/2013 1.10 1.10

Editingiand.citexheckingxommentsnoniTracki
lop ro pose did e c i s i o n.

1/22/2013 1.00 0.60

ReviewptherpartiesTCommentsimresponsei
to^DTandxurxommentsImresponsetoiPDIn.i
preparationiforiexparteTneeting.

1/28/2013 0,50 0.50

Ex ‘partemeetingiatiCPUCTwithnaideTtoi1/31/2013
Comrnissionerflorio.
Ex /jarteTneetingiA/ithllomrnissionen

2/5/2013 U.JU
Peterman’sxtaff.
IVleeting'with.Kostovifaeforexx 'partei
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u. /u
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A #1 #2 #3 #4 #5
HoursTofAden. 0.00 1.20 14.20 4.10 3.90 0.801
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HoursxfWillianrRostov,‘Attorneyirr2012,i2013_BndT2014T(Track'3)

1 2

lers.relateditcn
10/29/ 0,20 0,20 0,40

ments;i
eborah10/29/ 0,30 0,30
snlrack'B'

10/31/ 0,20 0,20
OrracWi 
ehles.rersame/

10/31/ 0,20 0,20
htoxlientsTe:

11/1/2012 4.00 4.00same;i
11/6/2012 ReviewiTracki3~ppening.comments 0,50 1.50

EmailiwithiDianaiLeeiand'DeborahiJehles.re:
meetingire:il"rack1311/6/2012 ) 0,20

11/7/2012 Re vi e wiTra cki3io p e n i ngxo m m e nts 0.70
Review"CEJAiand'iDRAxomrnents;Tprepareifor.i
m eeti ng.with.CEJ AtSoDRA11/9/2012 0,30 0,30 0,60
TCWtD R£'( D i a n aile e'l&if o rd a m? )»'CE J An 
(D.Behles/iand'A.Adeyeye11/9/2012 0.80 0.80
TCWiDeboralrBehles.and'ft.AdeyeyeTen

11/9/ 0,20 0,20

11/12/ 0.50 0.50

11/13/2012 0,20 0,20comments
RiDRAxornmentsmnd'abaternentxurve'
reports11/13/2012 1.50

11/14/2012 DKaftirracklihreplyxomments 2.00 2.00

11/15/2012 T"CWiD,BehIesTenTracki3Teplyxomments 0.20
11/15/2012 D Rif r a c ki3.replyxomments 1.50

[)R:Trackx>Teplyxornrnentsimresponseto:
PG&E11/16/2012 2.00 2.00
R V'T ra ckxlire p I /nco rn rn e nts.p n1 E,'
Transparency'andiPCj&E'proposals/ireviewi 
SCExo m rn e ntsx n d:D. Be h 1 e sie m a i I ;x rn a i itcn
D.BehlesTendraft11/19/2012 1.00 2.50
VMifonD.Behlesxnd'xmailfromlierTenlrack: 
3xe p lyxo m m e nts11/20/2012 0.20 0,20

TCWtD. BehlesTenTrackl3Teplyxommentsiand
I r a c k'2'fJ r o p o s e d ■ id e c i s i o n11/21/2012 0,20 0.20
ReviewiGi.iG'andxversightxections'fromi
CEjAnTCW:D.BehlesTe:xornrnent11/21/2012 0,30 0.30
EmaiIxvith'D.BehlesTe:xlraft1Iracki3i
cornments;xmaiIxlientsxlraftU"racWi
comments11/27/2012 0,30 0,30

ReviewT3ndTeviseirrack~3Tomments;T=maih
a n diTCWIVi a ttA/e sp axe ixo m rn e n ts;x m a i h 
withiD.Behles.rercomrnents11/28/2012 0.80 0,70 1.50

11/29/2012 TCW:R. f re e h I i ngre :xorn m e nts 0,20 0,20
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HoursTofM/illiarrnRostov,‘Attorneyirr2012,i2013'Bndi2014i(Tracki3)
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HoursTofM/illiamzRostov,‘Attorneyzirr2012,i2013'BndT2014z(Tracki3)
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Hours pf Adenike Adeyeye, Research Analyst (Advocate) in 2013 and 2014 (Track 3) i
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

3TT TT TT
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i
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seOpfciuestionsfrorTriALifortestirrionypernail- 
B i I HP o we rsire ::ts c h e d u 1 e

