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FORM B: BLANK INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM

Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Insttuiing Rulemaking to Inteotate and Relie Rulemakine 12.05-014
Procurement Policies and Consider Long-Term  (Filed March 22, 2012)

Procurement Plans

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF SIERRAGLUB CALIFORNIA
AND DECISION ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF SIERRA
CLUB CALIFORNIA

: Mier al bl alilarnin

(“SterraClubor Club™ and D.14-03-004

Claimed: S || 432.447.50  Awarded: $

Assigned ALJ:

I hereby certify that the information | have set forth in Parts §, 1, and [T of this Clain is true to my best
knowledge, information and belhiefl. 1 further certify that, in conformance with the Rules of Practice and
Procedure, this Claim has been served this day upon all required persons (as set Torth in the Certificate of
Service attached as Attachment 1),

For contribution to Decisions D.13-02-015, D.14-02-040,

Assioned Commissioner: Floro Gamson

Signature: | s/ William Rostov

Printed Name: | Willlam Rostov

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

A. Brief Description of Decision: | The Track 1 Decision (D.13-02-015) authorizes Southern }
California Edison (SCE) to procure local capacity resources
in the LA Basin. [t establishes a minimum procurement
target of 1400 MW, and a maximum of 1800 MW. The
decision requires SCE 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 600 of additional preferred and energy
Storage resources.

Following the |rack | proceedimes, the lrack 4 Deeision
(D.14-03-004) also addressed local capacity requirements in
Southern California. It authorizes SCE and San Diego Gas

& Electric (SDG&E) to procure energy resources by 2022
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due 1o local capacity needs tesultine from the closute of the
San Onofre Nuclear Generation Station (SONGS). SCE is
authorized to procure 500-700 MW, including at least 400
MW of preferred resources, and SDG&E is authorized to
procure 500-800 MW, including at least 200 MW of
preferred resources. Both SCE and SDG&E have the option
to procure preferred resources for the entire amount
authorized.

In parallel the Irack 3 Decision (D 14:02.010) realtirmed
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. For example, it shiclds departing load from any
responsibility for investor owned utilities’ (I0Us’) stranded
costs, adds new definitions for “incremental capacity,”’
“upgraded plants,” and “repowered plants.”

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

Claimant { CPUC Verified

Timely filing of notice of intent to claim compensation (NOI) (§ 1804(a)):

1. Date of Prehearing Conference:

2. Other Specified Date for NOIL

3. Date NOI Filed:

4. Was the NOI timely filed?

5. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding R 10-12-007
nymber: 0 La 0
6. Date of ALY ruling: July> 2011, pp 89
7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify): | D.13-10-068, p. 2;
D.13-12-027 p. 1

9. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number: | R110-12-007

10, Date of ALJ ruling: July 5,2011, pp. 8-9
D.13-10-068, p. 3:

11. Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
D.13-12-027, p. 2

12, Has the Claimant demonstrated significant financial hardship?
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13, Identify Final Decision:

14. Date of Issuance of Final Order or Decision:

15, File date of compensation request: May 13,2014

16. Was the request for compensation timely?

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

. Comment
%'&mmﬂ Siercd (lub !l alilomnia | Sterra (b or (lub Jis 4 orasroots environmenial
} ;’(Mflu‘bk( ; organization interested in implementing measures to reduce greenhouse gas

emissions and increase reliance on renewable energy sources. The Club's
interest in this proceeding is not related to any business interest. The Club
reectves funding for environmental advocacy from many sources, including
philanthropie donations, member contributions and other sources. The Club has
entered into agreements with certain residential rooftop solar installers that will
likely result in a small amount of additional funding. However, the Club's
involvement in the present proceeding is completely independent and unrelated
to those small amounts of funding.

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

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

Confribution Specific References to Clalmant’ Showmg Accepted
Presentations and to Decision ‘

Lol |
U AIBO studies overinllate

| CAISO /s high 1 UR need proposal

| suffers from multiple flaws. First,

| CAISO uses unrealistic input

| assumptions to justify a higher than

| necessary LCR need. CAISO then

. asserts that uncommitted energy

. efficiency and CHP as well as

| incremental demand response should not |
' be considered for local reliability |
- purposes. CAISO zeros out all three of
these categories. CAISO’s policy
decision to count these resources as zero
for LCR need, but then still argue that |

Sierra ( lub mgwd that the
CAISO’s OTC studies
overstated need. In particular,
CAISO’s preferred approach,
the Trajectory scenario,
significantly overstated need,
because the studies made
unreasonable policy
assumptions about preferred
resources.

Sierra Club arsued that a better
approach would be accounting
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tor overlooked preterred

resources including those in the
 credibility.” Opening Bricf of Sierra
Club California on Track 1 Issues
e Tiack ] Op BE ) gp 6.7 Sec also
Although the € ommission used | Track 1 Op. Bt p. 1, Summiry of

' Recommendations, Nos. 1-4; Reply |
' Brief of Sierra Club California on Track

ISO’s policy position
s e G

environmental sensitivity
scenario.

CAISO’s trajectory study in
the final decision, it refused to

of zero for certain preferred
resources, and adjusted the
need number downward for
these resources. Although the
Commission did not adopt
Sierra Club’s position of zcro
need, Sierra Club's made a
substantial contribution.

| these resources are important for the

| Sierra Club and other groups " all
 contend that the ISO local capacity

- methodology should not have excluded
. significant amounts of uncommitted
 energy efficiency, CHP, demand
response and energy storage. D 13-02-
015, p. 29.

| “CAISO presents the Commission with
. only two options from which to
determine LCR need: the CAISO

| recommendation and the sensitivity

' study. CAISO aggressively advocates
for its LCR study, but as discussed
above, of the two options the sensitivity
. study more realistically recognizes that
 preferred resources play a significant
role in reducing LCR need. Thus, the

| sensitivity study is the better starting

. point--albeit still overly conservative-- |
. for the LCR need analysis.” Track 1 Op. |
Br.p. 20 ‘

“We agree with the ISO. SCE and others |
. that the Trajectory scenario is
 appropriate for determining LCR needs.
However, we have determined herein

' that it is appropriate to reduce the ISO

| forecasts to account for the likelihood
 that 828 MW of uncommitted energy

| efficiency and CHP will exist, and that
| at least 200 MW of locally-dispatchable |
' demand response will exist. D.13-02- |
015, p. 65,

D13.02015.p 118

| D.13-02-015, Findings of Fact #16, p.
121

system undermines CAISO s
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DI1-00015 Findingol Fact v 28 p W}
123,
| D.1302.015, Finding of Fact #31, p.
128 0a

| “Sierra Club contends that the 1SO's

- models ‘turn the Loading Order upside

| down by creating a framework that
favors conventional generation over
 preferred resources.”” D.13-02-015, p.
76; see (Track 1 Op. Br,p 5[ CAISO’s
' recommendations endorse the

of conventional gas-fired | procurement of natural gas plants to
generation, In addition,any | meect this need . . . 7].)

LCR need ideﬂtiﬁed in Track 1 HaltRoneedis lound thel (R need
should be met with preferred |

. . . . should be met by scrupulous compliance |
ICSQuiCes, 1 pompliance il . with the loading order and California’s |
s v e other clean energy policies. There is no
. dispute that the loading order is the
| ultimate energy policy for the state.”
| Track 1 Op. Br, p. 26; see also pp. 26-

Sicrra (lub arcucd that the
Loading Order required that
any LCR need should account
for the preferred resourees not
counted by CAISO, and should
not allow an over procurement

Inthe final deeision the
Commission included
additional preferred resources
that were not modeled in 28 1316,

CAISO’s studies. In addition, | By assuming hicher levels for these

G dlq e rocurergent resources than the ISO, we are
of conventional resources, it |

1 ing the policies of the Loadi
authorized, for the first time, P et 0 G

S b ot o Order, and reducing the anticipated LCR |

' need.” D.13-02-015, p. 78.
preferred resources and the
potential additional | Atleast 150 MW of cavacity nst be
procurement 600 MW, | procured through preferred resources ‘
| consistent with the Loading Order in the
| Energy Action Plan, or encrgy storage |
| resources. SCE is also authorized to
| procure up to an additional 600 MW of
 capacity from preferred resources and/or |
 energy storage resources.” D.13-02-015,

... . . .: . -
| ‘The PD recosnizes that, contrary to ?
| ISO assumptions, energy efficiency and |
| distributed generation will affect LCR
- need in the LA Basin, but does not |
. apply the same logic to its discussion of
| demand response. The PD should reflect
| the fact that demand response is ‘

Siera Club aroued that
CAISO’s failure to include
demand response in the
modeling was unreasonable.
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reasonable to count reductions
from existing demand response
programs, and to expect that
future programs would reduce
LCR demand.

The Comniission found that
even though the ISO did not
study the impact of demand
response on local capacity
requirements, demand response

will still likely be an important
resource moving forward. The |

Commission included an
assumption of 200 MW of
demand response, which was
lower than what Sierra Club
advocated, but it set the
important precedent of
including demand response in
LCR need calculations rather
than adopting CAISO’s
proposal of zero.

determination.

| is expected to grow, and will affect LCR |
' need in the area.” Sierra Club 1
. Comments on Proposed Decision

| Authorizing Procurement for Local
Capacity Requirements, p. 7

L CAISO s sensttivity analysis also [ails
| to consider estimates of future demand
response resources in the LA Basin.”
Track | Op Br 21 secalsopp 10-11,
20-22.

| Ve aoree with parties who contend that |
. demand response resources are likely to |
| be able to provide capabilities which
 should reduce LCR needs recommended |
by the ISO...it is reasonable to assume
that some amount of demand response

| resources will be located in the LA

| basin, be locally dispatchable, and
available to meet LCR needs by 2020.”
' D.13-02-015, p. 55

Justitication for addition of 200 MW of

| 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 549
MW of total demand response resources |
| now in that area), by 2020 it is likely

| that the actual amount available to
 reduce LCR needs in the LA Basin will |
 be significantly higher.” D.13-02-015, p. |
| 56. |

| D.13-02.015.p. 65, 66

D 1502015 Fwdinos of Fact #17-18
\p 121

(D 1302018 b 126 Conclision of
 Law #7.

LAlBO s critigue of (he siale agencies |
| proposed assumptions used in the
sensitivity analysis should be dismissed

| as unreasonable.” Track 1 Op. Br, p.

| 14,

| Lommission aprees that yncomnitied

-6 -
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e e e e
assumptions used in the sensitivity analysis should reduce LCR

sensitivity analysis were e b
appropriate and based on D13 02015 Finding of Fact 129 p
reliable estimates from state | 123

agencies. The Commission |
agreed that the sensitivity
analysis provided a reasonable
estimate of uncommitted
energy efficiency.

Sierra Club argucd that the

Lncommiied Bl should be ncluded in
 planning exercises, and should be

| analyzed as a potential strategy for
L decreasing LCR need. . the California
Siera (lub challenoed | Enersy Commission [CEC] defines

CAISO’s assertion that | .
Licommitied cuctgy etiicienoy | uncommitted EE as EE programs that

liabl i are ‘reasona.bly expected to occur.””
gisu?gilﬁ 151: i;j;fﬁet dainlfche . Opening Brief of Sierra Club California

Wl - on Track [ Issues, p. 15.

1he Commission aoteed that F%ﬁﬁ]%i?:} ﬁﬂg ‘. mﬁ.{ %ha Léﬁé%rm%
uncommitted encrgy efficiency flti wl N oménismgn, d .
can reasonably be includedin | % o

energy cfficiency estimaics 1n00@orated into uncgammﬁted energy
| efficiency amounts will occur, as these

| are already in place. We find that

' amounts of uncommitted energy

. efficiency in programs and standards

| already approved by this Commission
and other agencies, but not yet in the

' demand forecast used by the ISO,

| should result in adjustments to demand
 forecasts for the purpose of authorizing |
' LCR procurement levels.” D.13-02-015, |
pp. 48-49.

| Commission mncludes uncommitied
| energy cfficiency as a resource that can
| reduce need. D.13-02-015, p. 65.

D 13-00-015 Vindings ol bact 2 14-10
p 121

D 1302015 Conclusion of L aw #6 .
127

Lambuicd neat ¢ ' Sierra Club cites a report commissioned |
CHP) used to reduce LCR | by the California Energy Commission

el olde
100% of uncommitted energy
efficiency.
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need

Siera Ulub challensed
CAISO’s rationale for
excluding uncommitted CHP.
from 1ts LCR analysis.

e lonon ool

in the sensitivity study. This
inclusion, along with the

estimated, lowered LCR need

that the ISO procurement
recommendations were higher
than necessary.

| UMW enciuy stotaoe

Sterra Club supported the
Commission’s inclusion of a
first of a kind encrgy storage
procurement of 50 MW. The
Commission kept the 50 MW
energy storage requirement
even after receiving dissenting
opening and reply comments
from parties.

| that details projecied CHP growth of 1.5 |
GW in California through 2020. Sierra
 Club also argued that CAISO’s witness,
- Mr. Sparks, was overly conservative and |
. ignored state policy goals when he

| dismissed CHP growth. Track |1 Op. Br,
ip 15

100% of the uncommitted CHP | .
| Ll is reasonable (o assunie that some
' amount of uncommitted CHP will come
- - . to fruition in the LA basin local area
uncommitted energy cfficiency | . .
& ’ | before 2021.. . As with uncommitted 1
| energy efficiency, we are convinced that |

by approximately 800 MW. As | \ .
a result, the Commission found | L I SO Shmfld - lr}cluded e
| projection of uncommitted CHP into its

| models” D 13-02-015, p. 59,

| Commission inclusion of all
. uncommitted CHP. D.13-02-015, p. 65-
| 66.

1302015 tindinos ol Fact£19-21
p. 122,

1

| The ‘modest’ 50 MW cneroy storage
| procurement is an essential start to

| integrating energy storage into the

| California electric system.” Reply

| Comments of Sierra Club California on
| Propesed Decision Authorizing

| Procurement for Local Capacity

| Requirements, p. 4. see also Onening

' Comments on PD,p. Sand fn_ 15,

| D.13:02:015.p. 62;

The Commission also edited (onclusion |
of Law #9 (tormerly Conclusion of Law |
| #7) to explicitly mention energy storage, |
| as recommended by Sierra Club: “Upto |
| 600 MW of capacity may be from

| preferred resources or energy storage
| resourees (11 addition to resotrces

' already authorized or required to be
obtained via Commission decisions in
energy efficiency, demand response;

| RPS, energy storage and other relevant
| dockets), subject to the maximum

-8 -
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e

While C AISO and other partics
argued that under-procurement
was a greater threat to
California than over-
procurement, Sierra Club
explained the serious
conscquences that over-
procurement would have on
our energy system, our
environment, and public
health.

The Commission agrecd with
many of those concerns and
included them in the Findings
of Fact of the final decision.

1he Biora Club croos-
examined 7 witnesses during
cvidentiary hearings. These
witnesses represented PG&E,
CAISO, and SCE. Facts
elucidated during these cross-

examinations contributed to the

recordand werecitedin D 13-
02-015.

(emphasis added); cf. Opening
- Comments on PD, pp. 4-5 and f. 15.

| Track 1 Op. Bt p. 12 Reply Brief pp.
13-15.

| Oucr procurement cutatls risks of
| cxcessive costs and unnecessary

 environmental degradation. It is not
 possible to quantify whether the risks of |
. over- or under-procurement are greater.” |
' D.13-02-015, Finding of Fact #7, p. 120. |

| A maximum LCR procurement level

| will protect ratepayers from excessive

| costs resulting from potential over-

| procurement.” D.13-02-015, Finding of
Fact#32,p. 124,

| The following excerpts from the

| decision cite cross-examination by

. William Rostov, representing the Sierra
 Club:

- The Tmajectony scenatio
forecasts a need for 2370 MW in |
the LA basin local area, which |
Sparks rounds up to 2400 MW .
D.13-02-015,p. 21. ‘

T bparks testitied that it is
necessary to begin the
procurement process for 2021
local capacity needs in 2013 ‘to
ensure we don’t forgo the best
options, and also to make sure = |
that the options that are available
are actually feasible.’” D.13-02-
015, p. 22.

ft 150 witness Millar agrees that
if reliability needs are met
through natural gas generation,

-9
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occurs than the ISO forecasts,
this would increase ratepayer
costs (although he contends ‘that |
1s a consequence of having to
move forward in the face of
uncertainty.’)” D.13-02-015, pp.
37-38.

“However [Millar] estilicd thar |
‘we don’t know’ if energy
storage can meet SO technical
characteristics in the next ten
years.” D.13-02-015,p. 61.

=

il 1he IS0 does not assume any
particular technology would be
required to fill the local capacity
needs, according to ISO witness |
Sparks: ‘As long as the resources |
are in the location where they are |
needed mn these local areas, and
they have characteristics of gas-
fired generation, I don’t believe
the ISO has a preference on
exactly what type of resources.”” |
D.13-02-015, pp. 73-74.

Wi Relerring to disinbuted
generation, Sparks suggested
that further study would be
needed ‘to the extent that some
of these nonflexible resources
are very large, and these large
magnitudes are meeting local
needs.. . we would probably need |
to study all seasons and all load
levels to ensure the system can
continue. ..to reliably operate.”
D.13-02-015, p. 74.

i SCE cstimates that it would
take anywhere from one to two
years after today’s decision
before SCE can submit an ‘
application to the Commission
with final LCR procurement
contracts for Commission
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approval alicr procurement
solicitations, bilateral
negotiations and studies for
preferred resources.” D.13-02-

Tl 4

 Although the modeling using these
| assumptions cannot be rerun, the
| Commission can make changes to the
| need analysis on the back-end, similar to
. the approach in Track 1 where certain |
record demonstrated that the | TESOUrCes were subtraci{ed from the need |
LCR need should be zero or projecied by the modeling.” Fost:

| Hearing Opening Brief of Sierra Club

significantly lower than the . .
it California in Track 4 (“Track 4, Op.

to overly conservative .

Lhe Sierea lub arpued that

assumptions about preferred lnits lrack | decision ihe

resources, energy storage, - Commission increased estimates for EE
transmission, and the demand | and CHP resources in response to overly |
forecast. Sierra Club also conservative CAISO estimates, and
argued that SCE’s preferred | should do the same for DR and PVin
resources scenario, when this track.” Reply Brief of Sierra Club
revised to include the Mesa | California in Track 4, p. 10; see also pp.

Loop-In, showed that there was | 9-12.

A0 scd in e SONGS ann | [ In this decision. we evaluate potential

. modifications to the ISO’s study results. |
The ISO agrees that its study results do
| not include a number of supply and

' demand considerations that would

Although the ( onitnission
based its procurement
authorization on CAISO’s

stud{e s, the .decxslon does | reduce the total LCR need.” D.14-03-
consider adjustments to the *

| 004, p. 28.
study results.

| In diseussing predesred tesources,

| energy storage and transmission,

| solutions, the Commission stated that

' “at least some of which are reasonably

| likely to be procured in the SONGS

study area by 2022 outside of this

' procurement proceeding . . . . We find

| that it is unreasonable to assume that ‘
| none of these resources will be procured
' and able to meet local reliability needs
in the SONGS service area by 2022.

| D.14-03-004, p. 70.

| D.14-03-004, p. 79.
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Sicra Club aroued that if any
need were identified in the

SONGS area., it could be met
by preferred resourees. Sierra

| are extremely costly, would exacerbate
| the region’s air pollution and
 corresponding impacts to public health,
' and would undermine California’s

" 1he unexpected retirerient of the 5an
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
(“SONGS?”) has prompted calls for
building new gas-fired power plants as
replacement generation. New gas plants |

Clup aked 1oy au Rl foouned climate targets by replacing a carbon-
on preferred resources only, to

 free energy souree with carbon-intensive |
ensure that preferred resources ‘

that the procurement

could unfairly benefit
conventional resources.

for SCE and SDG&E, 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 SCE
and SDG&E procure at least
400 MW and 200 MW of
preferred resources,
respectively.

' SDG&E can potentially fill its

. | generation.
dp a o fossil fuel generation 1s an important ‘
L . component of improving the notoriously |
authorization proposed by SCE poor air quality i the Los Angeles |
Basin, the State, when considering
potential replacements for SONGS,
| should first examine the best available
| information on the need for new
. . generation and then identify clean
Commission acknowledged the ' energy solutions to meet that need.”
| Track 4, Op. Br., pp. 1-2; see also pp.

2627,

| Sierra (lub and other parties  uroe that
| any procurement authorized by the

' Commission should include preferred
resources only.” D.14-03-004, p. 87.

.. . Because eliminating

Hthe BDOEE reguest ©s oranted as 15

 “supposed” LCR need with about 900
| MW of natural gas in total. The

. result, which is inconsistent with the |
 Track 1 decision. Although SCE has put |
forward the laudable Living Pilot to

¢ ommisston should not sanction such a

procure preferred resources, SCE is also E
| 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 LTPP

' that requires maximum use of preferred
 resources to comply with the loading

- order.” Reply Brief of Sierra Club

| California in Track 4, p. 20: see all pp.
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1830,

In testimorry given durine Sierra Club

. cross-examination, SCE witness
 Cushnie states that a procurement

. authorization of 500-700 MW would

| allow gas fired resources to compete
with some MW available for preferred
' resources, while a smaller procurement |
| authorization would advantage preferred
 resources. Reporter’s Transcript, Vol. |
13,p. 1969, In. 8 - 1970, In. 4.

| Parties mcluding Sierra Club | . share
| a concern that if the Commission adopts
| SCE’s procurement proposals, only gas-
' fired resources will win, regardless of |
. SCE’s intent to pursue preferred

| resources solutions. These parties

' recommend that the Commission, if it

| authorizes any additional Track 4 LCR
- procurement, require the utilities to first
- seek to satisty that additional need with
preferred resources. D.14-03-004, p.
109.

| Assuming SOE pursies a lease

' cost/best-fit approach to the increased
 discretionary portion of procurement

| authority192 (the additional 500 — 700

- MW), it is likely that SCE would

| procure mostly gas-fired resources if
 such resources are less costly than
 preferred resources. From a ratepayer

| perspective, this may be beneficial;
however, the Loading Order calls for
prioritization of cost-cffective preferred
| resources, in some cases even if they are |
. more expensive than other resources. |

| We willmodify 5CE s proposal to
ensure that SCE procures a higher
percentage of authorized resources from
| preferred resources and energy storage.

| For SCE (and SDG&E as delineated

' below), we will not require any specific |
. incremental procurement from gas-fired
 resources. This means that all

| incremental procurement as a result of

- 13-
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Sierra Club aroued that 1 000
MW of second contingency
demand response should have
been included in CAISO’s

e R

. like CAISQ, found the second

| contingency concept to be challenging;
 unlike CAISO, however, SCE chosc to |
model some demand response resources |
| when assessing need.” Track 4 Op. Br.,
' p. 10;scepp. 8-11,

| We will not modify the ISO's LCR
identified by SCE do serve s a analysis based on ‘second contingency’
| demand resources. However, the |
oAl o ?xpectation of over h,undreds of MWs of |
| ‘second contingency’ demand response
. resources identified by the revised

| Scoping Memo cannot be disregarded.

| SCE’s model assumed that some of this
| demand response would be available to

- meet LCR needs.” D.14-03-004, p. 57,

" We do ind that theie & d reasonable
| likelihood that more demand response
' resources will be available for such |
. purposes in the future. While we cannot |
| quantify the LCR effect of such

. potential demand response resources,

- we conglude 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 autherize the utilities to

at least the demand response
resources identified by SCE
witness Silsbee should reduce
LCR need.

The Commission rejeeted
Sierra’s Club’s second
contingency argument, but
found that the DR resourges

“directional indicator’ to

need identified in the ISO
studies was too high.

| This decision may be from preteted. .
resources.” D.14-03-004, p. 93

D14.03-004 pp 2 9293 112

D 03004 Conclusionof Law 73 p
135

D 1403001 Conclusionsol Law 42
| 44,p. 140

| “Even if the Commission decides not to |
 factor the entire 997 MW of DR . . . into |
| the final decision, some portion of those |
| resources greater than the first |
contingency resources modeled by
. CAISO should be included, as

exemplified in SCE’s need analysis.
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procure all of the resources indicated to
be necessary in the ISO’s study.” D. 14-

| 03-004, p. 58.
4 bneroy storage resouices | “The Decision il Track 4 Should
should reduce LCR Need. | Account for the Commission’s Energy
Sieira ( lub aroued that the ‘ Storage Mandates.” Track 4, Op. Br, pp

| 11-14; sec also Opening Comments of
Sierra Club California on ALJ

. Gamson’s Questions from the

' September 4, 2013 Prehearing

| Conference, pp. 8-10.

energy storage required under
the recent energy storage
decision should be a factor in
reducing LCR need.

e Lo g

dirscily discount the | While we cannotauantity ithe LU R

procurement, but it did | effect of potential energy storage
Fcini bt ey | resources, we conqlude tl*:iat it is . ‘
Stomgue desision makes It more re3asoz}able to qonmder this potential as a |
likely that the procurement d@ct}onal indicator. In other word's,l
e | this gives us more por}ﬁdence that it is
than the total need identified in | DOt Becessary at 1 e ene
GO | the utilities to procure all of the

| resources indicated to be necessary in

| the ISO’s study.” D.14-03-004, p. 61

| D 14-03-004. Finding of Fact #50 p.
129;

| D.14-03-004, Conclusion of Law #21 p. |
13 |

5 New denand foroeast

Cahforma on ALJ Gamson s Questlons
from the September 4, 2013 Prehearing
. Conference, p. 7.

*f“hm (il mmm an updated
demand forecast during Track |
4, which showed a decrease in | Track 4 Op. Br ,p 15.16
projected future energy |
demand. Sierra Club argued

that, based on this forecast, the

| We find based on the record that

. updates to the demand forecast are

- | reasonably likely to lower LCR needs.
Commlsmqﬂ e ~ Without quantifying the LCR effect of
G  such potential demand response

1he Commission found that the | resources, we conclude that it is |
updated demand forecast was | reasonable to consider this potential as a
another “directional indicator” | directional indicator. In other words, ‘

showing that the need  these factors give us more confidence
identified in the ISO studies is | that it 1s not necessary at this time to
likely too high. | authorize the utilities to procure all of

| the resources indicated to be necessa
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| see also pp. 34-36.

| "Finally the Commission should have

assumptions in SDG&E  required use of the mid case estimate of |
territory should be | energy cfficiency for the SDG&E
adjusted. | service territory, since the San Diego

local area is the entire SDG&E territory. |
While SDG&E used the mid case ‘
estimate in its need analysis, CAISO
alse the San Diego local used the Commission’s assumptions. .

. Adjusting the Commission’s assumption

gﬁgi?éti :ézalf eillji r(;coi%?izleogf . would add an additional 152 MW of

B od b | energy cfficiency resources.” Track 4,
estimate. e

| D 14-03-004 p 63 (Lommission aprees
 that the mid-level energy efficiency
 estimate should have been used in

Sierra  lub aroued as did
other parties, that since the
entire SDG&E service area is

 Distributed generation (DG resourees

' can and should play a significant role in |
| meeting need created by the SONGS

' retirement, but the Track 4 studics

| neglect to consider programs that

| provide a total of 522 8 MW to 15404

. MW of DG to the system.” Track 4 Op.
Brop 140>

Siema Club like CEIA aroncd
that distributed generation
resources were not fully
accounted for in the modeling
assumptions, and that including
all pertinent DG programs

L . v
g
would reduce need. t LL A b Ss101 progra

| and the marketplace will increase the
. amount of solar PV in the future...”

. D.14-03-004, Finding of Fact #55, p.
| 129,

Lhe ( omntission agreed that
solar PV will increase. but it
could not determine its effect

| Other partics  and Sicrra Ulub all
question the decision of the ISO, E
SDG&E and SCE not to consider the |
 usc of an SPS to mitigate the SONGS |
solution would prevent over. | Sontingency in the absence of more s
| complete mformation about the costs, |

procurement of conventional | . -
L benefits risks and affordability of

e oncnioipi o Dm0 ]
resources, energy storage, and | (citing inter alia Exhibit SC-1 (Powers),

Sierra Club arsues that load
shedding as a short-term

transmission solutions. It also | PP- 1-11)

states that load shedding | CAISO s testimony focused on load

should be an option for | shedding as a long-term planning tool
- 16-

SB GT&S 0091637



Revised December 2013

utilitics in contrast to other and aroued strenuously that 1t should not |
parties who believe that load- | be considered. However, CAISO

shedding is not an acceptable = | recognized that load shedding could be a
strategy under NERC and | short-term bridge.” Track4 Op. Br.,p. |
WECC guidelines. | 22; see also Exhibit SC-1 (Powers). p. 2. |

1he Commissionagiced that . || Sienta (lub suppotts DR A 5

load shedding can be an recommendation that lead shedding be
appropriate option in the short | used a bridge will allow the preferred
term and reduces the LCR need | resources and transmission to develop.”
based on this finding. - Track 4 Op. Br, p. 25-26.

Gh

1he et of the is5ue belore U

 regarding load shedding is whether we

| procurement to achieve the level of

' reliability the ISO recommends:

. Sufficient resources to mitigate a

specific, but unlikely, N-1-1
contingency in the SDG&E territory.”
D.14-03-004, p. 44

[ Wle see the likelihood that the
procurement of preferred resources as

 authorized herein (and as acquired
through other means) will develop
sufficiently over time to mitigate the
need for further resources, so that the
SPS in the SDG&E territory can be

| lifted and reliability at an N-1-1

. contingency level can be maintained. In

| addition and/or alternatively, ‘

| transmission solutions such as the Mesa |

| Loop-In may mitigate the need for

| further resources.” D.14-03-004, p. 46.

| “[W ]e conelude that it 1s reasonable to
| subtract a conservative estimate of 588
' MW from the ISO’s forecasted LCR

- need because our policy decision entails g
| a certainty that resources will not be

- procured at this time to fully avoid the
| remote possibility of load-shedding in
' San Diego as a result of the identified
N-1-1 contingency.” D.14-03-004, pp.
46-47.

| D.14-03-004_ Findings of Fact #21:26,
| 29-30, pp. 125-26.
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Sierra Club argued that the
Commission should consider
the Mesa Loop-In 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 of those 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.

0 ey owel s e o

| D.14-03-004, Conclusions of Law #10-
12,p. 136.

| 'SCL s preferred resources scenario,

. which is most consistent with the
loading order, and the construction of

| the Mesa Loop-In provide the basis for
| denying any new procurement for

' SCE ... Additionally, if the Commission |
- makes a procurement decision on the
. current record, it should include the

' reductions from the Mesa Loop-In.”
 Track 4 Op. Br., p. 19.

| CAIS0 sull stands by its position that
 the 2013/2014 Transmission studics 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 LTPP orin a
| continuation of this track next year.”

| Irack 4 Op. Br._ p. 18: 9ee alvo Tiack 4
' Op. Br,, pp. 25-26.

Prepared Openmne Festimony of Bill
' Powers on behalf of Sierra Club
California (Exhibit SC-1), pp. 13, 16.

| We find that there 1s a reasonable

| possibility that at least one of the

| transmission solutions examined by ;
| SCE and SDG&E will be operational by |
2022. The least complex of these

| projects is the Mesa-Loop-In project,

| which is therefore the most likely to

| meet this timeframe.” D.14-03-004, pp.

5253,

| D.14:03-004, Findings of Fact #39-40.
p.127.

D 1105004 Findingof bact 714 p
128 |
D 103004 Conclusionotlawil] p

137
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issie. T T Thcactive power issucs have not been .
S e consistently modeled, the evigience in
estimony and documented the regord shows that there will be

| sufficient voltage support to replace

other evidence that showed that | .
reaetive power was not an | SONGS.” Track 4 Op. Br., p. 18.

issue that needed to be Fxhibu SC-| (Powers) pp 12-16

addcssed ~ I'he record in the procecding shows

. that there are sufficient resources to

| provide VAR support in the SONGS

| study area without further action at this
time.” D.14-03-004, p. 33 and fn. 41.

| During Siera Club cross, SCE witness
. Chinn testifies that sufficient reactive
power exists. Reporter’s Transcript,
Vol. 13, pp. 2048, line 19 - 2050, line
| 12

11 The Commission relies on | "On cross exaniination. witness Powers

CAISO for determination of | claims the overlapping outage of SWPL |
Category C vs. Category D. . and Sunrise 1s a ‘functional’ Category D
Sictra Club provided testimony begause SDg&E c(c;uid cong?rt . frogl ‘
that the N-1-1 contingency was | %VEa(t:ngory . E 1l ategé)lg/ SDuéﬁgEt’ o
the functional equivalent of e .

Category D event which would | evaluating the performance criteria of
raquire less procurement | the Sunrise route alternatives.” D.14-
authorization. The Lo

Commission rejected this, but | Commission will modify certain nput
clarified that the Commission | assumptions from CAISO, but will rely

would rely on CAISO - on the CAISO transmission studies that
transmissions studies for  determince the category contingencies.
making Category C and D .14-03-004, p. 48.

Category D determinations.

Track 3 | Opening Comments of Sierra Club
MO (fahforma on Track Il Rules Issues, p.

e Comments of Sierra Club (alilomia on
Commission should set a s

maximum limit on | 'Partics such as Sierra Club call for
procurement of fossil fuels to = maximum procurement levels for fossil-
encourage compliance with the | fuel resources or minimum procurement |
Loading Order. The  levels for preferred resources. We are
Commission stated its support | committed to goals related to GHG

-19-
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of the Loading Order and 1ts
expectation that utilities would
procure preferred resources
wherever possible.

Sierra Ulub assered that 1O s
should forecast and plan for a

reasonable amount of departing |

load 1n their bundled plans.
The Commission agreed.

Sicita ( lub aroued that the
Commission should recognize
the role that upgrades play in
the system, particularly to the

| reduction and to the Loading Order
. prioritization of preferred resources
 (energy efficiency, demand response

| and renewable resources) over fossil-
fuel resources. There are a number of

| proceedings which seek to implement

| statutes, policies and goals in these
 important arcas... We reiterate this
 exhortation to the utilities and continue
| to expect every reasonable effort to meet |
- or exceed environmental goals, |
| consistent with reliability and cost.”
' D.14-02-040,p. 11-12.

| The bundled plans should plan and

- account for a certain amount of

. departing load. This is consistent with
 the Track II decision of the 2010 LTPP
| that held IOUs should adept realistic

| assumptions related to community

. choice aggregation and direct access

| customers.” Opening Comments of

' Sierra Club California on Track 111

| Rules Issues, p. 5.

| California Bnyvironmental Justice

. Alliance’s and Sierra Club California’s
' Comments on the Track III Proposed

| Decision, p. 3.

| Sierta (lub tecommends that the

- bundled plans should plan and account
 for a certain amount of departing load.”
' D.14-02-040, p. 15.

| We qeree with the concept expressed
' by most parties that the IOUs should
plan for reasonable amounts of

| departing load in their bundled plans
and then only procure for the assumed
 amounts of retained bundled load.”

| Repowers of fossil fuel plants should
| not be valued differently... [E]nergy

. storage should be valued for the additional |
benefits that it can provide to the system
. that are not typically valued in the current |
- RFO process, and that are |

- 20 -
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term bridge that allows more
preferred resources to be
procured. It did not see a need
for any changes in the
valuation of fossil fuel plant
repowers. Sierra Club argued
that adding energy storage to a

on the benefits that storage
offers to the system.

The Commission agreed that
there was no need for changes
in the valuation of repowers,
but deferred any changes to
upgrades. It acknowledged the
benefits of energy storage but
found that there was too little

about valuation at this time.

fransparency
Sicma b advocared 1o
greater transparency in the
procurement rules, including
improving the QCR process.

superior to the performance of natural gas |
plants.” Opening Comments of Sierra |
| Club California on Track Il Rules
 Issues, p. 12 (April 26, 2013).

| As the tesponscs indicate thisis a
| complex issue. At this time, we find it to
| be unnecessary or premature to decide |
facility should be valued based | 4y ney o?different valuation for
| repowers or upgrades in long-term

' RFOs. In particular, as the energy |
. storage industry develops further, it may |
 be appropriate to develop new valuation |
' rules for such technologies. But we have
' too little knowledge or information
 about this fledgling industry to come to

| any conclusions at this time.” D.14-02-
040, p. 33.

information to make a decision |

| Siena (lyb believes avencics with
 regulatory obligations with respect to

| IOUs, such as CAISO and the Energy

| Commission, as well as the public,

| should have access to significant

. information about mid-term and other

| procurement contracts. D.14-02-040, p.
| 20

| Fhe Commission intend|s| to proniolc
| greater reporting of the information that
| the Commission regularly collects from
| the utilities, either as aggregate or in

| specific when advisable. . . _ [I]n this

. decision we articulate a plan to reform
certain data requesting guidelines, with
| an eye towards aggregating data via the
| quarterly compliance reports (QCRs)

| and reporting out that data in ways that
| are consistent and usable, while

| protecting market sensitive

' information.” D.14-02-040, p. 24.

| Sieira Club aroucs that creating

. mechanisms that reduce the ability of
| the Commission and the public to

| review action approved by the

221 -
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| Commission reduces the Lommission s
ability to provide effective oversight.”
. D.14-02-040, p. 39.

| {CHIA and the Siera (b agice with
| the PD’s proposed Conclusion of Law
| that “[i]t is in the public interest to

| promote greater reporting of the

| information that the Commission

| regularly collects from the utilities

| regarding procurement activities ... to
| the extent that confidentiality is |
' not compromised.” This finding reflects
| comments made by Sierra Club, CEJA

. and other stakeholders emphasizing the

- need for increased information sharing

. with the public about forward
procurement activities while using
 existing mechanisms to protect

| confidential information.” California

| Environmental Justice Alliance’s And
Sierra Club California’s Comments On

| The Track III Proposed Decision, pp. 4-
D

| Bictra € lub and other parties suppott a

. public process to improve the utilities

| QCR process. California Environmental
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 11 Proposed

. Decision, pp. 6-8.

| We adopt a public process for OCR
 revisions. . . . Within 90 days of the

| effective date of this decision, the

. utilities shall jointly file a Report in
R.13-12-010 with recommended
modifications. Energy Division staff
| will then conduct workshops with

| stakeholders.” D.14-02-040, p. 65.