9/16/2013 0,40

c 0.10 0,10 0,10
c 0,3

neifon
.EsanalysisyS 2.00 2.00

ling-prdenS 0.30

S 1.00

equesttoi
S 0.40

bands
S 0.40

onsesfronT'SCEiandiSCEi
0.50 0,50

9/18/2013' "CW-R.Freehlingrerrespo nseito-ALJ-questions 0,50 0,40

Review-'riraftitestimonyTand'-clataTesponsei
requestsnmakeinotes-Bboutitestimony

9/18/2013 2,50

questions

..AdeyeyeTertestirnony 0.40

stimony 0,70

Pagei3iof0
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

=11 2 3 4

1.50 1.50

0,20

1 50

1.50

0.50

2.00

9/25/ 0,20
requests

9/25/2013 IraftiCommentSTomAUnquestions 1.00 1.50
1

Re viewxl ataxeq uestsif rorrrB il HPowers;iema i h 
w i t h x t h e np a rt i e sxe: x a m e; x m a i I iw i t hi
A.AdeyeyeTe:Tsame;Temaihwith-f)RA

9/25/2013 0,80

LOO 3.00

1.00

0,50 0,50
rexarne

ReviewrPowersitestimonyj-makingTComments;'
ernai handiTCWiBi 1 hf owers;-fn u11i DCWi 
A,AdeyeyeTe::itestimonyiand'"irevisions

9/27/2013 2,00 3,30

reviewtestimony;TemailTandiphc,)neTaIlTA/ith'"i
BiIhPowers;T:rriaiIxIientyjroup;iemaihlV1attn
Vespa jiOCWiA.AdeyeyeTe status

9/28/2013 2,00 0,50

ReviewxndTevise-t:ornrnents;yamaiIiwithiBiIh
f:>owersTe:xomments;incorporateiiis""Edits

9/30/2013 0,50 0,50 1.00

ReviewiCornmentS"prTTAUnquestions;iemaili
withifV!athVespaTe:xomrnents;x;mailpA/ithi
BiIhFowers;Teviewihisxdits

9/30/2013 0,70 0.70

lncorporatexditS"fromxIientS'"pnxomrnents;i 
emaiIx¥ith-f7fatt/7espaTe:xornmer»ts;xeviewi 
fi I i ngjiDCWiA. Adeyey e

9/30/2013 2.00 2,00 4.00

10/1/2013 teviewiCornrnentSTornALhquestiorts
Re v i e W'5 u b m i tte dpi estimonypOCWi 
A.AdeyeyeTexeplytestirnony10/2/2013

EmaiI'"iwith3ames-TCorbelliTe:fiIedxlc,)cumentS'"i 
a n dxte p p i ngxi pxtxi eeting

10/2/2013 0

Pageyhpfe
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Hours:pf^WiIliarriiRostov;iAttorney1riT201:hand''''2014T(TrackT4)'''i

=1I r\_-“iption 2 3

/latt-VespaTeiTepIytestirriony
1 CWiCarohSchmid Arazeprevisei
testimony;emailiwith-0ill-powersTen
corrections;iernaihtoiA.Adeyeyep3nd""]RosieTe:

10/3/2013 1.00

:her
1.50 1.50

0.30

0.50

1.00 3,00

in
0.30

ReviewTequestfonhearingadraftpemailifrorm
jirnilorbelli"Te:y:ame;iemaili)ianaAee

10/13/2013 0,30

ReviewTeplyfestimony;-commentsifor.Bills
Powers

10/13/2013 2.50 2,50

MakeThangeitoTequestifonhearingpernaih
DianaiLee;iernaihI\lRDCiand'""EDFTe:q30tentiaIIy“
joining

10/14/2013 0,50

ReviewTeplyitestirnony;xornrnentS'fonBill"'i
10/14/2013

1C
1C

TeplytestimonyH
1C 0,90

snDiana-ieeTer
1C 0.10 0,20

.eeTe:-CAISOj
0,10

lilhPowemrerihiss
led'Teplyfestimony

0,10
I

CAf SOtii ot i on-a n dxross"i
0,30

icrossnexaminationitimes 0,20

eyrarid'A.AdeyeyeTercross""]
10/21/

ixorDeiiiTe:TCAIS0iriiotiomaridxross''i
ation

10/21/

nlnreviewnCAlSOi
3,00

cross-examination 0,10

u.xu J

Pagedixf®
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

31 2 3 4

0,20

C,„

8,00

10/2 1.00 0,50 0,50
igure-p utxrossf on10/2 0,50 0,50 0.50

1C

1C, - I I
10/2 ■rsomCrosses;
10/3

10/3

10/3
inni2ross;iReviewiand"