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

CPUC Verified

a. Was the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) a partyto | Yes
the proceeding?’

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

¢. llso provide name of other parties: California Envoonmental Justice
Alliance (“CEJA”), Natural Resources Defense Council and other
Environmental Intervenors, and TURN.

d. Deseribe how von coordinated with ORA and other parties (o avoid
duplication or how your participation supplemented, complemented, or
contributed to that of another party:

Durine the proceeding (he € lub coordinaled most closely wilth CEJ A Botl the
Club and CEJA were very active participants in the proceeding and often shared
similar positions. We conferred on most if not all issues during the proceeding.
Typically, our briefs presented different approaches/perspectives on the same
goals which resulted in a fuller presentation of the issues and stronger decisions
in large, complicated case; we coordinated to ensure that our work was
complementary. Where it was possible to coordinate, in terms of timing and :
mutuality of position, Sierra Club and CEJA filed joint documents, as in Track 3. |
In addition, given the multitude of partics, two similar but unique voices from the |
environmental community provided an important balance to other inferests in the |
proceeding. Sierra Club also coordinated with NRDC on energy cfficiency
issues. When our positions were the same, Sierra Club would often cite to
NRDC 's testimony, comments, or brief on these issues. During Track 4, Sierra
Club participated in multi-party coordination calls with environmental and
ratepayer advocates. Also, during the course of the two-year proceeding, the
Club met with a cross section of the parties either in formal meetings or after
workshops and hearings.

dhe (b eoordinaicd ool bt pocecdim b (IR 18 Teaok | g
Track 3, the eoordinated with ORA s attorney primarily by phone but also
discussed case matters at the hearings and pre-hearing conferences. Based on
the relationship developed during Track 1, 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 CEJA scrved multiple joint data
requests on SCE and SDG&E and filed a joint motion on reactive power. Itis
impottant to note that Sierra Club’s and ORA ‘s position were divergent al times
during the procecding.

' 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,

-23-
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C. Additional Comments on Part Il (use line reference # or letter as appropriate):

Comment

... . ..

PARTIIl: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (to be

completed by Claimant except where indicated)

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

a. Concise explanation as o how the cost of
bears a reasonable relationship with benefits realized through
participation (include references to record, where appropriate)

1he Club s main objeclive in the procecding was 10 aduocate for o iansition to

Although we are still far away from that ultimate goal, the more short-term
approach has been to advocate for no new procurement of fossil-fuel gencration
while promoting use of preferred resources and energy storage to fill LCR need.
This took the form of advocating for better counting of preferred and encrgy

of need in the LIPP took a dramatic turn in the 2012 LTPP. where for the first
time the Commission authorized the procurement of preferred resources and
energy storage resources along with conventional fossil-fuel generation. In
addition the Commission set a maximum limit on the amount of conventional
generation that could be procured.

dhe SONGS shiitdown necessitated that Lrack 4 lollow on the hoels ol Track |
Track 4 maintained the same approach to creating procurement buckets and
assuring that additional preferred and storage resources would be procured as a
result of Track 4 an additional 400 MW for SCE and 200 MW for SDG&E.
Although the ultimate procurement authorizations in both Tracks were much
higher than Sierra Club had advocated, Sierra Club participation contributed to
both the Track 1 and 4 decisions reducing the LCR need amount that resulted
from CAISO’s study. In Track 4, in addition to arguing about the merits of
preferred and energy storage resources for meeting LCR need, Sicrra Club also
presented testimony about load shedding and transmission which also served to

has begun to steer procurement towards a cleaner energy system.
similarly o Track 2 Sierea £ Wb advocaled and contribuled Lo procurement

policies that emphasized and supported the loading order and the reduction of
fossil fuel generation. Additionally, Sierra Club contributed to the outcome

-4 .

allant’s pa e iation

clean energy grid and strict adherence to the loading order with the ultimate long-
term goal of transforming California’s energy sector into a zero emissions sector.

storage resources as well as transmission resources. Although Sierra Club did not
fully achieve its ultimate goals of no new fossil fuel generation, the authorization

reduce need. Through the decisions in Track 1 and Track 4 that the Commission

regarding the allocation of costs of departing load and some (ransparency issues.

et b snaoiatlon i e proeccdino Wil el b L Lo ey
exceed the cost of participation. Although these benefits are not quantifiable the

CPUC Verified
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{ ommission & csiablish need authorization below the results 0l ( AIS0 models
directly reduces the costs to ratepayers. Morcover, the Club s fee request is
miniscule in comparison to the tens of billions of dollars in procurement that this
type of procceding often authorizes, Additionally, the Club’s advocacy on behalf

of aggressive implementation of the State’s clean energy and environmental goals |

will benefit the ratepayers over the long-term because California’s environment
will reap the public benefits intended by these laws.

b. Reasonableness of Hours Claimed.

Ihis was a complex two-vear proceedine that addressed a laroe number of 1s5ues
in four tracks that involved two sets of contested hearings and several workshops
and pre-hearing conferences. Sierra Club was an active pammpant throughout the
proceeding on both substantive issues as well procedural issues.

Sieeed Club leanly sialled the procecding primarily with one atlorney. W illam
Rostov and one rescarch policy and analyst, Adenike Adeyeye. Building on his
participation in the 2010 LTPP, William Rostov was Sierra Club’s lead attorney
who developed and shaped strategy, drafted Sierra Club’s papers, cross-cxamined
witnesses, participated in hearings, workshops and pre-hearing conferences.
Adenike Adeyeye, a 2011 of the master program at the Yale School of Forestry
researched programs that could affect LCR nced and the factual positions of other
partics, assisted in preparing cross-examination provide valuable insight, ensured
the accuracy of comments, briefs and testimony and with Mr. Rostov s direction
drafted initial sections of bricfs and comments. Due to her excellent research and
writing skills, Ms. Adeyeye’s work product was at level significantly higher than
her level of experience would predict. Her contributions, in addition, to Mr.
Rostov’s effort allowed Sierra Club to have quite extensive briefs and comments
that thoroughly covered the topics on which Sierra Club advocated.

Siena b loaed on il ot abios ves and iloed B coniniens bl
cross-examination to those issues. In addition, the Club focused on legal, policy,
and factual issues that related to its area of expertise, California’s clean energy
and environmental laws. In Track 1, the Club did net present testimony but rather
focused on the cross-cxamination of the CAISO and SCE witnesses. This was
particularly important becausc the LTPP has entered uncharted territory where for
the first time, the Commission was cvaluating CAISO’s local capacity modeling
over ten year period rather than its typical use of one-ycar. Morcover, CAISO
testimony presented novel policy issues about how to count preferred resources.
In Track 4, Sierra Club built on the expertise it developed in litigating similar
issues 1n Track 1 and provided expert testimony on load shedding, reactive power,
other transmission issues, and preferred resources assumptions. Sierra Club’s
expert, Bill Powers, worked for a rate that is seventy-five dollars less than his
highest Commission approved rate.

Me Bostovsesviowed all ol Sicma Club s hours and 1 the eereice ol billine
judgment reduced the claim by hundreds of hours for tasks that he deemed
excessive, redundant, or for tasks for which Sierra Club does not seek an award,
For example, Sierra Club eliminated all billing for Ms. Adeyeye's attendance at
the Track 1 hearings to prevent double counting. 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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Club expert, who spent some time working on all three of the Tracks. Sierra Club
did not claim the time of an associate atterncy who worked on issues at the end of
the proceeding, including the comments on the Track 3 and 4 proposed decisions.
Sierra Club is also not requesting compensation for any its time in Track 2. /A«
desetibed above Siera Club coordmaled with ORA and CHIA on multiple data
requests and a joint motion in Track 4 which further reduced Sierra Club’s

c. Allecation of Heurs by Issue

Forcaseolvelerence Sierra € lub allocated 1ssues by Toack Sierraf lub has one
general category not related to an individual Track that involves general work at
the beginning of the proceeding including comments on the initial scope and the
first prehearing conference, Category A.

Fot liaek | Sterra £ lub allocaies (he ime into five cateoories. | C AN O L
Study Has Too High of a Need Number: 2: Preferred Resources Should be
Adequately Counted; 3: The Commission Should Adhere to the Loading Order:
4. Hearings, Meetings, and Coordination. 5. Developing the Case, Initial
Review of Testimony, Discovery, Drafting Cross, Misc. Motion Practice and
Procedural [ssucs

For lraek 4 Sierral lub allocales the time into live ealecories. | There Is No
Need/Alternatively Use Preferred Resources; 2: Preferred Resources
Assumptions; 3: Load Shedding SPS, Reactive Power, and Transmission Issues,
4. Hearings, Meetings, Coordination, and Jeint Discovery with CEJA and ORA

5. Developing the Case, Initial Review of Testimony, Discovery, Misc. Motion
Practice and Procedural Issues

FPor Traek 3, Siera (Club allocates the (ime into lour caleoonies: 11 Aflumalion of
California’s Greenhouse Gas Policies and Loading Order; 2: Departing Load: 3:
Transparency Issues; 4: Coordination.

Alotatinl fereitiees. |

... ___________00_-_____________._O>nO----_-____n->---.----------0--000000000-.------0----000- 00000000

| T

| Lateporyp $9,216.00 2.19%
' (Ttackd) Category $51,593.00 12.26%
(Track+l)Category $35,764.00 8.50% |
| (Trackil)Category $25,449.50 6.05%
' (Trackl)Category# $27,963.50 6.64%
| (TrackiL)}Category 5 $24,604.00 5.85% |

* 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.

-6 -
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TrackB) Lategory?
Trackp}} mé«*gwryﬁ@

{Trackd
{Trackd

Lategoryd

)
JCategory 57

ool

3

$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%

mwmmm % CZWLWA WARD
ATWWN@EY EXWE FW Amw MWQWWE FEES
- = e S T
{ j Basis for
e . Year | Hours ‘ Rate $ Rate* Total $ Hours Rate $ Total $

Willlam 3323 260 | D13.12027 $119 628.00
Rostov ; |
William . 450, 2 390 See | $179,088.00
Rostov ‘ 5 e ’E
William o 4 See |  $29,520.00
Rostov w% Comment 2 |
Adeile 163 2 130 See | $19916.00
Adeyeye Comment 3 |
Adenike 3202 135 See | | 432007 00
Adeyeye Conmiment 5 |
Aderike 842 140 See | 34 788 00
Adeyeve | Qmmm@m 4
il Dowens 2013 164 @ 150 See Ged o QQ

Comment & |

Subtotal: $ 420,802.00

OTHER FEES
Describe here what OTHER HMOURLY FEES you are Claiming (paralegal. travel ** ete.):

Subtotal: §

tem Rm;@ $ Basis for Rate* Total $ Hours Rate Total $
Subtotal:§ Subtotal: §
INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION *
ltem Year | Hours Basis for Hours Rate Total §
Rate*
Willam | 2014 See | $7,954.00

07 -
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Rostov
Adenike 120131 8
Adeyeve
Adenike |
Adeveye ‘
ﬁum“mi:@ 11,645 .50 Subtotal: $
. costs =~
# Item Detail '_J Amount Amount
WWWWWW -

TOTAL REQUEST: § 432 447.50 TOTAL AWARD: $

When entering items, type over bracketed text; add additional rows as necessary.
*If hourly rale based on CPUC decision, provide decision number; otherwise, attach rationale.
“Travel and Reasonable Claim preparation time are compensated at %2 of preparer's normal hourly rate.

Attorney Date Admitted to CA BAR® | Member Number E Actions Affecting
‘ ‘ Eligibility [Yes/No?)
If “Yes”, attach
explanation
Ul Mostny | December 1996 | 184528 No
C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part HI (Claimant
completes; attachments not attached te final Decision):
Attachment or Description/Comment
_Comment # | ,
{omment | Rostov’s 2013 rate ineludes a requested 5% step increase pursuant to D.08-04-110 and a 2%

| COLA pursuant to Resolution ALIJ-287. (360 x 5% rounded to nearest 5% = 380, 380 x 2%
| rounded to nearest 5% = 390). This would be Rostov’s first 5% step increase.

Comment 2| Rostov’s 2014 rate includes a requested 5% step increase pursuant to D.08-04-110. (390 x 5%
rounded to nearest 5$ = 410). This would be Rostov’s second 5% step increase. The COLA
for 2014 has not yet been established. Sierra Club requests that the COLA be incorporated into
| rate after it has been established.

Lonenl . Adenike Adeyeye works as a Research and Poliey Analyst in Earthjustice’s California
Regional Office, a non-profit public interest law firm dedicated to protecting the magnificent
| places, natural resources, and wildlife of this earth, and to defending the right of all people to a
| healthy environment. Earthjustice receives no compensation for its representation and will
| only receive compensation for its serviees based on the award of intcrvenor compensation.

Adeveve holds o BA 10 Envitonmental Biudies rom by ale Lniversity 10 10U and o Masiers i
| Environmental Management from the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studics in

* This mmformation may be obtained at: http://www calbar.ca.gov/.

-08 -
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| 2011 {altachment 8). She has worked on PUC proceedines including the 2010 Lons Temn ‘
| Procurement Planning and Energy Storage proceedings since March 2012, She falls within the |
0-6 year range for experts. Sierra Club requests the minimum 1n the range for both 2012 and

| Adeyeye’s 2014 rate includes a requested 5% step increase pursuant to D.08-04-110. (135 x
| 5% rounded to nearest 5§ = 140). The 2014 rate chart has not been released, if the minimum
. ratc increases. Sierra Club requests that the 5% step inerease be applied to that rate. In

| addition, Sierra Club that the COLA for 2014 also be applied to this rate.

| Mr. Powers charges Sierra Club $150 per hour for his work on Track 4. Pursuant to

- D.08.04.010 (pp.6-7) Sierra Club uses this rate. This rate is seventy-five dollars less than Mr.
Powers’ 2010, Commission approved rate of $225 in D.11-03-025.

(ertificate of Serviee

Atiachoient 2 | List of Merits documents filed on behalf of Sierra Club in Track 1, 3, 4

Attachment 3 | Timesheets of William Rostoy and Adenike Adeyeye (Tack b
Attachment 4 | Timesheets of William Rostov and Adenike Adeyeye (Track3) E

Al s Adenike Adeyeye Resume

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

ltem ‘ Reason

PARTIV: OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS
Within 30 days after service of this Claim, Commission Staff
or any other party may file a response to the Claim (see § 1804(c))

(CPUC completes the remainder of this form)

A. Opposition: Did any party oppose the Claim?

If so:

i S -
Reason for Opposition CPUC Disposition

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

It not:

Party | ... Comment | CPUC Disposition |

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Clatmant [has/has not] made a substantial contribution to D.
2. The requested hourly rates for Claimant’s representatives [,as adjusted herein,] are
comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable

training and experience and offering similar services.

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

4. The total of reasonable contribution is $

CONCLUSION OF LAW

1. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, [satisfies/fails to satisfy] all
requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.

ORDER

1. Claimant is awarded $

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision,  shall pay Claimant the
total award. [for multiple utilities: “Within 30 days of the effective date of this
decision, ~, ~, and » shall pay Claimant their respective shares of the award, based
on their California-jurisdictional [industry type, for example, electric] revenues for
the » calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily
litigated.”] Payment of the award shall include compound interest at the rate earned
on prime, three-month non-financial commercial paper as reported in Federal
Reserve Statistical Release H.15, beginning [date], the 75™ day after the filing of
Claimant’s request, and continuing until full payment is made.
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3. The comment period for today’s decision [is/is not] waived.
4. This decision is effective today.

Dated , at San Francisco, California.
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Attachment 1:
Certificate of Service by Customer

[ hereby certify that T have this day served a copy of the foregoing INTERVENOR
COMPENSATION CLAIM OF SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA AND DECISION
ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM by (check as appropriate):

| | hand delivery;
[ ] first-class mail; and/or
[X] electronic mail

to the following persons appearing on the official Service List:

Proceeding: R1203014 - ( PUC - OIR TO INTEGR

Last changed: April 30, 2014

Parties
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List of Substantive Documents Filed by Sierra Club California in Tracks 1, 3
& 4 in the 2012 Long Term Procurement Planning Proceeding

Track 1
1. “Comments of Sierra Club California on the Preliminary Scoping Memo” (April 6,
2012)

2. “Opening Brief of Sierra Club California on Track I Issues” (September 24, 2012)
3. “Reply Brief of Sierra Club California on Track I Issues” (October 12, 2012)

4. “Reply Comments of Sierra Club California on the Joint LTPP /Storage Workshop, Held
September 7, 20127 (October 23, 2012)
5. “Comments of Sierra Club California on Proposed Decision Authorizing Procurement for

Local Capacity Requirements” (January 14, 2013)

6. “Reply Comments of Sierra Club California on Proposed Decision Authorizing
Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements” (January 22, 2013)
Track 3
1. “Comments of Sierra Club California on Track 3 Rules” (November 2, 2012)

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

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

4. “Calitornia Environmental Justice Alliance’s and Sierra Club Calitornia’s Comments on
the Track II Proposed Decision” (February 18, 2014)

5. “California Environmental Justice Alliance’s and Sierra Club California’s Reply
Comments on the Track III Proposed Decision” (February 24, 2014)

Track 4
I, “Opening Comments of Sierra Club California on ALJ Gamson’s Questions from the
September 4, 2013 Prehearing Conference” (September 30, 2013)

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

SB GT&S 0091680



6.

“Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Bill Powers on behalf of Sierra Club California”

(October 14, 2013)

“Post-Hearing Opening Brief of Sierra Club California in Track 4” (November 25,

2013)

“Reply Brief of Sierra Club California in Track 4” (December 16, 2013)

“Sierra Club California’s Comments on the Proposed Decision Authorizing Long-

Term Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements Due to the Permanent
Retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station” (March 3, 2014)

“Sierra Club California’s Reply Comments on the Proposed Decision Authorizing

Long-Term Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements due to the Permanent

Retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station” (March 10, 2014)

SB GT&S 0091681



SB_GT&S 0091682



HoursofWilliam-Rostov, AttorneyinR20128nd2013+Trackd )

Date Description B 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
UserrWill-Rostov
20124TTP Findnew DR andreview, DCON,
3/26/2012 1.00 1.00
3/26/ P.CortrenewLTPPemailtoclientstersame
3/27/20027CW-Matt Vespare newLTTP 0.30 0.20
4/4720127CW-RobertFreehlingre CommentsonOIR 0.50 .50
4/4/2012 S@mﬁd"‘“E‘“CW“&M%W:"&L‘?:"Mhlingﬁre:ﬁmmmmm' 0.50 0.50
on IR
4/4/2012 E_)ra‘f‘t‘cﬂmmmwmwmwéF‘{;Taﬁzvi@m;‘email&; fori.o 450 4.50
Freehling
4/5/20120raftcommenton iR 6.50 6.50
4/5/2012TCW-RobertFreehlingre CHP 0.10 .10
4/6/2012TCWR Freehlingrercomments 0.10 010
4/6/2012Reviserommenton DI emailtorlients 1.50 1.50
4/6/2012 Review ’f;»‘;«mailM@m*{;li@zhnm'mhd"mwim‘ 1.00 1.00
commentaccordinglylinegdit.
4/6/20128kimTiledcomments 1.00 1.00
4/18/2012Preparefor PrehearingConf. 0.80 .80
4/18/2012 &F‘f‘i\/tié'&aﬂ?’”‘f@r‘?F'@h@af‘iﬂg'ﬁ:mﬂf;%ri&f“ 0.50 0.50
meetingwith A Adeyeye
4/18/2012prehearingtonference 4.00 4.00
4/18/2012 LunchmeetingwithD.Behles, S.Lazerowgnd, 1.00 1.00
AAdeyeye
4/27/201 2T alkowithAAdeyeyesnd R Freehling 1.40 1.40
5/3/2012RSparkstestimonyinCarlshadproceeding 0.30 .30
5/3/2012WorkshoponCAISOLCRstudies 2.00 2.00
5/3/2012 unchwthCEJAgtironeysendNike 1.30 1.30
WorkshoponTAISOLCRstudies;posty
5/3/2012| " OrkshopPRTAISOLCR studies;po 3.30 3.30
workshopriscussions
5/4/2012Developrasestrategyandplan 1.00 1.00
5/4/2012 er?”'rmwrch'm:‘“ma‘f:amgwncy'dm:urwrzf:s"mﬂ' 1.00 1.00
oTC
5/7/2012TCWD Behlesrediscoveryform 0.20 .20
DRdiscoveryrequeststoTAISO, review TAISOq o
5/7/2012 ) 5.30 5.30
workshoppresentationandmymotes
5/8/2012 RUCAISOTransmissionftudy;draftandrevise 450 4.50
datareques
Legalresearchrreview CAISOstatutory:
5/8/2012 authority, review ofCAISOcommentstowater 0.30 0.30
board
5/9/2012 E}raf‘miﬂ&ac:f}&/@ry‘mqu@ﬁ;‘&f&“ﬂ:m’(ﬁ&éﬁ@;'}’evi@w* 500 2.00
transmissionplan
5/9/2012 “T{“;Wjﬁara%‘t‘"“”é“hmma&;;DRﬁw‘rez:“exp&r‘m'and"wt:hw 0.30 0.30
caseissues
5/9/2012RevisediscoveryrequestandservepnLAISO 0.40 0.40
5/11/2012 Emailjwith‘"ﬁarah‘““fhmmg&a rerpotentialy 0.10 0.10
meetingandforwardiscovery
Emallwith DRATeschedulingmeetingTor .
5/18/2012 0.10 0.10
nextwesk
5/18/2012RCAISODiscoveryanswerstoDRA 0.20 .20
Pagedofs
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HoursofWilliam-Rostov, AttorneyinR2012end 2013 Trackd )

Date Description 1 3 4 5 Totaly
UserWillRostov
5/18/2012R BcopingMemo 0.30 .30
5/21/2012RDRAtestimonyinSDGEEPPALase 0.50 .50
5/23/2012%kimL.CRtestimonyfromCAISO 0.20 .20
YiMforjudithSandersrerdiscoveryrequests;
5/25/2012 Follow upemail;briefemailexchangewithy 0.40 0.40
her
6/19/2012 F%'sac}pimg—{ﬂwmf‘&" AlSOdiscoveryresponses; 5 50 .90
CAISOtestimonyendsupplementaltesimony
VMDD Behleste CAISO lemental
6/20/2012|" " PoSNIesTERAISTTEUPRIEMENTa 0.10 0.10
testimony
Review LAISOresponsestoVoteSolardatan
6/20/2012 req\um’a;'&?CW‘&ﬂd@y 'W%:Te%zspwmm;' 0.80 0.80
reviewl15OnewTtesponseto TR Apnd,
responsetotPUCstaff
6/21/2012TCWMatt Vespare LTTPstrategy 0.20 .20
6/25/2012ReadpartiesTrackl testimony 2.50 2.50
6/26/2012Read thefiledtestimony 5.00 5.00
6/28/2012TCWD. Behlestetestimonyandstrategy 0.60 0.60
6/29/2012 ‘:i‘“aIkwi’t%‘r&r&\@ww‘mbmtwmmng%mtimmy 0.50 0.50
intracklofLTPP
6/29/2012 Reviewtestimony,developstrategyforcross 1.50 1.50
andreply
7/3/2012 R‘Mia@ forNuclearResponsibilityfilings,and 0.30 0.30
IEEPmotion
TCWKellyFoleyrertesimony;prehearingtont.
7/5/2012 0.40 .40
5/ andBONGS,
7/5/2012RCElAdatarequeststobCE 0.20 .20
7/6/2012 EﬁmaiI'With‘"&iiwr‘ra“fwar‘f:izwz—md D BehlesrerEEn 0.20 0.20
andprehearingconf.
7/9/2012 Attendpre hearingcont. nroomearly 0.30 .30
7/9/2012Pre hearingronf. 2.00 2.00
7/16/2012 E%“(Iﬁfﬁ@“feﬁapmrm@“‘mﬁWfaﬁdmﬁm‘dimﬁwwy;‘ 0.30 0.30
emallR.Freehlingresame
7/17/2012 R'&L%“mrd@r"@d"ﬁ&mmiﬁa&aic}hn@r‘rmiﬁg“m&:‘ 0.10 0.10
motiontostrike WEMtestimony
TalkwithAAdeyeyesbouttheLTPP
7/17/2012| AWt Adeyeyemboutthe 0.50 0.50
prehearingronference
7/17/2012ereview SCEtestimony 0.50 0.50
FinishrereadingtCEtestimony, Dataveqeusty
7/19/2012 toSCEemailfromp.Adeyeyere guestions; 1.00 1.00
reviewCElAdatarequests
7/20/2012Rdatarequests; developeross 1.00 1.00
7/23/2012ReviewvariouspartiesTeplytestimony 2.00 2.00
7/24/2012 VMer"Q_Eﬁ&htmire:'wmrdim‘tﬁimn and 0.20 0.20
subsequentemall
7/24/2012 W@Y\/‘QO@(&W‘FN&%?’I!mg rercrossTorCAISOandy 120 1.20
SCE
7/24/20128 replytestimony 0.60 0.60
7/24/201 20 CAISOTeply testimony 0.30 .30
Reviewtestimony,tevelopbriefandrross,
7/25/2012 1.10 1.10
stratategy
7/25/2012Draftnotesforpost hearingbrief 0.40 0.40
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HoursofWilliam-Rostov, Attorneyin2012end2013+Trackd )

Date Description B 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly

UserWill-Rostov

Reviewtestimony;developbriefandrross,

7/25/2012 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.50
stratategy
7/25/20120CW . AdeyeyeTercrossstrategy 1.20 1.20
7/25/2012DraftcrossforsCE 0.50 .50
772672012 DrafterossforCAlSOand5CE 1.50 1.50
7/26/2012DraftcrossforCAlSCandSCE 1.00 1.00
7/27/20120reparecross; Teviewtestimony 6.00 6.00
7/27/20120CW A AdeyeyeTercrossendbriefingstrategy 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.30

TCW-DeborahBehles; ShanaFoleyand
7/31/2012 o 0.70 0.70
Abdeyeverecrossexaminationstrategy

7/31/2012 TCW-Deborah-Behlesand-A Adeyeyerefoad 0.20 0.20
T  orecast DCWHAAdeyeyeTe rstrategy '

7/31/2012TCWKelly Foleyrecrossstrategy 0.20 .20

7/31/2012 “‘?‘“CWﬁSi@sﬁrraM&rtimm?&::‘r;rm&;"f;»;‘«nwgy‘ 0.30 0.30 0.60
efficiency

7/31/2012DraftCross 370 3,70

8/1/2012Preparingcross 4.50 4.50

8/1/20120CWPaulCortre muestions TorCAISO 0.20 .20

8/1/2012 ‘T“QW@;M‘ar&fim:fz*f‘«ifm(:“me‘z:“wwrgv'ﬁz?ﬁaiwmy' 0.30 0.30
fromEC

RCECEnergyEfficiencyDemand-forecast;”
8/1/2012 emailtoRobertFreehling, VMSlerraMartinez; 0.30 0.30
ViiforKellyFoleyrerbriefing

8/1/2012Talkwitha AdeyeyeaboutSolarinTPP 0.10 0.10

8/2/2012Completedraftsofrrosses 1.50 1.50

8/2/2082Draftestimatesofrrosstimes 0.20 0.20

8/2/2012 CI‘)CW“AM%W@w‘u&e:‘ﬁm%;‘E}ra?ﬁm‘fim/’wuﬁ:l‘im‘ 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.40
ofbrief

8/2/2012 Emailw/D.Behlesterproposingbriefing 0.10 0.10
schedule

8/2/2012 ReviewtestimonyandiSOtliscovery
responses

2.00 2.00

ReviewthangestoAAdeyeye, reviserross;

8/3/2012 multiple-emall-with-D.Behlesrecrosspnd, 5 00 5.00
T eriefingschedule; review multiplefilingstandy ’ '

emailsinproceeding;preparingforhearings

EmailRobertFreehlingdraftcrossand VMo

8/3/20821 " 0.20 0.20
him

8/3/2012ReviewingCECdemandforecasts 0.30 .30

8/5/2012ReviewSDGE&E and PGEE testimony 0.40 .40

8/6/2012Revievwandrevisetrosses 2.50 2.50

EmallwtoRobertFreehlingre:demand,

forecasts;andreviewingrrosses. Emailtos
8/6/2012 . 0.20 0.20 0.40
Judith-Sandersre crossdocuments; research

onenergycommissionwebsiterefinks

8/6/2012RppppostionstoiSO'smotiontostrike 0.20 0,20

8/7/2012Revisevrosses 1.50 1.50
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HoursofWilliam-Rostov, Attorneyin2012end 2013+ Trackd )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
User-WillRostov
/772012 Reviewandrevisetrosses 0.60 .60
8/7/2012  rackThearingsincludingiunchbreak 6.00 6.00
8/8/2012 rackthearingsincludingfunchbreak 7.00 7.00
8/9/2012 Reviewandrevise Cushnietross 0.30 .30
8/9/2012 rackThearingsincludingfunchbreak 7.20 7.20
8/10/2012 T rackthearings 5.50 5.50
8/10/201 2lunchwithoverenviros 0.60 .60
8/10/201 2revisecrossduring break 0.40 .40
8/11/2012 EmallfromD.Behlesand K Foleyredemand 0.20 0.20
forecast
8/12/2012R wandreviseSCE wrosses 1.00 1.00
8/13/2012 mria{wm'h@ariz’zg&;‘wrlymiﬁam&a&;wm& withothe 0.30 0.30
parties
8/13/20120TPPHearingsincludingLunch £.50 6.50
8/13/2012Reviewtranscript;reviseprossesfornextyday 1.50 1.50
8/14/2012 mrixhz@'a‘f:ﬁmring&;‘mrly;‘dimumimm withothe 0.26 0.20
parties
8/14/2012Reviewtranscript; 0.50 .50
8/14/2012Wtg with D Behlesrecrosspriortohearings 0.20 .20
8/14/20120TPPHearingsincludingLunch 6.80 6.80
8/15/2012Reviewtranscriptsandrelatedexhibits 1.50 1.00 1.00 3.50
8/16/2012 TCWD . BehlesrertparksCrossandbriefing: 0.20 0.20
schedule
8/16/2012 mailwith K Foleyre: Sept. 7 workshop 0.10 .10
Reviewtranscriptfromyesterdayandtoday; . .
8/16/2042 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00
/16/ outlinegrgument, DCW-A Adeveye
8/30/2012Talkwith-A AdeyeyeaboutiTrack i Brief 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.50
ReviewSept7workshopmoticeremallwith
8/81/2012 0.30 .30
KellyFoley
8/31/2012 R‘ca;“mmﬁm*mutlim*“amdW&dwew‘mﬂtm;“ 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.50
outlineapproach
8/31/2012 OCWH Adeyeyerebriefstrategyenddivision 0.50 0.50
offabor
/472012 RCAISOLCR BtudywithmobanOnefore 0.40 0.40
9/5/20120CWh. Adeyeyere needguestions 0.20 .20
9/5/201 2Revisetintrotobrief 0.20 0.10 0.20 .50
8/6/2012ReviewA. Adeyeye'sinitialdraftpfsections 0.40 0.40
9/6/2012Revisedintrotobriefandorganizesrgument 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.50
9/7/2012 f_TW/EAEn@zrgy‘f&tmag@'\fmrmmp"a‘t‘WUC“ 6.50 6.50
includingiunch
9/10/2012DraftBrief 2.00 2.00
9/11/2012praftbrief,reviewrecord 5.00 5.00
9/12/2012Draftsection L. ARB 1.50 1.50 3.00
9/12/2012 E%.ﬁmﬁad@%y@y&”&:mﬁiw“wnmmd;‘R‘MiiIar‘ 0.70 0.70
transcript, DOWA Adeyeye
9/15/2012Draftbrief;revieseintro; section ! 1.00 1.00
DraftSectionl 3.00 3.00
WAL AdeyeyeTeneedguestions 0.40 0.40
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HoursofWilliam-Rostov, AttorneyinR20128nd2013Trackd )

Date Description A 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
User-Will-Rostov
9/13/2012R Millartestimony;notesforbrief; 1.00 1.00
9/13/2012 i?Wﬁﬂd@w@wnd"U.Ethlm*m&a::”ﬂmd"md” 0.50 0.50
briefingstrategy
9/14/2012TCWD . Beheste FEnumbers 0.10 .10
9/14/2012 Mvi:@wﬁﬁd@ww*fa draftsectionsandmy, 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.50
sections
9/14/201200CW A AdeyeyeTebrief 0.10 .10
8/14/2012TCWD.Behlesreroadingprder 0.10 .10
Draftbrief;multiplepfficetonfw. A Adeyeyer
89/14/2012 landemails;incorporate-A Adeyeyesections 0.50 0.50 3.00 4.00
intorief
9/15/2012Draft-Briefsectionstiandrevisesectionll 1.00 4.50 5.50
9/15/2012 Review-AllorderpnSept7workshop;email 0.20 0.20

toVoteSolarandTEIA

9/16/2012 E?r&‘ﬂmnd"rmfim'@ci;ian&"%E'am:i"ié%fh"ﬁ%im&i!“m‘ 1.00 150 250
Abdeyeyererbriefstatusandprojects

Revisebrief, reviewtranscript;yworkoniVend

9/19/2012 2.00 2.00 4,00
119/ Vi OOW-A Adeyeyete nextstepsonbrief

9/20/20120CW A Adeyeye e factsforbrief 0.10 0.10

G/20/2012DraftbriefsectioniV 2.00 2.00

9/20/2012DraftBectiontV 4.20 4,20

9/20/2012RevisedraftandfinishdraftingsectionV 3.00 3.00
FinishdraftingsectioniVeandreviseyraft,

9/21/2012 OCWA.Adeyeyeredraft, DCW . Bairdy 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.30 6.30
re:draft

9/21/2012émailtoclientsredraft 0.20 .20

9/22/2012kditbriefrcheckcites 1.40 1.40 1.00 3.80

9/23/2012 E%dit’bri@%f;“maf‘iz*rm?rm‘n@mda‘tﬁimm wnd 5 00 500 1,50 5.50
conclusion;checkrites
RandRVbrief,citecheck;incorporateP. Corty

9/24/2012 lcomments;multl OCW-A AdeyeyeTe tites) 2.50 2.50 2.50 7.50
andbriefreview.

9/25/2012Reviewopeningbriefs 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00

9/27/2012 DOWAL Adeyeyererppeningbriefsandreply 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.30
strategy

9/27/2012Reviewbriefsandoutlingargument 0.40 0.40 0.80
TCWDeborahBehles, ShanaFoleyandiwor

9/27/2012 lawstudentsendA Adeyeyerereplybrief 0.70 0.70
PG&E's'motionandcommentspnworkshop

9/27/2012postphonexallmtg. with-d. Adeyeye 0.10 .10

9/27/2012ReviewDRABNICAChriefs 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.50

9/27/2012Reviewopening briefs 0.50 0.50 0.40 1.40

Reviewbriefs; reviewnotesfromA Adeyeye;
9/28/2012 discussputlineandstrategywith A Adeyeye 0.80 0.80 0.60 2.20
emalltoMatt-Vesparestrategydiscussion

9/28/2012Review briefs 0.80 0.80 0.60 2.20

9/30/2012R A Adeyeye'sdraftsections 0.20 .20
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HourspfWilliam-Rostov, AttorneyinR20128nd 2013 Trackd