10/3 1.00 1.00 I
Ir kit hroug hoi u n c hno m

10/3 7,00

10/3
ig10/3 0.70

10/3

10/3

11/

11/ 4.50

ricHMikeTen
11/ 0,20 0.20

t

staturanchstrategy11/ 0,70

11/ tingiopeningibrief. 3 0,10

11/1 3
Dmoveralb

11/1 3
I

; f i n gii s s u e re n d ike y i
11/1 0.40

2 rve n o rra n d iO R Are :i11/1 0,80

om mer»ts;y:J raft-j ntro;-
11/1 1.50 1.50

if.
11/1 e/intro 1.50 1,50

Pageifrpf®
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

31 2 4
ViibiR
11/1 acli sheddingisections 7 nn

11/1 rjoadi sheddingnreviewrecord

11/1 ' "3ument

ReviewioadforecastiandienergVTefficiency"]
sectionjiOCWiA.AdeyeyeTeiiTrevisingiboth

11/18/2013 0.40 0.40

Reviewianc:lTeviseiA.Adyeyeisections""pm 
e n e rgynefficie n cyia n die n e rygistorage

11/19/2013 1.00

0.50 0.5011/21/20131 incQrporateithem']intoitheibrief;7read""thc.}ughi 0,50
ts r» c ci

C

0.30|erts

Reviseinoiprocurnentiieedisection/policyi
questions;TeviewTelated"record'"icites

11/23/2013 7.00

11/24/2013 leviewnd raftian died it
Reviseinoiprocumentneedisection/policyi

11/24/2013 1.00

3 2.50

1,80 0.20

0.30

0,30

:ei

om
0.60

0.70 0,70
0.50

'eplyibriefstrategy 1.10

band-projects 0.10 (
eyeTeybrief.i 5,50

Pagei7iof-0
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

Description 1 2 3 4
ViHiRostov

DraftirepIy;TpreferredTesources""and'-timingi
sections;

12/10/2013 3,00

GCWsft.AdeyeyeTe:Tepiyi3fief""topies"'iarid"'i
work

12/10/2013 0,10 0,10

DrafHoading""shedding""section;TeviewT3ther
12/10/2013 2.00

hriafc

4.00

A 0,20

d""and'"i

yimbrief12
nrnaryiofi
iTofifacharidi12 1,50 1,00

12 loneisection 0,20

12 0.30omment
A

j 11/1013 77.20 i

1nPeevey;iemaih
1 0,20

Review'iTPPnernaihMattA/espaTeymyy
thoughts

2/5/2014 1.00

Email-iyvithiMatOiVespat'eriTransrnissioniplaii;'
email"M/ith’A.AdeyeyeTe:y;ame;iemaih
S.fViartinezTecsarne,

2/5/2014 0.70

2/7/2C 0,30

2/10/2C 0,70

2/11/2C 1,00 0,30

T C ViAD. B e h I e st e: IF r a e lc#id e e i s i o ma n d a
opening-pomments-poordination

2/18/2014 0.50

PostxallicliscussionywithiViattcVespayT.Zakirri'i
andiA.Adeyeye

2/19/2014 0.20

2/19/2014 imailrwith'Serra/llubt'enexipartes 0,20
TCWiNRDCiandiCEjATenTrackT4ndecision""and'"i
cpening-pomments

2/19/2014 0,30

ReviewtJroposedidecisioniTracMyputlinei
comments

2/24/2014 0.60 0,20 0,20

2/25/2014 Jrafbcomments-pmPD 4,00

2/25/2014' TWiSierraiClubiclientsTencommentsiomPD

2/26/2014 IraftmommentsiDni PD
2/27/2014 IraftTCommentsrpniPD i I I I

PageySyife
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Hours-pfiWilliam-|Rostov,-Attorneyin'i2013'Tand-2014-|(Track-4)i

=1Ir%7 2 3 4

lull iiw 11 c i I

3/2/2014 AaftiCommenfsioniPD - "0
DraftiAppendix;iReviseibriefinTepsonse4oi
fVIatti/espayA.Adeyeyexndir.Zakirrn
comnients;Teview^andTevise;iaditrrsumrnaryy

3/3/2014 4,00 2.00 2.00 8.00

0,20

1.00-jy w</ IOII iVVIt!lw»ICI I a jCJ !CI ICS 1 L..» 8 C II ICC igj a i iu
pressxtrategy

I
3/7/2014 teviewTdraftTeplyjTOCWiT.ZakimTei-pame 1.00

anaAazerowiand'""Aurai/asquezTe:nexi
3/7/ 0.30

ep

3/7/ ■Corbe lli,-CEJATe:TeplyTComments 0.40

visions 3

'.Zakirrri
3

ker;i
0.20

Ites.iExi
iFlorio's" 2.50
;

A ;
l 8.61

Draft
Qffieexalliwithi
Reviewi
Revises
Te 1 e p h o n e x a 11 is/ i t hi

DR
OCWi
R
RV
TCW

Pagei9xfi9
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Hours~DfAdenike~Adeyeye,"Research.Analysti(Advocate)in.2013"Bnd"2014"i(Tracki4)

1 2 3 4

andithei

S"putage,
1.80
0.50:s.

'testimony.
1.00 0.90

1.00es

testimony
0,50

TaboutUrackt'
0.50
0,10

2.00 2.00 0,50
•nyiandi

2.50
0,70

estirnonypnd'i
0,30

rrrisiusedln.i

0.30
vnCEJAm

igtestirnony

ny
■ence.with.i

1.00
rtestimony
jutiTracktti

0,60 u./o
>ups.before"!

0.70
2.00

enPUCifratkit
0,20

ttorilracWto"
0,30 0,50

'inlSoutherm
cW)

1.50 1.00
taturahgasi

0,50

fiTracki4
0,80I

Pageilioffi
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Hours~DfAdenike~Adeyeye,"Research.Analysti(Advocate)in.2013"Bnd"2014"i(Tracki4)

es
1.20
2.00

0.50

ule

1.70
0.40

es.
0,70

iyi

1.20

H «pc.

n
3.50

IcA.
0,50

tion.i

4"
0,70

ends
0.40

9/23/2C testimony
0,20 0,20

Eiand'SCEO
9/23/2C

4.00
girrackth

9/23/2C
4.00

yiTracks4“
9/24/2C

9/26/2C
9/26/2C

onTrackifi
9/27/2C

4,50 4,50
onTracki4i9/28/2C

3,00 3.00
onTrackifi

9/30/2C
8,50

monyifontrack10/1/2C
2.00 2.00

monyfontrack10/2/21
2.00 2.00

ments.for.i
10/3/2C 1.10

0,50 0,60

PagelZioffi
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HoursiDfAdenike-Adeyeye,-Research.Analysti(Advocate)in.2013-Bnd-2014-|(Tracki4)

10/4/ 3,30
omi10/7/

1.80
10/11/ 0,40

10/11/
3,70

ies.i
10/14/

1.00 1.00 0.50
1.20 1.00

0.50
1.00 1.50

0,90
0,20

3.00

4."3

ReviewingnothenpartiesTebuttalitestimony-for
10/24/2013 J ...

2.00 2.00 1.50

10/25/
3.50 3.50

2.00 2.00

.50

6,50
■iaryi

hearings 3,00 3,50
Reviewingrtranscriptsifrcrmevidentiaryi 
he a ri ngi n-p re p a ra t i o rnf o r.p p e n i ng"b ri ef.

11/4/2013
2.00 2.00

Makingxorrections-tcntracki4ievidentiary
hearingsitranscript.

11/4/2013
2.00

11/5/2013 tevisingxorrections.totranscript. 0,30
Reviewingitranscriptsifrorrnevidentiaryi
hearingln-f gisrief.

11/5/2013
2.00 2.50

Reviewingtranscriptsifromievidentiaryn 
hea ri ngi rrpreparationifor.ppening-brief.

11/6/2013
2.00 2.50

11/7/2013' 'alkxvithiRostov.jaboutxpening-toriefxl rafting
0,10 0.10 0.10

Reviewing.transcriptsifrormevidentiaryi
hea ri ngxt ndxom p i 1 i ngnotes.pmtra nscri ptsifor
opening-brief

11/7/2013
2,50 2.50 1.00

Reviewingxomments-0nditranscripts1mLTPPi
'Track-Aitoxompile-outlineiforbriefs.