Date Description L 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
Userr-Will-Rostov
10/1/20127CWKellyFoleyre Tracklarguments 0.60 .60
10/1/201020CW-A Adeyeyererherdraft 0.10 .10
10/2/2012 OCWAAdeyeyeTerherdraftandreply 0.10 0.10
schedule
Review A Adeyeyesectionsbegantirafting,
10/2/2012 jothersectionspfReplyandintro;review 2.00 1.00 3.00
openingbriefs
10/3/2012TCWD . BehlesTercasestrategy 0.10 .10
10/3/2012Review . Adeyeyedraft (.50 .50
10/3/2012DCW A Adeyeye e reply brief 0.10 .10
TCWD.B sTerppeningcommentson
10/4/2012 0.20 0.20
/4] LTPP/Storageworkshop
ReviewCEJAresponsetoAllyguestionson
10/4/2012{LTPP/Storageworkshopre:potentialy 0.70 070
collaboration
10/4/2012DRreplyTrackd 1.00 1.00
10/4/2012 TCW-M . VespareCEIAdraftcommentsand 0.10 0.16 0.20
strategy
10/4/2012DRyeplyiTrackt 2.10 2.10
Reviewemail-ALlGamsonrerscheduling; o
10/4/2012 ) ) 0.20 0.20
revisecalendar;emailbMatt-Vesparesame
10/5/2012DraftTrackireply 550 5.50
10/6/2012DraftTrack i rep 3.00 3.00
10/8/2012DrattTrackdreply 3.00 3.00
10/9/2012DraftTracklreply 1.50 1.50
10/10/2012DraftTrackdreply 3.00 3.00
10/11/2012PraftTrackLreplyandrevise 1.50 2.00 3.50
10/12/2012Reviewsndrevise Tracktreply brief 2.50 2.00 4.50
10/19/20120raftreply briefonSept. 7 workshoptopics 3.50 3.50
10/19/2012TCWMatt Vespare reply brief 0.30 0.30
10/22/2082Praftreply briefonbept. 7workshoptopics 5.00 5.00
10/23/2012 Rwim‘miply'%wiwf onBept. 7 workshoptopics;: 1,50 1.50
reviewcites
reviewMatt-Vespaemall revisereplyands
10/23/2012 lincorporate-hiscomments; finalizedocument; 0.50 0.50
OCW-A AdeyeyeTe finalreview
12/24/2012 Emailre: ‘E*El“)ﬂfmm‘mnmr‘ni?ﬁi“cgm;'mvi@&wr”m;f‘tiic:e;‘ 0.90 0.20
calendargates;gmalltoD Behlesvetiming
12/2472012Review TrackdPDandrelatedcites 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.50
12/26/2012 GopverTracklPDagainandtakenotesfor 0.50 0.50
comments
ReviewTrackiPDandmakenotesfor
12/27/2012|ReViEWTTrackTPDandmakemotes or 150| 150 150 4.50
comments
12/28/2012 Draftemailtoclientredecision; formulate: 1.00 150 150 4.00
comments
lssuefreas A #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 Totaly
Total-Hours TorWilliamRostov, AttorneyinR012 24300 71400 42.20) 4850 66.50] 53.60 306.50
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HoursofWilliam-Rostov, AttorneyinR2012end2013Trackd )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
UserrWill-Rostov
TCWD . Behlesand-thanaFoleyrerproposed
1/7/2013| yrespropese 0.50 0.50 1.00
decision
1/8/2013DraftcommentsonPD 3.00 3.00 6.00
1/8/2013TCWCEIAand DRATe P issues 0.70 0.70 1.40
TCW-A AdeyeyeandD. Behlesvebriefing
1/8/2013| WA AdeyeyerndD.Behlesve:briefing 0.20 0.20 0.40
issuesandrallwith-DRA
1/8/20130CWA Adeyeye e LommentsonPD 0.20 0.20 .40
1/9/2013ReviewPDanddraftscomments 1.00 0.50 0.50 2.00
1/9/2013DraftcommentsonPD 5.00 5.00 10.00
DraftcommentonPDOCWNikere demand
1/10/2013 response;incorporate DR sectioninto 6.00 2.50 3.50 12.00
comment
DraftcommentsonPDremailwith- M. Vespar
1/11/2013 rercomments;emailw/R Freehlingren 400 4.00 8.00
HARes comments; DCW-A Adeyeyere Treviewandy ’ ’ ’
D revisecomments
STCW R Freehlingrercomments 0.20 0.20 .40
leviewcitesedittomments 1.10 0.50 0.60 2.20
1/14/2013 Rwi@w“wxmmr‘rwwrzm\"%m:i”r‘ﬂak&ﬂnalwdim;“@mail‘ 0.40 0.26 0.26 0.80
and-textwith.Baird
1/15/2013 ROpeningComments;review SCEfilingsing 4.00 500 500 3.00
energystorage
Reviewrestofromments; draftreply, ODCW
1/16/2013 | AAdeyeyeTe comments;Teview heremailre: 3.00 3.00 6.00
CElAevidence
1/16/2013 TCW-MattVespare Commentsandexparte 0.90 0.20 0.40
strategy
1/16/2013 “‘i‘“CW'ﬁmerah'ffii@h?;&&sx reCommentsonPDand 0.30 0.30 0.60
hermestingwithTisdale
1/17/2013 RECEandCAISOexpartenotices;emailwith 0.20 0.20 0.40
| Mattivespare SCEotice )
1/17/2013DRreplypnPDfocusingonenergystorage 3.50 3.50 7.00
DRReplyComments, VMforpMatt-Vespa,s i .
1/18/2013 . ) 3.00 2.00 1.00 6.00
emailtoMattVespapndRobertFreehling
3 Fiwmzw md‘“rewﬂiw‘rewI\%erm‘nmmwmﬁm;' 1,50 1.00 0.50 3.00
emallmewversiontoclients
Incoporateeditsfromp Adeyeyeandivatis
1/22/2013 Wespa;veviewtomments; DCW . Bairdren 1.00 0.70 0.30 2.00
filing
1/24/2013TCW-D . Behlesrerexpartes 0.20 0.20 .40
13Reviewreplybriefsandex partes 0.50 0.30 0.20 1.00
4 ‘x parteTequest;fill vutforms;emall 1.20 1.20 2.40
1/25/2013Reviewex partes;filereplytomments 0.30 0.20 0.10 0.60
ReviewpurcommentsonPDaswellasHCEr
lyand Bl ApndDRARparteotices)
1/29/2013| PV ENGREARED erpartemotices, 070| o040| 030 1.40
prepareoutlineformmig with-Matthew
Tisdale
Scheduling'meestingswitheidesto
1/29/2013 . ) 0.20 0.20 0.40
CommissionFerronandPederman
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov, AttorneyinR20128nd 2013 Trackd )

Date Description By 1 2 3 4 5 Total
UserrWill-Rostov
A Expartewith-CommissionerFlorio'sthiefof
1/31/2013 , 2.00 1.50 3.50
staff, prepareformeeting
_|ReviewLTTPmaterialsandpreparefor
2/4/2013 ) , L , ) 0.50 0.50 1.00
meetingwith-CommissionPederman’soffice
|Rescheduletg. with-Commissionerferron's,
2/5/20180 0.20 0.20 .40
office
Prepareformtg.withCommissioner
2/5/2013 Pederman's w%’fif:e%z;'@r'(? "r‘htg‘with‘"ﬁ‘&d@ywm‘ 1.60 1.60 3.20
ex partemtg withjulle FitchandRachelr
Peterson;
) Reviseexpartenoticewith-Commissioner
2/5/2013 . ) ) 1.00 1.00 2.00
Florio'sofficestraightenoutfilingerror
2/7/2013 é“m?fiew*‘rwimd"wmiﬁaim“ﬁnd purcomments;s 1.00 1.00 2.00
OCW-A Adeyeyetersame
2/7/2083RVexpartewith Pederman'spffice 0.30 0.30 .60
2/8/201 3 eviewandfinalize Pedermanexparte 0.30 0.30 0.60
Prepareformig with-Commissionerferron’s,
2/8/2013 | office;pre "mig withA.Adeveyeex parte 2.00 1.40 3.40
mtg.withSaraKamins;
2/8/2013Reviewexpartenotices 0.20 0.20 .40
TOW VespaTe:Tevisedproposeddecision 0.20 0.20 .40
ReviewnewscopingmemoandAllprder)
5/22/2013 Emailtoclientsverevisedscopingmemao; 1.20 2.40 3.60
calendargdates;
Issue-freas L #1 #2 #3 4 #5 Total
Total Hours Toridillism Rostov, Attorneyin2013 1200 53800 21200 17.40 8.30 3.40 105.30
TABLEDFABBREVIATIONS FORROSTOV TIMESHEET
DR Draft
OCWH Officecallwithy
R Review
RV Revisen
TCW Telephonecallwith,
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Hoursofidenikeddeyeye, Researchanalyst{Advocate HnR012and 2013 Track1}

Date Description 1 2 3 5 Total
User-AdenikeAdeyeye
4/20/2012Readingscopingmemo. 0.80 0.80
4727720120 alkwithWill-Rostovand RobhertFreehling. 1.40 1.40
5/3/2012 TPPworkshopatthe PUCT 6.50 6.50

6/25/2012Readingreplytestimonyemails. 0.30 .30

6/25/2012Readingparties tatarequests. 1.30 1.30

6/26/2012Readingopeningtestimonyinilrack i ofLTPP. 2.0 2.10

6/26/2012 ““I‘“‘al!ﬁfiim Rostovre replytestimonyiniTrack i 0.20 0.20
of LTPP.

6/27/2012Readingopeningtestimonyintrack i pfLTPP. 0.40 0.40

6/28/2012 ﬁm‘a‘lwing‘wpwimg%mtimmy*ﬁn““?“‘rw:k—iwwm“ 3.00 3.00
LTPP o

6/29/2012ReadingopeningtestimonyintracklofLTPP. 1.60 1.60

6/29/2012Readingopeningtestimonyintrack i ofLTPP. 0.90 0.90

6/29/2012 ‘:I“allcimg‘"witﬁ‘"\f%m“mv gboutopeningtestimony 0.50 0.50
intrack i of LTPP.

6/29/2012Reading L. TPPopeningtestimony. 0.20 0.20

‘ Attendingpre hearingconferenceptthe PUC .
7/8/20120 2.30 2.30

with-Rostov.

7/17/2012 Talkwith-Rostovaboutthe LTPPprehearing, 0.50 0.50
conference.

7/18/2012 Wr‘itirtg‘mu@‘tia}:mif&r"ﬁafa‘m&qum;“tf'md/m‘ 1.00 1.00
crossexaminationofSCE.

7/23/2012 Reading TAISOtestimonyandsupporting. 0.30 0.30
documents.

7/23/2012 Reading CAISOtestimonyandsupporting: 0.60 0.60
documents.

7/23/2012 Wr‘iting“ﬂrgmsm?xamiﬁa‘t:i@"m uwtlwm'ﬁﬁd 190 1.20
reviewing CAISO sopeningtestimony.

7/24/2012 Mvi‘wwing"ﬁ&%ﬁ@'ﬂ)mnimg“amd"m&&ply“ 5 00 0.50 250
testimony.

7/24/2012Reviewing CAISCreplytestimony. 0.50 0.50

7/24/2012Reading SCEreplytestimony. 0.30 .30

7/24/2012Reading SCETeply testimony. 0.30 0.30

7/25/2012 “‘I“‘a1k‘»ﬁ/ith‘jﬁ%mwvammbri@fingﬁmd"ﬁmm’ 1.20 1.20
examination.

7/26/2012Reading SCEtestimony. 0.40 .40

7/26/2012Reading LTPPparties replytestimony. 2.30 2.30

7/26/2012Reading SCEand DRATestimony. 2.90 2.90

7/27/2012Reading LTPPTracklyeplytestimony. 2.10 2.10

7/27/201 2V allcwith W Rostovaboutcrossexamination. 0.30 .30

7/30/2012 F‘%wdihng“feeg}ly"km?r‘n&nyﬁam:% writingeross, 1.80 1.80
examinationuestions.

. Readingreplytestimonyendwritingtross, .

7/30/2012 e ) 1.20 1.20
examinationuestions.

7/31/2012Writingtrossexaminationguestions. 1.00 1.00

7/31/2012Readingreplytestimony. 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.60
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Hoursofidenikeddeyeye, Researchinalyst{Advocate HnR2012and 2013 Track1}

Date Description 1 2 3 4 Total
User-Adenikehdeyeye
7/31/2012Reading reply testimony. 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.50
7/31/2012Readingreplytestimony. 0.40 0.90 1.30
7/31/2012 Callwith W, RostovandD. Behleste tross 0.90 0.90
examinationinifrack 1 ofLTPP.
8/1/2012 ?%ﬁzadmgg ﬁ‘?w?'mply"tmt:irm}w‘md" 1.00 1.00
incrementalEEocuments.
g/1/201 2 alkwith Rostovaboutsolarin L TPP 0.10 .10
Reviewinganddoingresearchforeross,
8/2/2012 examinationtestimonyinevidentiary: 1.80 1.80
hearings.
8/2/2012Researching PVuseinBCEterritory. 0.80 .80
Reviewinganddoingresearchforgross,
8/3/2012 examinationtestimonyinevidentiary: 3.70 3.70
hearings.
8/3/2012 F%@fi@wimd‘"re-:em:wchﬂmr"cmm examinationin 1.40 1.40
evidentiaryhearings.
Discussingrrossexaminationbefore LTPP
8/7/2012 ) o 0.30 .30
hearingwith-Rostov.
8/29/2012Reviewing LTPPhearingtranscripts 0.80 0.80
. Reviewing LTPP-hearingtranscriptspnd
8/30/2012) i 0.70 0.70
writingnotesforthebrief.
8/30/2012 vaimtwif‘\g testimonytocreatepnoutlinefor 0.50 1.00 1.50
thebrief
2/30/201 2V alk-with-Rostovebouttrackibrief. 0.20 .20 .10 .50
8/30/2012Reviewing LTPP-hearingtranscripts 0.40 0.40 0.80
8/30/2012 Fm?fi:wwing"&“‘i“f?’f@%wriﬂg transcriptsand 1.00 1.00
writingnotesforthebrief,
8/4/2012ResearchforlTPPpost hearingbrief. 4.60 4.60
9/5/2012Workingon . TPPpost hearinghrief. 4.90 4.90
9/5/2012DCWRostovreneedguestions 0.20 0.00 .20
89/10/2012Reviewing LTPP-brief. 0.30 0.30
9/10/2002WorkingonLTPPTrack L brief. 1.20 1.20
9/11/2012Reviewing hearing transcripts. 2.00 2.00 4.00
Readingthrough-RostovisraftofLTPPhriefs
9/11/2012 andresearchingandworkingonsectionsph 0.50 1.00 1.50
LTPPbrief.s
9/12/2012 alkwith-Rostoveboutthebrief. 0.20 .20
9/12/2012WorkingoniTPPhrief. 5.40 5.40
9/13/2012WorkingonLTPPhrief 6.50 6.50
G9/13/201 2 alkwithRostovand BehlesteLTPPtrack-l. 0.40 0.40
9/13/2012alkwith-Rostovre LTPPtrack. 0.10 0.10 0.30 .50
9/14/2012WorkingoniTPPhrief. 7.70 770
9/17/2012WorkingonLTPPirackbrief. £.50 6.50
9/18/2012WorkoniTPPhrief 3.50 3,50
9/20/2012WorkingonLTPPirackibrief. 5.30 5.30
9/20/201 2 alkwith-Rostovre hrief. 0.10 .10
9/24/2012Reviewingdraftpfbrief. 2.00 1.00 1.50 4.50
9/25/2012Reading LTPPTracklppening briefs. 1.50 1.50 0.40 3.40
9/26/2012Reviewingbriefs. 1.00 1.40 0.40 2.80
9/27/201 2 alkwith-Rostovrerppeningbriefs. 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.30
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Hoursofidenikeddeyeye, Researchdnalyst{Advocate HnR0128nd 2013 Track1}

Date Description A 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
User-AdenikeAdeyeye
9/27/2012 F‘%mé‘;‘ﬁg"i)rim&a‘md‘r;r@a‘f:iﬂg‘mpiy'briwf’ 150 1.50 0.90 3.90
outline.
9/27/2012Reading briefs. 0.80 0.80 0.60 2.20
‘ Talkwith-CEIAandRostoveboutreplybrief .
9/27/2012 0.70 0.70
andPGEotion.
9/28/2012Reply briefoutliningandwriting. 5.10 5.10
10/1/2012WorkonLTPPbrief. 1.60 1.60
10/1/2012Workonreplybrief. 1.00 1.00
10/2/2012WorkonmLTPPreplybrief; 3.80 3.80
10/3/2012Editing replybrief. 2.00 1.00 3.00
10/12/2012 ﬁiiiii:fi‘ting“twn“c:iw‘»:hwzkiﬂg"wpiy%rimém“‘“‘%‘“‘rack‘ 350 3.00 6.50
10/22/2012 F’mc}‘?r‘aacﬁiz?g"ﬂﬁnfci‘"addmg”t:itm tognergy 1.00 1.00
storage/LTPPjointreplycomments.

lssuefireas A #1 H2 #3 Ha4 #5 Total
HourspiAdenikeAdeyeye, Researchfinalystmmmmmmm 0.00,  36.50) 79.80 5.00 2,000 29.80 153.20
{(Advocate)in2012y

1/7/2013  alkwith-RostovaboutlTPPtrackidecision. 0.10 0.10
1/7/2013ReadingLTPPdecision. 1.00 1.00 2.00
1/8/2013 ia1kwmh“ﬁf::s?mv,‘ﬁ)ﬁk,‘amd“{,mﬁ‘amut“hI“W‘ 0.90 0.90
trackllecision.
1/8/2013Reviewing LTPPtracklproposedyecision. 0.30 .30
1/8/2013Reading LTPPtracktlproposed: decision. 0.50 0.50 0.40 1.40
1/8/2013 alkwith-Rostovre:CommentsonPD 0.20 0.20 .40
1/9/2013Reviewing LTPPtracklproposedecision. 0.50 0.50 0.70 1.70

Reviewingtranscriptstofindinformationy

1/9/2013
o/ ’ abouttlemandresponseinBSCEterritory.

1.70 L.70

Outliningdemandresponsesectionoh
1/9/2013 comments, talkingwith-Rostovaboutdemand 0.70 0.70
responsesectionofromments.

Reviewingdraftofcommentsonproposed:
1/10/2013 decision, heginningdraftofdemandresponse 1.20 1.20
sectionofthosecomments.

Writingdraftofdemandresponsesectionoh

1/10/2013 1.80 1.80
thosecomments.
1/11/2013Review EnerNOCppeningandryeplybriefs. 0.40 .40
1/2013 Rwdmg prndeditingTracklproposed 0.50 0.50
ecisioncomments.
1/11/2013 t:,d:‘t:img‘mm:i"(:imjﬁ?"zmking‘mmm@m‘fr&a ontracks 510 .10
Iproposeddecision.
Revisionstorommentsontrackiproposed: .
1/11/2013 o 1.10 1.10
decision.
171672013 alkingwith-Rostovebout L TPPproceeding. 0.10 .10
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Hoursofidenikeddeyeye, Researchanalyst{Advocate HnR012and 2013 Track1}

Date Description 1 2 3 4 5 Total
UserrAdenikepde
1/16/2013 @&rc!ﬂ}"wrﬁj{imﬁ@‘S"pcmitimnwm‘mwgy' 0.60 0.60
storageint.TPP
ResearchonenergystorageinLTPP-
1/16/2013 proceedingandonCAISOproceedingsthat 1.10 1.10
impactstorage, writingupnotesforRostov.
L EditingandeitecheckingcommentsoniTracks
1/22/2013 . 1.00 0.60 1.60
Iproposedidecision.
Reviewptherpartiescommentsinresponse,
1/28/2013 toPDandourcommentsinresponsetoPDing 0.50 0.50
preparationforexpartemeeting.
1/31/2013 Fx par‘?&'ﬁr)wtmg'ﬁiﬁww(ﬁwith pideton 0.50 0.50
Commissionertlorio.
2/5/2013 Ex parm'mwtiggwithﬁwmmimimnm‘ 0.50 0.50
Peterman'sytaff.
Meetingwith-Rostovbeforeex parter
2/5/2013 ) 0.50 0.50
meeting.
2/5/2013Editingex partenotice 0.20 .20
ResearchingDGiargetsandestimatesiniTPP .
2/8/2013 ) 0.70 0.70
testimony.
2/8/2013 Me-:ewt?ngg'with‘?{c‘mt:m'mmm'&x partes 0.50 0.50
meeting.
2/8/2013Writingexpartenotice. 0.60 .60
Ex partemeetingwitheidetoCommissioner
2/8/2013|- " 8 ’ ’ 0.50 0.50
Ferron.
lssuedraas P #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 Totalh
Hoursphidenike Adeyeye, Researchfinalystrmmmmmm 0.00, 1200 14200 4.10]  3.80, 0.80 24.20
{(Advocatelin2013
Pagedofd
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HourspofWwilliamRostov, Attorneyin2012,2013wnd 2014+ Track 3}

Date Description 1 2 3 4Total

UserrWillRostov

Reviewscopingmemoandordersrelatedtor
10/28/2012 Track B 0.20 0.20 0.40

TCW-D . BehlesverTrackBrwomments;
10/29/2082 voicemail-foriNatSkinnerw/Deborah 0.30 0.30

TCWSierrapartinez, NRDC e Track$
10/31/2012|comments 0.20 0.20

emailfromBeborah-Behlesve:Tracks
comments: ViMforDeborahBehlesre:same;
10/31/20121TCWDeboralBehlestersame 0.20 0.20

Draftifrack8comments; emailtoclientsren
11/1/2012|same; 4.00 4.00

11/6/2012 ReviewTrack-Bopeningcomments 0.50 1.00 1.50

Emailwith-DianatleesndDeborahBehlesten
11/6/2012 meetingre:Tracks 0.20 0.20

11/7/2012 Review Track-8openingcommaents 0.50 0.20 0.70

Review CEJApnd-DRATomments;prepare-for
11/9/2012 meetingwith CEJARDRA 0.30 0.30 0.60

TOW-DRAYDianaleeBordan?), CEIAT
11/9/20121(D BehlesjendA. Adeyeye 0.80 0.80

TCW-DeborahBehlesand-A Adeyeyere:
11/9/2012|potentialrollaboration 0.20 0.20

TCW-SlerraMartiznezreTrackBreply
11/12/2012lcomments 0.50 0.50

TCW-Deborah-BehlesversplittingupTrack5y
3/2012icomments 0.20 0.20

R-DRATommentsendabatementourve
1171372012 reports 1.50 1.50

4/ DRaftTrackBreplycomments 2.00 2.00

11/15/20121TCWD.Behleste Track Breplycomments 0.20 0.20

1171572012 DR TrackBreplycomments 1.50 1.50

DRTrackBreplycommentsinresponsetor
11/16/2012 | PGERE 2.00 2.00

RviTrackBreplyrommentsonik
TransparencyendPGE&Eproposals; review
SCErommentsandD.Behlesemail,emailtos
11/19/20121D Behlesre draft 1.00 1.50 2.50

ViviforD. BehlessandemailfromherreTracks
1172072082 3replycomments 0.20 0.20

TCWD. BehlesreTrackBreplycommentsand
131/21/2012 Track2proposeddecision 0.20 0.20

Review GHGandpversightsectionsfrom-
11/21/2082 CEIATOWD BehlesTecomment 0.30 0.30

Emailwith-D.Behlesvedraftirack 8
comments;emailclientsdraftirack8-
11/27/2012 comments 0.30 0.30

ReviewandreviseTrackBromments;emaily
andiFTCW-MattVespare comments;email
14/28/2012 withD.Behleste tomments 0.80 0.70 1.50

11/29/2052 TCOW-R Freehlingrercomments 0.20 0.20
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HourspfWwilliamRostov, Attorneyin2012,2013wnd 2014+ Track 3}

11/28/2082TCW-RobertFreehingre:TrackBcomments 0.60 0.50 1.10
ReviseTrackB8comments;includePaulCort'sy
andRobert-Freehling' scomments;emallwith
11/29/2082 0. Behlesand-M. Vespartesame 1.50 1.00 2.50
Issuefreas) #1 #2 #3 #4 Total
HourspfWilliam Rostov, Attorneyin 2012 13.40 9.101 3.30 25.80
3/22/2013 ‘:i‘“CW‘E}.mhlm"re:‘“frack‘ﬁ‘q vestionsgand? 0.50 0.50
intervenorgomp
Review TrackBruestions; pursand-CEJA s,
47172013 comments, thejointreplyrommentsand] .30 0.30
DRA scomments
47272013 MrforD . BehlesreTrackBguestions. 0.10 .10
4/2/2013Review T rackBruestions; 0.20 .20
472720137 CWRobertFreehlingrerTrack Byuestions 1.30 1.30
TCWD BehlesreriTrack3wcommentsand: . .
47372008 . 0.20 .20
lrackdrompensation
47472013 DraftTrack B comments 1.50 1.50
47572043 DraftTrack 87 comments 2.00 2.00
418 /2013TCWD Behleste TrackdiHssues 0.70 0.70
LRrerfrack-Bruestions; putlineanswers;” .
478272014 o 2.00 2.00
emailwithDeborahBehles
4/15/2013TCWD Behleste TrackBcomments 0.50 .50
4/15/2013DraftTrackB8rtomments 5.00 5.00
4/16/2013DraftTrackBrcomments 0.50 .50
DraftTrackBcomments; reviewrelated .
4787/2013 . 2.000 050 2.50
decisions
4/19/2013 Finalim'ﬁﬁ ra‘f‘i:‘w‘f‘““%‘”r'ack‘ﬁ&”mr‘m‘n%&m‘m;*&fCW‘ 300l 100 4.00
R.Freehlingre:commaent;emalltoclients
_|ReviseTrackfcomments; emailwithMatt:
472572014 . 2.50 2.50
VespapndRobertFreehling
FinalizeTrackBromments;incorporaten
4/26/2014 o 2.50 2.50
comments; emallwith-Matt-Vespa
4/26/2013TCWR Freehlingre: TrackBromments 0401 050 0.90
IssueAreas #1 #2 #3 #4 Totaly
Hourspf-William Rostov, Attorneyin 2013 16.90] 3.30] 5.000 2.00 27.20
2/5/2014TCWHimCorbelliere:Track3tomments 0.40 0.40
2/7/2014Reviewemail-from-D.Behles 0.20 .20
. Emailwith-DebrorahBehlesve: Track s .
2/11/2014 . ) 0.20 .20
openingrommentsinsert
2/12/2014 Emailwith) CorbellirerTrackBopening, 0.16 0.10
comments
2/17/2014Reviewconclusionsoffawandfact 0.30 0.30 .60
. ReviewandeditiTrack®briefemailwith, . .
2/17/20140 0401 0.10 0.20f 0.0 .50
D.Behles
. Finalreviewpfbriefremailwith-DavidZizmor . .
2/18/2014 010 0107 010 .30
rersame
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HourspfWwilliamRostov, Attorneyin2012,2013wnd 2014+ Track 3}

Review-TrackBopeningrommmentsand,

2/15/2014 emailsfromDeborahBehles 220 230
2/20/2014Reviewcommentsandraftreply 3.50 3.50
2/21/20147CW-MattVespare: TrackBreplytomments .30 .30
2/21/2014Draftreplycomments;emailtoCEIA 2.50 2.50
2/21/2014TCWDlanaLeere track Breplycomments 0.50 0.50

. Continuetoreviseandfill incitesand
272172014 ) 2.00 2.00
correctsionsfromothers

ProofandFinalizeTrackB8comments;

2/24/2014) 0,70 0,70
incoporatecommentsfromD.Behles

) OCWTamaraZakimpndA Adeyeyere:

2/24/2014 ) .20 .20
commentsonPDandfactualmeeds

2/24/2014 TCWD. Behles, MattVespaandt.Lazerowe: 0.20 0.20
commentsonPD

. OCWTamaraZakimre commentsonPDend,

2/24/2014 .30 0.30
legalresearch

2/24/2014DCWHA . Adeveyere: Tactualresearch .10 .10

2/24/2014Emailwithelientstermeetingre: comments 0.20 0.20

IssueAreas #1 #2 #3 #4 Total
HourspfWilliam Rostov, Attorneyin014 0.500 0.20] 13.60, 1.00 15.30

TABLEOFABBREVIATIONS FORROSTOVTIMESHEET

DR Draft
OCWH Officecallwithy
R Review

RY Revise

elephonegallwithy
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Hourspfadenike-ddeyeye, Research-dnalyst-{Advocate 1 in 2013 snd 20144 Track 8}

Date Description i 2 3 5iTotal
UserrAdenikepdeyeye
4/26/2015CecheckingTrackilirulescomments. 1.50 0.20 1.00 270
siie drens #1 #2 B il -3 Totaly
Total-Hours pfidenike Adeyeve, Research-fnalyst {Advocate)in 2,70
20158
2/19/20148divendcitecheck Track- 8P Dreplycomments 220 2.20
IssueAreas #1 Ha #3 4 5 Totaly
Total Hours phidenike Bdeyeve, Research finalyst {Advocate)in 2.2 2.80
2014
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorney-in2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

Reviewemailfrom-AllendforwardtoMatts

4/26/2013
/26/ &‘x/mpa-u'@w, INGsAT

0.20 .20
rack

TraveltoPHCpre mitg withS.Lazerowand

5/10/2013 D.Behles, PHC

2.30 2.30

5/16/2013Review DRAexpartenotice 0.10 .10

Emailviat
schedul

expertnesdspandrase

6/4/2013 1.00 1.00

wviewrelevantprders

I8

6/7/2013 Find-articleson-SanOnofreshutdown;emaily 0.50 0.50
e with-Matt-Vespare-fan-Onofreandexpert ) '

6/10/2043EmailtoBillPowersre-SONGSTrack 0.30 0.30

6/12/2013TCW-D . BehlesTeLTPPirack-dstartegy 0.50 .50

6/12/2013TCW-MattVesparerexperts 0.20 .20

6/12/2013ReviewEP Motionre:SONGSschedule 0.20 .20

6/12/2013EmailBill-Powersy andschedule 0.20 .20

Emailsrerexpert-meesting; Review motionston

6/16/2013 Alrack-d

0.30 0.30

intervene-and-motion

6/17/2013Reviews ppo sitiontodEP-motion 0.20 .20

NTON-LCEIA ACleanCoalition,and-Slerra-Club-
6/20/2013 client 1.00 1.00

6/20/2013VCW-BillPowerste -CAISOdiscovery 0.10 0.10

EmailreviseddisoveryrequetstoDRAwndy

6/20/2013| . 0.10 0.10
CEjA

TOW-DRA ACEIANRDCandgroupexperts,

6/21/2013
/21 inlcudingBilFPowers

1.80 1.80

ReviewpsmailfromDianatleere proposed,

6/21/2013] .
jolnt-motion

0.10 0.10

6/27/2013 TOW-D.Behlesrermotiononreactivepower 0.20 0.20

andresponsetosolar-partiessmotion

Reviewreactivepowermotiongndimake

6/27/2013 )
minoredits

0.50 0.50

Review-Allvulingpnsolarpartiessmotion-and-

6/27/2013
127/ ’ emailwith-D. Behlestersame

0.10, 010 0.20

6/27/2013ReviewiointdiscoveryrequeststoCAISD 0.40 ¢.40

7/8/2013Review-emailfromSCEprits-modeling 0.10 .10

7/10/2013TCWHalehFiroozre - SONGs-Modeling 0.50 0.50

7/11/2013DCW-A Adeyeyete -OTCsand SONGSputage 0.20 0.20

7/15/2013CEC/CPUCWorkshoppnSongs, “Webcast 2.70 270

7/15/201 /CPUCWorkshopopn-Songsy-Webcast 2.40 2.40

Reviewpapersinresponsetothejointmotion

7/15/2013 0.20 0.20

rerveactivepower

7/15/2013VMfromBillPowerste powerflowmodeling 0.10 0.10

7/24/2013TCW-D. Behlesy re BONGsstrategy 0.50 .50

7/25/2013 Reviewsecondsetofdatarequestsand 0.20 0.20

relatedemalls

7/26/2013Calwithclientsre - SONGssuue 1.80 1.80

Emailbredatarequest viewsuggested,
requests

7/30/201 0.50 0.50
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorneyin2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

TCW-BilHowerste datarequestsandrase

8/1/2015 0.30 .30

8/5/2013%eviewSparkstestimony 0.20 .20

TOW-D.Behlesre-CAISOtestimonyands

8/6/2013
strategy

0.40 0.40

8/6/2013Review-Sparkstestimony 0.70 070

8/7/2013ReviewPHCnoticeemail D Behlesrersame 0.20 0.20

8/7/2013ReviewdatarequreststoCAISO 0.30 .30

TCW-Deborah-Behles,-herfellow,slaw-
8/13/2013 student,and-A Adeyeyere CAISOTestimony, 0.50 0.50
andpotentialresponse

TOWDavid-Peffer-POCfoundationre:
potentionalcoordination

8/13/201 0.40 0.40

8/15/2013ReviewS0te stimonyanddatatequests 0.50 0.50 1.00

8/15/20130CW-A AdeyeyerteTrack-dapproach 0.10 .10

Prepareformig with-SlerraClubre L. TPPA
TCW-M Vespeaandb. Friedmanre-LTPP 0.60 0.60
updatepnd-pONGSssues

8/16/201F

o Review CAISOtrackAtestimonyand-data ‘
8/19/2013 1.50 1.00 2.50

requestsresponses; Teviewrelatedmotions

8/20/2013TCW-BillPowersand-A.Adeveye 0.70 070

OCWHA AdeyeyereTrackdtestimonyands

8/20/2013
/20/2013 mtg with-BillPowers

0.30 0.30

8/21/2013R0-CAISOresponsetobCEdatarequest 0.20 .20

Reviewpotentail-fifthsetofdatarequests:

8/21/2013 fromDRA

0.30 0.30

EmailBilPowerptherparties-testimony;skim:

8/26/2013
/26/ DG&EtestimonyendyalehFirooztestimony

0.40 0.40

e

Reviewbthsetofdatarequests;emaily

8/28/2013 D.Behlese

0.40 0.40

TCOWD. Behlesrer-SCEtestimony, PHCand

0.40 0.40
datarequests

8/28/2013

8/29/2013 %ﬂmzs%il"gwi%;hvﬁiill"sﬁ?‘wwezr&;-mmchwuIw-mnd 0.20 0.20
testimony

Review SCE-Testimonyand-alidatarequests

8/29/2013
toCAISO

1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00

TCW-RendodoBeachpattormeyandemail-him,

8/29/2013
129/ ’ relevanttocuments

0.20 0.20

8/29/2013TCW-DianaLee, DRAT etestimonysnd-PHC 0.30 0.30

TCWHwith-i2-ntervenorgroupstre5CE

8/29/2013
/29/ ’ testimonyand-PHC

1.00 1.00

Review SDG&E-and-Rendondo-Beachy
8/30/2013| e ViewBDGEERNd RendondoBeach 100 200 1.00 4.00
testimony;draftdatarequesttoSCE

9/3/2013Prepareforprehearingront. 2.00 2.00

9/3/2013TCW-D . Behlesteprehearingtonf .20 .20

G/3/2013TCW-BIHPowerandA Adeyeyertetestimony 0.60 0.70 1.30

Reviewtlatarequests;emalbwith-BillPowersy

rersame;emailwith-A Adeyeyerersame

9/4/2015 0.40 0.40 0.80
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorney-in2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

9/4/2013TCW-BilHPowers 0.20 0.20 0.40

Prepareforprehearingcont.,mig-with
9/4/2013 land-mig.with-biggerintervenorgroup;pre -
hearingcont.,post vonfdiscussion

A 3.50 3.50

9/9/20138ditresponsere schedule;s A 1.50 1.50

9/9/2013TCWH - schedlingresponse A 0.20 .20

Behlesy

9/10/2013Reviewand-Revise wommentpnschedule Ja) 1.00 1.00

9/10/2013Reviewandrevisetesponsereschedule Ja) 0.50 0.50

Reviewemailste CEERTcomments;emails

9/11/2013 E A 0.50 0.50

TOW-CE Arerreplystrategy, TCOW-DRARN

§/12/2018
/12 ’ CElArereplystrategy

0.70 0.70

ReviewSCEemallsandydatarequests; OCW,
9/12/2013 AAdeveyerejdentifyingpssumptionsthaty 0.30 0.30
arepff

OCW-A Adeyeyerereplyandreviewher

9/13/2013
/13/ ’ commentson-temall-with-.Corbelli

A 0.30 0.30

Reviewjointreply-withCElAreschedule

89/13/2013
/13/ TCWH . Corbellitersame

A 1.50 150

9/15/2013TCW-Bill-Powersre testimony 0.40 0.20 0.20 .80

Reviewtestimonyandataresponse

9/15/2013 .
timony

) 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00
requests;draftauestionsfort

OCWHAAdeyeyeretestimony;reviewnew,
9/16/2013 setpfguestionsfromALfortestimony;email 0.40 0.40
BilllPowersreschedule

9/16/2013Reviewnewdiscoveryresponses 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.30

9/16/2013Review-ALlDecisio nonschedule 0.30 .30

Reviewdatarequests;developoutline-fors
§/17/2013 testimony;reviewA. AdeyeyeSDG&E-analysis; 2.00 2.00 4.00
OCW-herve:same

TOWHTrack-drintervenorsrerschedulingorder

9/17/2013
/17 ’ and-hearings

0.30 0.30

9/17/2013TCW-SierraClient steproceeding 1.00 1.00

EmailandTCW-DianaLeere datarequesttor

9/17/2013 0.40 0.40

SCEreviewrlatarequestetoSCE

TCWDiana-Leere schedulingprderand,

8/17/201: .
tesimony

0.40 0.40

ReviewlataresponsesfromSCEand-SCE,

9/18/2013
workpapers

0.50 0.50 1.00

9/18/2013TCW-R Freehlingre respo nsetoallguestions 0.50 0.40 .90

Reviewrafttestimonyand-dataresponser

8/18/2013
/18/ requests;makenotespbouttestimony

2.50 2.50

9/19/2013DraftresponsetoAllyuestions 1.50 1.50 3.00

9/19/2013TCOW-Bill-Powersand-A Adeyeyeretestimony 0.40 .40

9/20/2013TCW-BillHPowersre testimony 0.70 .70
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorneyin2013end-20141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal
User-WillRostov
9/20/2013DR- comments-onallguestions 1.50 1.50 3.00
9/22/2013 Emmw suggestedSDG&Edatarequestfromy 0.20 0.20
BillPowers
9/22/2013 Review-Powers ,w:iira‘fﬁhﬁ;m*ﬂz‘:ir‘nmny,vmake%é-; 150 1.50
comments;emailwith-BillPowers
9/23/2013TCNA . Mayand-A Adeyeyere-SCEtestimony 0.20 0.20 .40
89/23/2013Draftrcomments 1.00 1.00
9/23/2013 ReviewPowerstraft-testimony,make 0.50 150 2.00

commentstemailwith-BilllPowers

9/24/2013TCW-Bill-Powersye Lestimony 0.50 .50

Review-Powersraft-testimony,review,

9/24/2013 . . 2.00 2.00
scopingmemorand-festimony

9/24/2013 Draftromments;multl oCWA Adeveyere 1.00 150 250
same
TCW-MattVesparetestimonyandylatas

9/25/2013| 1 artiEspaTetestimonyancaata 0.20 0.20
requests

9/25/2013Praft-Commentson-Allguestions 1.00 1.50 2.50
Reviewlatarequests-fromBill-Powers,emaib

9/25/2013 \with-otherpartiesTesame;emailwith, .80 .80
Abdeyeyerersame;pmalbwith-DRA

9/25/2013RBilFPowertestimony; makecomments 3.00 3.00

9/26/2013 kevisecomments;emailclientscomments 0.50 0.50 1.00

9/26/2013TCW-MattVespareTestimony

9/26/2013Review Bill-Powerstevised-testimony 0.50 1.50 2.00

9/26/2013TCW-BilIPowersreTestimoy 0.80 0.80
RevisingCommentsomAllguestions;

89/27/2013 [reviewingtlienttomments, DCW-A.Adeyeye 0.50 0.50 1.00
reIBEME

ReviewPowerstestimony;makingcomments;
9/27/2013 emallandTCWRIFP owers-multi ©CWA 2.00 3.30 5.30
Abdeyeyerertestimonyandrevisions

reviewtestimonyemailandphoneallwithy
9/28/2013|BillPowers;emailclientgroup;email-vatt 2.00 0.50 2.50
Vespa, TCW-AAdeyeyererstatus

Reviewgandrevisecomments;smallwith-Bill

9/30/2013) ) o
Powersrerpomments;incorporatehisedits

0.50 0.50 1.00

ReviewCommentsonAllguestions;emall
9/30/2013 |\with-Matt-Vespare:comments;emailwith, 0.70 0.70
BillPowers; reviewhisedits