11/8/2013
1,50 1.50 1.10

Reviewingxornments-and'transcriptsImLTPPr
Track-4toxompile-putlinexndxhartifor-briefs.

11/11/2013

11/13/2013' "alkiA/ithlkostov'-aboutiLIPP-briefs

Page-3xf-5
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Hours-ofAdenike-Adeyeye,-Research.Analysti(Advocate)in.2013"Bnd"2014"i(Tracki4)

11/13/2C

11/14/2C 1.40

demandiforecast. 1.40

Workiorrpection s.pf IT P PiT rac kali) r i e fa n di
reviewiopening.eomments'Biid'testimony

11/15/2013 3.20

Wor kx rns e ct i o n s.pf ill P PiT ra c kitib r i e f b n di
revievrppeningxorrirrientsiand'testirnoriypelki
withiRostov""abourt»rief.

11/18/2013 8.80

Workxnisections.pfiLIPPUrackpl.briefrandi
review.opening-comments.Bnd'testirmony

11/19/2013 5,50 5.50

Worloo Bisections.p'fiLTPPiTrack-Aibriefxndi
review.ppeningromments.and'testirnony

11/20/2013 5,50 5.50

Worlcionmections'''pfiLTPPiTrackTl''''briefiandi 
review.ppeningicomiinentsianditestirnony

11/21/2013 7,50 7.50

Workpn-sections-pfiLTPPiTracktlibriefandi 
review.ppeningxornrnents'Bnd'testimony

11/22/2013 0.50

12/3/201 Off-.-. 11

I
l

1 Z./ O/ /LL I 1 tr r* I I I

12/6/2C

12/8/2C
1,20C.MUUO! MC'C'U IHHUing,

Research! ngTSDG&ETesourcenassumptionsif on
residualxeedifinding.

12/8/2013
3,00

12/9/2013 )raftingxection-pf-TrackttiLTPPireplyi:»rief,
7.20

12/9/2013' 'alki/vithiRostovire"reply.brief.i 0.10 0.10

12/10/2C 5.50
2.50 3.00

12/10/2C 0.20
0,10 0,10

12/11/2C 3,00

mergyxfficiencyxstimatestolnclude' 
; n tiC E Cie n e r gyid e m a n d' f o r e c a s t.

12/11/2t 3.30
3.30

12/1 l/20130itexheckingTd raftx'ftTP PiIrackTlTeplyibrief. 0.70
0.40 0,30

Drafting-sections.pfiTrack-A-reply-briefi1.iloadi
shedding.

12/12/2013 2.80
2.80

TalkiwithiRostoyxbouttrack'Aireplyibriefi
load-shedding.

12/12/2013 0.20
0,20

Pagei4xf6
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Hours~DfAdenike~Adeyeye,"Research.Analysti(Advocate)in.2013"Bndi2014"i(Tracki4)

ResearchifonTracki4TeplyiDriefTomdemandi
fcrecasts,ienergystorage,iand'preferredi
resources.

12/12/2013
2.30

12/13/20131 litexhecking-LIPPiTrackOlireplyibriefriraft
1.00 1.30 1.00

Ta I kiA/ithiRostov""B boutlTPPiTra ckiPire plyi
briefndraft

12/13/2013
0,10 0.20 0,20

Editing.LTPPirrackpl.reply.briefxl rafti.4EPi
critiqueiandisection-pmenergyistorage.i

12/13/2013
4.30

1^
1.00 1.50
0,30 0.3015

#1 #2
e)lTotal"H< 52.20 143.90

in-2013

2/10/201-
0,30

2/10/201-
1.30

2/10/201-
0,70LtJA.

2/18/2014 1 1.00 1.00 1.00

2/19/2014
0,20t

2/19/2014 (
2/19/2014. iubmittingrex parteirequest.

0,30 0,30 0,30
0,20

2/19/2014, \nalyzingithe"proposedidecisionimtracki4 1.60

Searchingthejec ordfo r.j n f o r rn atiom
supportingiadditioniof"transmission"projectsi
and.preferredTesourcestcrtheirraekitiPD.