Incorporateeditsfromrlientsoncomments;
9/30/2013 |lemaibwith-Matt-Vesparecomments; review 2.00 2.00 4.00
filing, DCW-A Adeyeye

10/1/2013Review-CommentsonAllguestions 1.00 1.00 2.00

Review-Hubmitted-Testimony;-DCOW
Abdeyeyertereplytestimony

10/2/2013 2.00 2.00 0.50 4.50

10/2/2013 E%Imai!wi’té@:ﬂammﬁwrb@!H’e:mfilwd"xs:imumwnm'; 0.30 0.30
andsteppingupameeting

Page-dofs
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorneyin2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

10/2/2013TCW-Matt-WVespare:reply-testimony 0.30 0.30

TOW-Carol6chmid Fraze;reviser
testimony.emailwith-BlllPowersre:
corrections;emailftoAAdeyeyepnd-RosleTen
filing

10/3/2013 1.00 1.00

Review-testimonyre:contignenciesand-other
10/3/2013 rephissues;emailBillPowersre:rephy 1.50 1.50 3.00
testimony

10/3/2013TCW-DianaLee, DRAT erveplyfestimony 0.30 .30

Reviewsrrataemallbwith-A Adeyveye-and,

10/4/2013] )
Rolsererservice

0.50 0.50

10/4/2013TCWHImC orbellirercoordination 0.70 .70

10/11/2013Draftinsert-forre questforhearing 0.30 0.30

Revisereplytestimony:-Reviewandy

10/11/2013
/11 esectionfromf Adeyeye

1.00 3.00 4.00

incorporat

10/11/2013 Eﬁmaii*wi’awam@ Corbelli-and-Dianaleeren 0.30 0.30
requestforhearing

Reviewrequestforhearingraft;emailfrom:

10/18/2013
113/ limCorbelliresame;,emallDianalee

0.30 0.30

Reviewreplytestimony, ommentsforilh

10/13/2043]
Powers

2.50 2.50 5.00

Makerhangetorequestfor-hearing,email
10/14/2013|DisnaleeemaltNRDCand-EDFrepotentially 0.50 0.50
joining

Reviewreplytestimony;commentsfor-Billy
Powers;

10/14/2013 1.50 1.50 3.00

10/15/2013ReviewTebuttaltestimony 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00

10/18/20 wreply-testimonies 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00

TCWptherintervenorstereplytestimonys

10/18/2013 ,
and-hearing

0.90 0.90

ReadCAISOmotion, VM-forDianaleere:

same

10/18/201 0.10, 0.20 0.30

10/20/2013 i}@;{;i}v{i-ﬁmailﬂ;frm‘nn&i}ianmwmwar-ﬁm&}@ﬂ 0.10 0.10

reviewemail-from-BillPowersrerhisy

10/20/2013 '
/20/ ’ testimonyandrelatedyeplytestimony

0.10 0.10

10/21/2013 “TCW";EAI)iamha—;Lw-m ACAISOrmotionanderosss 0.30 0.30
examination

10/21/20130CW-A Adeyeyerercrossexaminationtimes 0.20 0.20

A TOWCElAattorneysand-AAdeyeyerertross,
examination

10/2 0.90 0.90

10/21/2013 “T(ﬁW*{ir‘nﬁwrmlli rerCAISO-motionandrross, 0.30 0.30
examination

Preparefor-prehearingronf. review CAISOr

10/21/2013 . .
motionandDRATesonse

3.00 3.00

10/22 /2013 mailtoBilPowersrer-hiscrossexamination 0.10 0.10

10/22/2013PrepareforPHC 1.00 1.00

10/22/2013PHC 2.20 2.20

Postpre hearingdiscussionswithother

10/22/2013 0.20 0.20

parties

PageSwofa
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorneyin2013end-20141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

[

Emailwith-Sarah-Friedmanre:-Slerra-Club's,

10/22/2013 0.20 0.20
122/ requestforpublichearingatPHC

10/23/2013TCWBilHPowersTereplytestimonyandrross 0.30 .30

10/23/2013Reviewedisofjoint-motion 0.20 .20

10/24/2013PrepareCAISOTrossess; 2.00 2.00 1.00 5.00

10/25/20130utlineSCECrosses 1.00 1.00 2.00

10/26/2013PrepareCAISOTrossess 2.00 2.00 1.00 5.00

10/27/2013 PrepareSCEcross;emailPaul-Cortrerumbles 0.50 0.50 1.00
cross

10/27/2013Prepare-AndersonandjontryLrossess 1.00 3.00 1.00 5.00

10/28/2013Rkeviewandrevise-SparksCross 1.00 0.30 1.30

10/28/2013 Evidentiary-hearing;-workthroughdunchorm 6.00 6.00
SparksCross

10/28/2013Prepare-MillarCross 1.00 0.50 0.50 2.00

10/29/2013 @r@zmr'@‘ elsonCrossFigureoutcrossfors 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.50
; witnesses

10/29/2013Reviewandrevise-MillarCross 0.50 .50

10/29/2013 ﬁvidw‘t“‘i‘mry hearing;work-through-dunchon, 700 7.00
lontryLross

10/29/2013Preparefontryand-AndersonLrosses; 1.50 1.00 2.50

10/30/2013Prepare-ChinnCross 1.00 1.00

10/30/2013 Dinnermeeting-with-BillPowers-and-Nikere: 150 1.50
prep-forcross

10/30/2018Reviewandrevise-MelsonCross 0.70 070

10/30/2013 Prepare-Cushniemnd-ChinnCross; Reviewpand 1.00 1.00 2.00
reviserumblecross

- Evidentiary-Hearing;workthroughdunchomn
10/30/2013 7.00 7.00

CushnieCross

10/31/2013PrepareSilsbeeCross 2.50 2.50

Arrivegarly-tomeetwith-Bill-Powers;Meeting)

10/31/2013 0.70 .70
/31/2013 with-BilFPowers
10/31/2013DCW-A Adeyeye-after-hearing. 0.50 0.50
10/31/2013 %ﬁ}xid@m‘tiarva&zariz’zg&;;wmmhmughv{um’;hwm 700 7.00
Silsbee-cross
11/4/2013Revise-bilsheeCross 0.50 0.50
11/1/201 Evidentiaryhearings,Junchwith-NRDCandy 450 4.50
CEIA;
11/1/2013 Eimaiiwi’thrﬁiiﬂ-ﬁmweﬁmﬁand Nikerenr 0.20 0.20
correctionstoilranscript
11/5/2013Calwithwlientsrecasestatusandstrategy 0.70 0.70
11/7/201300Wh Adeyeyeredraftingopeningbrief. 0.10 0.10 0.10 .30
11/11/2013Reviewtranscripts 1.50 1.50 3.00
11/12/2013 ““‘?rak‘t‘ﬂjmutlzf @-@ﬁdwmkﬁowwwralh 100 100 2.00
structure/intro
TCW-Matt-Ves erpriefing-issuesandkey:
11/12/2013| OV MattVespae:priefingissuesandkey 0.40 0.40
facts
11/12/2013 “T(%W’sﬁs“fvimmr‘mn‘tahﬁn‘twwnmm andORATe: 0.80 0.80
briefing
11/13/2013 F?e&wiww?t%t:ir‘mmynwur?mmrrwm&a;-miraf‘t-mf?m; 150 150 3.00
OCWHA Adeyeyerebrief.
11/15/2013Workonoverallstructure/intro 1.50 1.50 3.00

Pagetpfo
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorney-in2013wnd-20 141 Track-4 )

Date

Description

4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

11/17/2013

IRreed-andioad-sheddingsections

2.00

1.80

3.80

11/18/2013

Iraftsectionon-oads shedding;reviewrecord

5.00

5.00

11/18/2013

Draftpolicyargument

1.00

1.00

11/18/2013

Reviewloadforecastandenergyefficiency
section; DOW-A Adeyeyererevisingboth

0.40

0.40

11/19/2013

Review-andrevise-A Adyeyesectionspn
energyefficlencyandenerygstorage

1.00

1.00

11/19/2013

DraftopeningbriefHintroandoad-shedding

1.00

1.00

5.00

11/20/2013

Oraftprief

2.00

2.50

4,50

11/21/2013

Oraft ppeninbgprief

2.00

2.00

11/21/2013

Reviewp. Adeyepditsandcommentsand
incorporate

andyevise

meintothe-briefread-though-

0.50

0.50

0.50

1.50

11/22/2013]

‘CWHBIHPowerstehistestimony

0.10

0.10

11/22/2013

eviewemailsfrom-BillPowe rrec-briefinserts

0.30

0.30

11/22/2013

V-Load- sheddingsection;reviewvecord

1.50

1.50

11/22/2013]

CW-Matt-Vesparebriefandexpartes

0.20 0.20

11/22/2013

Draftpreferredresourcesand nogll source,
RFOsection;

3.00

11/23/2013

Revisenoprocumentneead-section/policy
questions;teviewrelatedrecordrites

7.00

7.00

11/24/2013

Reviewrdraftand-edit

0.30

0.20

0.10

0.60

11/24/2013

Revisenoprocumentneedsection/policy,
questions;

1.00

1.00

11/24/201

Revisedoadshedding/transmission;review-
record.

2.50

2.50

11/25/2013

hiscoments;-email-toclients

RevisebriefemailtoMatt-Vespa,dncorporatey

2.00

2.00

0.80

0.20 5.00

12/2/2013

ead-openinghriefs

1.50

1.50

3.00

12/3/2013

EmailiwithdimCorbellireropening-briefs-and
settinguproordinationmtg.

0.30 0.30

12/3/2013

Phonecalbwith-MattVespagnd-Shana
Lazerowrergxparte

0.30 0.30

12/3/2013

OCW-A Adeyeyerenew CECforecasty
numbersforsCE

0.20

0.20

12/3/2013

Reviewemailfrom-A.Adeyeyeredifference
inCECforecast

0.10

.10

12/4/2013

lead-openingpriefs

1.00

1.00

2.00

12/4/2013

CW-Matt-Vespa- rereplycoments

0.20

0.20

12/4/2013

Review POCtestimony, briefand SCEMotion
tostrikeprief

0.60 0.60

12/5/2013F

viewppeningbriefs

0.70

0.70

0.60

2.00

12/5/201

CW-DianaLeeDRA

0.50 0.50

12/5/2013

‘CWCElApttorneysrereplybriefstrategy

1.10 1.10

12/6/2013

Oraftreply

5.00

5.00

CWHhAdeyeyerer-briefandprojects

0.10

0.20

0.30

IPraftreply - OCW-A Adeyeyererrief

5.50

5.50

Page-7ofH
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorney-in2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal

User-Will-Rostov

Draftreply,preferredresourcesand-timing,

12/10/2015 )
sections;

3.00 3.00

OCW-A Adeyeyererreplybrieftopics-and

12/10/2013
work

0.10 0.10 0.20

Draftioadingsheddingsectionreviewother

12/10/2013 briefe

2.00 2.00

12/11/2013DraftReply 4.00 4.00

Draftreply, OCW-AAdeyeyerteoady

12/12/2013
/12/2013 shedding, reply-brief.

3.80 0.20 4.00

12/13/2013DCW-A Adeyeyererreply-briefdraft 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.50

12/13/2013Draftreplyandemailtorlients 470 0.30 5.00

12/13/20137CW-Matt Vespare:replycoments 0.20 0.20

12/13/2013 Emailiwithclientsendincorporatetheir A 0.20 0.30 0.50

comments

Finishidntroand-editbrief, theckrecord-and-

. 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00
fixgites

12/15/2013

12/16/2013Finalreviewandeditspndeditspnbrief 0.30 0.30 0.10 .70

Reviewendeditbrief, traftsummaryof
12/16/2013 recommendationsand-findingsoffactendy 1.50 1.00 1.00 3.50
conclusionspfiaw

12/16/2013Emailend, TCW-MattVesparepnesection 0.20 0.20

12/16/2013RevisebriefinTesponsetohiscomment 0.80 0.80

Issuefireas A #1 #2 #3 #4 s Bral

TotabHoursforifillam-Rostov Attorneyin2013 77.20] 8710 72200 80.10 10.10, 326.70

Review-expartewith-PresidentPeeveyemaily

1/31/2014
/31 Matt-Vesparesame

0.20 0.20

Review TPP,email-vattVespartermy

2/5/2014
/5/ thoughts

1.00 1.00

Emailwith-Matt-Vespare-Transmissionplan;;
2/5/20%4 lemailwith-AAdeyeyeresameemaib 0.70 0.7
S.Martinezrersame.

Emailwith-Matt-Vesparerexpartestrategy;

2/7/2014
/7! emailtolargergroupotplaintiffs

0.30 0.30

Callwith CEJApnd-NRDCreexpartestrategys

0.70 0.70
with-Peevely

2/10/2014

2/11/2014] 7 070 100 o030 2.00

TCWD BehlesteTrackAdecisionand
2/18/2014 =" resrackmectsionan 0.50 0.50
openingeommentstoordination

Postealldiscussionwith-Matt-Vespa T Zakinm

0.20 0.20
and-A Adeyeye

2/19/2014

2/19/201

mailhwith-SierraClubreexpartes 0.20 0.20

2/19/2014 “E“‘CW-iﬁ\i RDCand-CEiATeTrack-ddecisionand, 0.80 0.80
openingrtomments

2/24/2014 Reviewproposed-decisionTrack-d;outline- 0.60 0.20 0.20 1.00

comments

2/25/2084DraftcommentsonPD 4.00 4,00

2/25/2014TCW-SierraClubclientstercommentspn-PD 0.80 0.80

2/26/2014Draftcommentson PD 5.00 5.00

21277205 4DrafCommentsonPD 6.00 6.00

Page-foto
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HoursofWilllam-Rostov Attorney-in2013end-20 141 Track-4 )

Date Description 1 2 3 4 otal
User-Will-Rostov
2/28/2084DraftCommentsonPD 5.00 5.00
2/28/2014TCW-MattVespaTetommentsonPD 0.20 .20
2/28/2014Emailclientstetimingofdraft 0.10 .10
3/1/20%4Draft-CommentsonPD 4.50 4.50
3/2/2014Reviewclientseditsends update-brief 0.20 0.20 .40
3/2/2014Emailtoclients 0.20 .20
3/2/20140raft-CommentsonPD 1.00 1.00 2.00
Draft-Appendix;RevisebriefHnrepsonsefor
MattVespa, A Adeyeyeand-T.Zakim-
3/3/2014| " 0 N EsPAAACEVEYERNATLLAKIM 400 200 200 8.00
comments;Teviewandrevise,editssummanry-
ofrecommendaitons
3/4/2014%eviewand-Skimppeningcomments 0.30 0.30 0.10 070
3/4/2014 TCW-D Behlesrerexpartesandreply 0.20 0.20
comments
DRendgetupexparte-meeting,TCW-and,
3/5/20%14 lemaibwithSierraClubclientsTe:rmeetingsand 1.00 1.00
pressstrategy
3/7/2014%eviewdrattreply, OCWAT Zakimresame 1.00 1.00
3/7/2014 TCW-Shanatazerowand-AuraVasquezrerex 0.30 0.30
parteprep
3/7/2004TCWHImCorbe 1 CElATe replycomments 0.40 .40
3/8/2014evisereply-brief-emaill Zakimrerrevisions 3.50 3.50
3/10/2014 Reviewandrevisereply;yult OCWST Zakirm, 5 00 2.00
repame
3/10/2014Reviewnndedithandoutforexpartes 0.30 .30
3/10/2014TCW-D. Behlesy repxparte 0.20 .20
3/10/2014 S@&‘t‘&f prexpartewith-Commissionerpicker; 0.20 0.20
emailtogroup
Pre-pndpostymigowith-CE Averpxpartes.Bx
3/10/2014 | parteswith-CommissionPeterrman's, Florio'sy 2.50 2.50
and-Pickers-Staff traviebacktopffice
3/11/2014Reviewandreviserxpartenotices 0.60 .60
Issuefireas, #1 #2 #3 #4 i Btal
TotalHoursfor-iWilllamRostow, Attorney-inR014 26,30 8.00 .80 8.60] 1.00 56.70
TABLE-OFABBREVIATIONS FOR-ROSTOV-TIMESHEET
DR Draft
OCWH Officecallwith
R Review-
RY Revise
TCW Telephonecallwithy

Page oo
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Hoursofadenikeddeyeye, ResearchAnalyst{AdvocateinR013and 2014 {Track4}

Date Description 1 2 3 4 51 Total
User-AdenikeAdeyeve
5/29/2013ReadingALIscopingmemo. 0.50 0.50
5/29/2013Readingscopingmemo. 0.50 0.50
7/11/2013 Talkingabout rm;\wrc:hirzgﬁ“‘f(ﬁ&; wBhdthes 0.20 0.20
SONGSputagewith Rostov.
7/24/2013Researching DT Csand BONGS. 0.80 .80
7/24/2013Researching 0T s and SONGS. 2.60 2.60
7/26/2013CallwithBierraClubabout BONGSpuUtage. 1.80 1.80
7/26/2013Reading SONGSpUtagecomments. 0.50 .50
e " ‘ fint i fin 1 "{N INeEiE Y " slz i » » Haste . .
8/6/2013Reviewing CAISO Track-doppening testimony 1.00 0.90 1.90
8/8/2013LTPPTrackdrallhwithptherparties 1.00 1.00
8/13/2013Reviewingtrack- 4 CAISOppening testimony 0.50 .50
8/13/2013 (Eallwi’mhf‘ ,ﬂd@sit‘ﬁa‘?@‘wwﬂl‘x‘m(:';abmuﬁr‘“‘?“r'ack'&if 0.50
CAISODpeningTestimony. 0.50
8/15/2013 Tallowith RostovaboutLTPP 0.10 0.10
Reviewing CAISOtestimonyandLTPPScoping
8/16/2013 4.50
/16/2013 ¢ ling 2.00 200 050
8/20/2013 Rwi@wirfg‘*[rack‘&ﬁ‘&éS@"Wﬁ;timwnv and 2.50
assumptions 2.50
8/20/2013Callwith PowersandRostov 0.70 .70
8/20/2013 ““l‘“‘alkm{ith:@mtcw aboutrackdtestimonyand, 0.30
callwith-Powers 0.30
8/23/2013 E%ackgrwﬂd"f‘mwrc?mn‘wmrgy termsuseding 0.80
CAISOresponsestotlatarequests
0.80
ReviewingrlatarequeststromDRATEIA,
8/23/2013 2.50
/2312013, aiub 2.50
8/27/2013%kimming SCETrack-dopeningtestimony 0.20 0.30 0,50
8/29/2013Reviewing BDGEtestimony 0.30 .30
8/29/2013Reviewing SCEBnd SDGE&Evpeningtestimony 0.60 0.70 1.30
8/29/2013Reviewing SCE sopeningtestimony 1.00 0.90 1.90
8/29/2013 C&l!”tc;}‘x:iiﬁ;frum"rgﬁ»mﬁhwrmghmnfmmw with 1.00
otherenvironmentalparties. 1.00
9/3/2013Reviewing CitypfRedondoBeachtestimony 0.80 0.90
9/3/2013 CaI!with‘"’?wjfms*mm‘"‘mmmmbcmt““‘f“r’ae:k‘ri‘ 1.30
openingtestimony. 0.60 0.70
9/4/2013 Mw‘tin@%‘with'&mimnr‘nwnmi"@mum beforer 0.70
prehearingtonference. 070
8/4/2013 Trackdprehearingconference. 2.00 2.00
9/4/2013 wari@‘f@ith‘ﬁmmv ptofficesfterPUCTrack4d 0.20
prehearingronference. 0.20
e Editingandsendingtlatarequestforirackdto
9/5/2013 0.80
/5/2013| o1y ca 030 050
e 1.50|  1.00
9/10/2013 Researchedcosttobulldenewnnaturalgas 0.50
powerplant 0.50
9/10/2013Reviewrommentsonschedulepflrack 4 0.80 0.80
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HourspfadenikeAdeyeye, Research-Analyst{Advocatein2013end2014+Track4}