2/19/2014

4,50 4.00
Strategyxall"withxlients,iCEJA,"NRDCiaboutn
the"proposedidecisionintracki4

2/19/2014
0,30

Research-pn1V!esai.oop1n,"energy.storage;
a n d "P Vif o nt r a c k'A'P Dx o m m e n t s.

2/24/2014 5.20
3,00 2.20

CalliwithiRostov,"Zakim,"BndiSierra"Club"Bbouti
track"4"PDxomments.

2/25/2014
0,30

WritingiupTand-sendingTex"parteTequests"for.i
meetings"re:itrack"i4.P Dicomments.

2/25/2014 0.50
0,50

0.50
0,30 0,20

1.50
1.50

T
e)iTotal"H< )

Page"5iofi5
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HoursnofnBil 1.Powers,lExpertlri.2013i(Tracki4)

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Iowers

2.00

0.20 1.80

7/5/2013
7/6/2013
7/10/2013
7/11/2013

7/12/2013

3117/19/2013 1.00 1.00
icuci ui I i.. i i i cs^rx .r

preparation of data response questions on N-18/1/2013 4.001
preparation of data response questions on N-18/2/2013 1.00
1
preparation of data response questions on N-18/3/2013 2.001

8/20/2013 conference call with Earthjustice 1.00
follow-up review of relevant Track 4 
documents

8/24/2013 1.00

follow-up review of relevant Track 4 
documents8/25/2013 1.00

review CAISO, SCb, SDG&E opening
testimony________________________

8/26/2013 2.00

prepare additional data response requests 
based on testimony review_____________

8/28/2013 3.00

prepare additional data response requests 
based on testimony review9/1/2013 1.00

prepare additional data response requests 
based on testimony review_____________

9/2/2013 4.00

prepare additional data response requests 
based on testimony review, call with 
Earthjustice__________________________

9/3/2013 2.00 2.00

prepare additional data response requests 
based on testimony review, call with 
Earthjustice__________________________

9/4/2013 1,00 1.00

work on draft #2 opening testimony
work on draft #3 opening
testimony/consultation w Earthjustice
work on draft #4 opening testimony

9/26/2013 work on draft #5 opening testimony 6,00
work on draft #6 opening 
testimony/consultation w Earthjustice

9/27/2013 8,00

9/28/2013 work on draft #7 opening testimony 8,00
9/29/2013 complete pre-final opening testimony 6,00
9/30/2013 finalize opening testimony

review opening testimony of parties, prepare 
reply testimony10/10/2013

10/19/2013 review reply testimony of other parties 0,20 0,500,30

PageilToffi
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HoursnofnBil 1.Powers,lExpertlri.2013i(Tracki4)

5 4 5 Total
Dwer

10/24/2013 6.00

10/28/2013 2.0O:

10/29/2013 1.00

10/30/2013 8,00

H
10/31/2013 8,00

Page"2Tofi2
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Summary of Sierra Club tA Hours i

Total iYear Rate t A 1 2 3 4 5
53.6 306,52012 24,3 71,4 42.2 48.5 66,5

$1.9,296,00 $110340,00$360,00 $8/748.00 $25/704,00 $15,192.00 $17,460,00 $23,940.00

Will Rostov i 201.3 1,2 53,8 21,2 17.4 8,3 105.3
$390,00 $468,00 $20,982,00 $8,268,00 $6,786,00 $3,237,00Total 2013 1,067,00

Adenike Adeyeye 153,2201.2 0 36,5 79,9 5 2
$130,00 $0,00 $4,745.00 $10,387,00 $650,00 $260,00 $3,Total 2012 91.6,00

Adenike Adeyeye 2013 0 1.2 14,2 4,1 3,9 0,8 24.20

$135,00 $0,00 $162,00 $1,91.7,00 $553,50 $526,50 $108,00 $3,267.00Total 2013

$174,590,00Total Track 2.

q
Year Rate i 1 2 3 4

2012 13,4 0 9,1 3.3
$360,00 $4,824,00 $0,00 $3,276,00 $1,1.88,00

2013 16,9 3.3 5 2

$390,00 $6,591,00 $1,287,00 $1,9.50,00 $780,00 $10,608,00

15,3\ 2014 0,5 0.2 1.3,6 i
$410,00 $205,00 $82,00 $5,576,00 $410,00 $6,273,00

2,7Ade 2013 1,5 0,2 1
$135,00 $202,50 $27,00 $135,00 $0,00 $364,50

Ade 2014 2.2HI
$140,00 $308,00

T i

T T T T T
Year Rate]
2013

$330,00 $2

l| 56.7|\ 201.4 29.3 8
$41.0,00 $12,013,00 $3,280,0( $

Adenike 'Adeyeye 2013 52,2 1.43
A$135,00 $7,047,00 $19,426,5Total 2013

Adenike Adeyeye 5,8 13.7 7.7 3.82014
$812,00 $1,918,00 $1,078.00 $532,00$140,00Total 2014

Bill Powers i 0,40 18.70 126,00 17,802013
$150,00 $60,00 $2,805,00 $18,900,00 $2,670,00

I

Allocation;

Percentages!

$9,216.00
$51,593,00
$35,764.00
$25,449.50
$27,963,50
$24,604.00
$11,822.50

$1,396,00
$11,245,00

$2,378,00
$50,040.00
$61,398,50

Category A (Track 1} 
Category!
Category 2 
Category's 
Category 4 
Category 6 
Category 1 (Track 3) 
Category 2 
Category 6 
Category 4 
Category ll (Track 4) 
Category 2

2.19%
12,26%
8.50%

6.05%
6.64%
5.85%
2,81%
0.33%
2,67%
0.56%

11.89%
14,59%

Page'll of 2
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Summary of Sierra Club tA Hours

$61,428,50
$40,140,50

Category's 
Category 4 
Category 5 
Total |

14,59%
9,54%
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Hours pf iWiiliarrrRostov fNOl)

Timer i

n A. Acleyeye5/5/2014 4,5)
:s on

5/6/2014 0,1i
bstantial

5/6/2014 0,2i
and intro, 
case5/6/2014 1,5i
on

5/6/2014 0.2<
equest5/6/2014 0,8i
lirirTorcJen 
: contribution 
e; revising

contribution5/7/2014 3,50

Allocating time in Track 1; Track 4; multi- 
OCW Rosie re; formatting timesheets; multi- 
OCW A,Acleyeye re; time allocation and issue 
breakdown; themes for document; drafting 
other sections of reguest5/8/2014 6,50

A.Adeyeye's drafts of contribution sections; 
draft Part III of NOI5/9/2014 6,00
Review and revise contribution sections5/11/2014 4
Review Trar l4oecisioiTsfrevievv
and revises contribution sections; draft and 
revise Part III of NOI section5/12/2014 8
MoeafeTracfiTTflme/^^
final edits of time, review and edit NOI
document, review all documents for filing5/13/2014 3.5

Total 2014

DR
Office call with ; 
Review;
Reviser
Telephone pail with;

OCW i
R
RV
TCW

Page ;1 pf ;1
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HoursiofAdenike~Adeyeye~(NOi)

Time
"AdenikeiAdeyeye

Lookingijpx i t e s.fo r.r e q u e stif o r.co rnpensatiom
imTraektk

3/5/2013 1.00

Lo o k i n g'iu pic i t e s.f o nr e q it e stif o nco rnpensatiom
iniTrackH.

3/5/2013 1.80

ReyiewingproposedxleeisiQtrand'iscopingi
m e m oif o ni rt t e r ve n o r.co mpensatiomrequest.

3/13/2013 1.80

ReviewingproposedidecisionTnemoifon
intervenorcompertsationirequest.

3/13/2013 1.70

■viewingproposedidecisiomnemoifon 
• ~ rven o nco m p e n s a t i o mre q u e s t.

‘ " 113

WorkingTomrequestiforintervenor.
compensationfor.iTracksiBiandTi.4/16/2014 2.50
Wo r ki ngno mre q ue stif o rl nte rve n o n
compensationifonTracksiSiand'"#.4/17/2014 2.40
Workingiomrequestiforintervenon
compensatiomfonTracksl3iandT4.4/18/2014 2.00
WorkingnonTequestiforjntervenor
compensatiorrfonTracks^B'and'#.4/21/2014 7.00
ReviewingiTrackl3iandiTrack‘4Tequests‘fon
intervenoncompensation4/23/2014 0.50

4/25/2014 f nte rve n o nco mpensatio mf o r m s0.50
ReviewxIlidoeumentsnsubmittedlrriTracksxh
andWjtoxompileWstmttopicsToveredlrrthosei
tracks.i5/8/2014 4.00

Writeisumrnaries.p indecisions.iniTracksilpS,'
and'#5/8/2014 0.50

5/8/2014 0,50 : d i tnf o r m a tt i n g'pfiRe q u e stif o nCo m p e n sa t i o n
Draftingxubstantiahccntributiomsection.ofi
compensatiomclaim.5/7/2014 8,30
Drafting-isubstantialxontributiomsectiompfi
compensationxlairn.5/8/2014 8.20

5/12/2014 L

114 ompensatiom

Totalq

Pageilnofnl
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Education

Jew'} laven, Cri’
_ ^ . Development, May 2011.

ffi Awards: U.S. Department of Education 1 ;orcign I .anguage and .Area Studies I 'Allow, Teresa 1 leinz Scholar for 
Environmental Research, Iindsav Fellow for Research in Africa, Yale Tropical Resources Institute 1 Allow

Yale University, New' I laven, CT
Bachelor of "Arts, Environmental Studies, Slav 2007.
ffi Awards: Gaylord Donnelley Prize for Excellence in Environmental Studies, Yale Mellon Undergraduate Research Grant

Pontificia Universidad Catolica Madre y Maestra, Santiago, Dominican Republic (Spring 2006) 
ffi Concentration: Caribbean Studies and Community Development. All courses conducted in Spanish.

Rill JiVANT EXP1 iRfENOv
Earthjustice, San. Francisco, CA
Research and "Policy Analyst (January 2012.Present)
ffi Conduct research and client outreach to support litigation in the air, environmental health, and climate change practice 

groups.

hington, DC
)11..Januarv 2012)
portfolio of over 600 municipal solid waste management projects globally, with a focus on 

environmental and social co.benefits that solid waste management provides.

Yale Hixon Center for Urban Ecology, New I laven, CT
Research x \ssistant for Professor Amity Doolittle (September 2011..December 2011)
ffi Transcribed and coded stakeholder interviews about natural resource management and use in New 1 laven.

Urban Resources Initiative (URI), New I laven, CT
Community V'orester (September 2009..August 2011)
ffi Advised eight community groups on urban environmental design, tree and plant selection, and environmental stewardship 

as they revitalized open spaces and sfrecfscapes in their neighborhoods. Coordinated. 64 volunteer events, where 233 
volunteers devoted over 900 hours, to neighborhood green space projects.

ffi Instructed a. high school student crew and an ex.offender crew in street tree planting and environmental benefits of trees.

Yale University, School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, New 1 laven, CT
’"Peaching Vellmr (Social Science Research Methods) (September 2010.December 201.0)
ffi Organized class logistics, facilitated in.class discussion, advised students on writing research grants, and presented Master's

Project research to the 18.person, class.

WaterAid Nigeria, Abuja and Ado.Ekiti, Nigeria
Independent Researcher (June 201.0.August 201.0)
ffi Designed a research project focused, on gender roles and decision.making in. community.led total sanitation projects in

Ekiti Stare, Nigeria. Conducted interviews in three rural communities and local government offices. Drafted report 
evaluating the sanitation, projects' progress on. achieving gender equity.

Environmen ti.tu.te, Washington, DC
Research Associate (July 2007.June 2009); Intern (loordinator (May 2008..June 2009)
ffi Conducted research and planned workshops for topics such as climate justice, brownfields revita.liza.fion, environmental 

laws and alternative dispute resolution, gender and natural resource management, and sustainable fisheries management.
ffi I lired and managed un.dergra.du.ate interns for the Research & Policy Division.

Saturday Environmental Academy, Washington, DAT
"Teacher (September 2008..May 2009)
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ffi Taught 25 M' and 8lh grade students from Southeast Washington, I).(h public schools altout the Anacostia River and 
Chesapeake Bay watersheds through games, activities, and field trips each Saturdav morning.

Publication

Adevcvc, A. (2011). Gender and Community.Led Total Sanitation: A Case Study of ICkiti State, Nigeria. Tropical Resources
"Bulletin, 30, 15.24, ' ' ‘ ’

Skills and Languages

ffi Microsoft Office suite, Macromedia Dreamweaver, Adobe Contribute, Adobe Soundboofh, ArcGIS.
ffi Spanish: Professional working proficiency. Yomba; fflernentary oral proficiency; Intermediate written proficiency.
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