ReviewingdatarequestsfromSCERndSDGRE i
9/12/2013| - , 1.20
tofigureputassumptionsinrack-dstudies 1.20
9/13/2013ResearchingTrackdstudyassumptions 2.00 2.00
Reading LTPPTrack-drommentsabouty
9/13/2013 0.50
/13/2013 scheduling 0.50
9/13/2013Revisingreplycommentspnitrackdschedule 0.60 0.60
9/13/2013Reading LTPPemailsaboutscheduling 0.20 .20
9/13/2013 Rwdmg mxd":f@vming outlinepfirackyd, 1.70
openingtestimonyfromexpert 1.70
9/16/2013Reading Trackdscheduledecision 0.40 .40
9/16/2013Reviewing latestiSOdatatequest Tesponses. 0.70 0.70
9/16/2013 “‘i‘“aki\\z’zg'n“mmsmwmxp@rt‘@itn@m‘mmtimmw 1.20
outline{Track-d ) tallowith-Rostov. 1.20
9/17/2013Writingopeningrommentsonilrackdstudies. 550 2.50
9/19/2013 “Talkﬂiﬁg with-RostovendPowersabouttrackd 0.40
testimony 0.40
9/19/2013 mera?ﬂmg“qumtimm fortrack-dopening, 3.50
testimony. 3.50
89/19/2013Readingdatarequestresponsesfromirack4. 0.50 .50
‘ Researchingimpactofdistributedgeneration”
9/20/2013 e 4.60
omjoadinSDGE&Eand-BCEterritory.
4.60
9/20/2013 “‘i“‘alk‘with”ﬁm’mw pndPowersebouttrackys 0.70
testimony 0.70
TalkingwithFreehlingaboutimpactof
9/20/2013 (distributedgenerationonioadin SDGEE&EBNDY 0.40
SCEterritory. 0.40
9/23/2013Callhwith-Mayend-Rostovre SCEtestimony 0.20 0.26 0.40
Researchiomassumptions 8DGREBndBCES
§/23/2013 4.00
/23 “lusedintheirTrackAstudies. 4.00
Reading,revising mndorganizingTrackd
9/23/2013| e & ganiing , 4.00
testimony. 4.00
9/24/2013 R@afi‘:‘ng,"rwi&;ing,‘aﬂd‘wrganizing‘*?r'aak‘rﬁl‘ 8.00
testimony. 8.00
9/26/2013Reviewing track-dopeningtestimony 2.00 2.00
9/26/2013Revising track-dcomments. 2.50 2.50 5.00
‘ ReadingandmakingcommentsonTrackydr
§/27/2013 .00
1271 ’ testimony. 4.50 4.50
‘ . |ReadingendmakingcommentsonTrack4,
G/28/2013 6.00
/28/ testimony. 3.00 3.00
o ReadingmndmakingtommentsonTrackd
9/30/2013 ) 28.50
testimony. 8.50
Reviewingparties openingtestimonyfortrack
10/1/2013 4.50
/12013, 200 200 050
. Reviewingparties openingtestimonyfortrack
10/2/2013 4.50
12/ 4, talkedwith-Rostov. 2.00 2.00 0.50
o Reviewingparties openingcommentsfor
10/3 1.10
/3/2003, i 0.50| 0.60
Pageofs
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HourspfAdenikeAdeyeye, Researchfnalyst{Advocatein2013end2014+Track4}

10/4/2013Workingpntrackdreplytestimony. 3.30 3.30
Researchioadsheddingintestimonyfrom
10/7/2013 1.80
/7! Track 1.80
aeadingtrackdrebuttaltestimonydraft. 0.40 .40
10/11/2013 Edit?ng‘ﬁﬁd"xﬁi‘tc‘%“ﬂmakimg‘trae:kﬂ“r%utml“ ) 3.70
testimonyrraft. 3.70
. AReadingrebuttaltestimonyfromotherparties
10/14/2013 2.50
/14/2013 (Track) 1.00| 100 050
10/14/201 3 diting trackdreplytestimony. 1.20 1.00 2.20
10/14/201 3 diting trackdrequestforhearings. 0.50 .50
10/18/2013Readingtestimonyfromilrack4 1.00 1.50 2.50
10/18/2013 %_TP?‘?Hﬂﬂprep"ﬁaII'with'm‘ttmr“mvimmm@sm‘mi” 0.90
parties. 0.50
10/21/2013Tallowith Rostovabout LTPP 0.20 0.20
10/21/2013 E*EM;@rchj‘“{‘rack‘ﬁi%%mimmw'mr‘u:mm‘ 3.00
examinationguestions. 3.00
10/21/2013Calwith CE Apbout L TPPPHC 0.90 .90
EditstoComparisoniTable-forCPUCTrackdn
10/23/2013 4.90
/2312013 op, 4.50
arymesrings 2.00|  2.00] 150
10/25/2013 Workingonrcrossexaminationguestionsfor .00
T Track-dofthe LTPP. 3.50 3.50 )
Workingontrackdcrossexaminations
10/29/2013 4.00
/29/ guestionsforsCEwitnesses., 2.00 2.00
10/30/2013Witnessprepmeetingwith-Powers. 1.50 1.50
10/30/2013 Workingontrackdcrossexamination 4.20
St questions 2.70 1.50 )
10/31/2013Talkwith-Rostovefterhearing. 0.50 .50
10/31/201 3T rackdEvidentiary Hearings 6.50 6.50
Reviewingtranscriptofilrack-devidentiary:
117172043 6.50
11/ hearings 3.00 3.50
11/4/2013 Rwicizwi&jg"‘tramcr’iwﬂ‘mﬂmm midfmi:im\y‘ ,‘ 4.00
hearingrinpreparationforppeningbrief. 2.00 2.00
11/4/2013 Makimg‘ﬁmrra&‘ti?mﬁ totrack-devidentiary: 2.00
hearingstranscript. 2.00
11/5/2013Revisingrorrectionstotranseript. 0.30 0.30
11/5/2013 Mvi@izwirﬂ}g‘*tramcri;fitS‘“frc;}m‘midfmtiatiy’ ,‘ ,‘ 4.50
hearinginpreparationforppeningbrief. 2.00 2.50
11/6/2013 Fﬁwi@wit?g‘“transcrig‘&ﬁr‘mm‘midf&n‘fiiar‘y' ] 4.50
hearingrinpreparationforppeningbrief. 2.00 2.50
11/7/2013 Tallkwith-Rostoveboutopening briefrrafting 0.30
/772013 alkwith-Rostovaboutopening briefrirafting 0.10 0.10 0.10
Reviewingtranscriptsfromevidentiary
11/7/2013 thearingendcompilingnotesontranscriptsfor 6.00
openinghrief 2.50 2.50 1.00
pleout 150 1.50] 110
AReviewingrommentsandtranscriptsinlTPP,
11/11/2013 Trackdtocompileoutlinegndchart-forbriefs 2:00
Tromprieodt e > 200 200 100
11/13/201 8 allowith Rostovebout LTPPbriefs 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.30
PageBofs
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HourspfadenikeAdeyeye, Researchfnalyst{Advocatein 2013 end2014+Track4d}

11/13/2013 Work mr\rz&e&ctimnw‘f‘L”‘i“W*brim pnrontingent ‘ 2.00
generation 2.00

Read-bierraLlubopeningtommentsandbrief,
11/14/2013 aﬁ(f‘i“ﬁiwr‘aﬁlub@(ﬁfﬂN(‘ES‘(:imum%ﬂfam’\;'s%?z@M,'m" 1.40
writesectionofbriefofenergyefficiencyand

demandforecast. 1.40

WorkpnsectionsofLTPPTrackd-briefend: .
11/15/2013 . ) . 3.20 3.20
reviewppeningcommentsandtestimony

WorkonsectionspfLTPPTrackdbriefand
11/18/2013 reviewppeningcommentsandtestimony, mlk 5.80 6.80
with-Rostovaboutbrief.

11/19/2013 Wﬁ?r‘k‘m%‘”ﬁ&(ﬁ?i&m& pfLTPPTrack+ %fi@‘f‘md“ 550 5.50
reviewopeningcommentsanditestimony

IWorkpnsectionsofLTPPTrack-d-briefand,
11/20/2013 ) . . 5.50 5.50
reviewoppeningcommentsandtestimony

WorkpnsectionspfLTPPTrack-dbriefand:
11/21/2013 ) . . 7.50 7.50
reviewopeningcommentsandiestimony

WorkonsectionsofLTPPTrack-d-briefand
11/22/2013 ) . . 0.50 .50
reviewppeningcommentsandtestimony

12/3/2018Talkwith-Rostovre CECforecast 0.20 .20
12/5/2013Readingtrack ALTPPopeninghriefs. 2.50 2.50 1.50 6.50
12/6/2013 Talkwith-Rostoveboutreplybrief. 0.10 0.20 .30
Researching SDG&E oadshedding
12/6/2013 1.50
16/ assumptionsforresidualneedfinding. 1.50
12/6/2013ReviewingTeplybriefs. 1.30 1.30
Researching SDG&ETesourcemssumptionsfor ‘
12/6/2013 1.20
/6/ residualmeedfinding. 1.20
Researching SDGE&Eresourcemssumptionsfor
12/6/2013 3.00
/8 ’ residualmeedfinding. 3.00
12/9/2013DraftingsectionpfTrackdLTPPreplybrief. 790 7.20
12/9/2013Talkwith Rostovrereplybrief. 0.10 .10
& PUmeETES sumprons. 2.50 3.00
Meetingwith-Rostovabout LTPPreplybrief
12/10/2013 {loadsheddingand B0 resource .20
assumptions) 0.10 0.10
DraftingsectionspfLTPPTrackdreplybrief1
loadsheddingandsecondontingency 3.00
13|sections. 3.00

o Revisingenergyefficiencyestimatestoinclude
12/11/2013 ) 3.30
mostrecentCECenergydemandforecast.

3.30
12/11/2013CkecheckingdraftofLTPPTrackdreplybrief. 0.40 0.30 .70
Draftingsectionspfilrackdreplybrief oad
12/12/2013 ¢§:f(f$fgm ionspfilrackdreplybrie fwé - 5 80
slkwith-Rostovebouttrackdreplybriefh™
DI g, 020 020
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HourspfAdenikeAdeyeye, Research-Analyst{AdvocateinR2013end2014+Track4d}

Researchforifrackdreplybriefontemand
12/12/2013 forecasts, energystorage, ndpreferred, 2.80
resources. 2.80
12/13/2013C e thecking L TPPTrackAreply-briefdraft 1.00 130 1.00 3.30
. A Talkwith-Rostovebout LTPPTrack-dreplys .
12/13/2013 0.50
/1312003 Fdratt 0.10| 0.20] 020
12/13/2013 E%dﬂ:t\fmg LTW‘Tracﬂkﬁ replybrief “a%ra‘ﬂ:" HEPT 4.30
critiquesndsectiononenergystorage.
4.30
12/16/2013Revisionstofinaldrafrofirackdreplybrief 1.00 150 1.00 3.50
12/16/2013Review finaldraftsof Track-dReply Brief 0.30 (.30 0.40 1.00
Issuefireas #i1 #2 H#3 #4 #5 Total
TotalHours forfdenikefdeyeye, Researchfinalyst{Advocate)y| 52.20] 143.90, 68.70 16.10) 12.40 293.30
InR013
2/10/2014%etting upexparte meetingwith Peevey. 0.30 0.30
2/10/2014 F%@mwwmg‘mvmr’miﬁm‘me&a topreparefor 1.30
strategyrallwithtlient. 1.30
ategycallTorexparteswithclient, NRDC,
2/10/2014 Stramgv callforexparteswithclient, NRDC, 0.70
CEJA. 0.70
2/18/2014Reading LTPP{TrackAPD 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00
s Strategyrallwithrlientebouttheproposedy
2/19/2014 0.20
/19/ decisionintrackd 0.20
2/19/2014Readingtheproposeddecisionintrack 4 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.90
2/19/2014%ubmittingex parterequest. 0.20 .20
2/19/20%4knalyzingtheproposeddecisionintrack 4 160 1.60

Searchingtherecordforinformation
2/19/2014 supportingadditionpftransmissionprojects, 8.50
andpreferredresourcestothefrackdPD.

4.50 4.00
2/19/2014 f&tramgy mI!with"zmlhiwmﬁﬁm,ﬂS%D(ﬁ‘aﬁwutf' 0.80
theproposeddecisionintrack4 0.80
2/24/2014 ﬁ@z@;\;c;’tm-? ’Mifz;;zQp—m,wm;rgy storage 5.20
PVfortrackdPhreo ants.
an srtrac commen 3.00 590
2/25/2014 Ca1I'wi’ch‘"fﬁm‘i‘:cw,‘ﬁ/?akim,mnd‘ﬁimr&ﬁub‘amut‘ 0.80
track @ PDreomments. 0.80
2/25/2014 Wr‘iti;ﬂ’}g*ug) pndsendingexparterequestsfor 0.50
meetingstetrackdPDromments.
0.50
0.30| 0.20
ResearchforTrackdPDreommentson,
2/26/2014 previcusneedrequests by iSOandiOUBndy 1.50
amountsgranted-bythe PUC 1.50
. Editingcommentsonirackdproposed
3/3/2014 6.00
/31 decision 3.00 3.00
Issuefreast #1 #2 #3 #a #5 Total
TotalHours forfdenikefdeveye, Researchfinalyst{Advocate)y 5.800 13.70 7.70 3.800 1.00 32.00
in2014
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HoursofBillPowers, Expertin2013Track4)

Date 1 2 3 S1Total
UserBillPowers
6/20/2013 document review to develop discovery 200 2.00
: document review to develop discovery
/212013 reguests, call with BEarthjustice 0.20 2.00
TI5/2013 review CAIS0O 2012/2013 transmission plan 3.00 3.00
71612013 review CAIBO 2012/2013 transmission plan 3.00 3.00
7102013 e-mails on relevant LTPP documents 1.00 1.00
FI/2013 research into load shedding under N-1-1 1.00 1.00
research into post Sunrise Powerlink LOR cut- .
71122013 lane in SDG&E territor oo 1.00
7119/2013 > | Epm& for public interest coalition 100 1.00
8/1/9013 ;?»'@pmmsmz of data response questions on N-1 400 4.00
8/2/9013 preparation of data response questions on N-1 100 1.00
8/3/2013 ;?»'ézpmmlw of data response guestions on N-1 200 2.00
8/20/2013 conference call with Earthjustice 1.00 1.00
8/24/2013 follow-up review of relevant Track 4 100 1.00
8/25/2013 follow-up review of relevant Track 4 100 1.00
revi CAISO, SCE, SDG&E openi :
8/96/2013 review CAISO, SCE, SDGEE opening 5 00 200
8/28/2013 prepare Mds‘tmml data _rmmmm reguests 300 3.00
based on testimony review
9/1/9013 prepare additional data response requests 100 1.00
based on testimony review o )
9/2/2013 W?pam admta_o%l e:fgtz% .e’mp%m requests 4.00 4.00
based on testimony review
prepare additional data response requests
9/3/2013 based on testimony review, call with 2.00 2.00
prepare additional date response requests
/412013 based on testimony review, call with 1.00 1.00
91212013 outline scope of opening testimony 0.50 |050 1.00
91302013 outline scope of opening testimony 0.50 050 1.00
Q142013 prepare rough draft of opening testimony 0.70 |1.30 2.00
915/2013 prepare rough draft of opening testimony 0.50 |1.50 2.00
9/1e/2013 prepare rough draft of opening testimony 1.00 13.00 4.00
QMTI2013 continued work on rough draft 0.50 |3.50 4,00
9202013 work on draft opening testimony #1 1.00 11.00 2.00
Q2172013 work on draft opening testimony #1 2.50 |12.50 5.00
812212013 complete draft opening testimony #1 3.00 19.00 12.00
Y/2312013 work on draft #2 opening testimony 450 450 9.00
ney craft # -
9/24/2013 work on draft #3 opening 2.00 [8.00 10.00
testimony/consultation w Earthjustice
9/25/2013 work on draft #4 opening testimony 5.00 5.00
9/26/2013 work on draft #5 opening testimony 5.00 6.00
9/27/2013 work on draft #6 opening 8.00 8.00
testimony/consultation w Earthjustice
9/128/2013 work on draft #7 opening testimony 8.00 8.00
82912013 complete pre-final opening testimony 6.00 6.00
QI30/2013 finalize opening testimony 0.50 |1.50 2.00
10/10/2013 f@yiew WWJ% testimony of parties, prepare 100 |5.00 6.00
reply testimon
10/19/2013 review reply testimony of other parties 0.20 10.3 0.50 1.00
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HoursofBillPowers, Expertin2013Track4]

[rate escription 1 2 3 4 51Total

UserBillPowers

10/22/2013 review reply testimony of other parties 0.20 10.20 |0.50 .90

10/23/2013 prepare mm cross-examination guestions for 6.00 6.00
opposing withesses

10/24/2013 prepare dr‘ﬁft cross-examination questions for 6.00 6.00
opposing withesses

10/28/2013 prepare e:frza_ft cross-examination questions for 200 2.00
opposing withesses

10/29/2013 prepare dmf‘t cross-examination questions for 100 1.00
opposing withesses

Fest Four e e ey o i ot o 2 b G g o

10/30/2013 Ewp fw cross-examination, travel to San 8.00 8.00
Francisco

101312013 cross-examination by SCE and IEF st CPUC 8.00 8.00

1174712013 revisions to 10/31/13 hearing transcript, 2.0012.00

lssue Areas #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 | Total
Total Hours TorBill Powers, Expertin 2013 0407 18.70) 126.00) 17.80) 2.00/164.80
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Surnmary ot Slerra Club CAHowrs:

TRACKL
MName Year Rate A 1 2 3 4 5 Totaly
Wil Rostov 2012 24.3 71.4 42.2 48.5 66.5 53.6 306.5
Total 20127 S360.00 $8,748,00 | $25,704.00 | $15,192.00 | $17,460.00 523,940,00 $19,296,00]  $110,340.00
Wil Rostov: 2013 1.2 53.8 21.2 17.4 8.3 3.4 105.3
Total 2013 $390.00 SAGR.00 $20,982,00 $8,268.00 56,786.00 $3,2587.00 $1,326.00 S41,067.00
Adeniketdayeye 2012 o 16.5 75,9 5 2 29.8 153.2
Totalpol2 $130.00 $0.00 S4,745,00 | $10,387.00 SE50.00 $260.00 $3,874.00 $19,916,00
Adenike Adeyeye 2013 O 1.2 147 e ] 0.8 24,20
Total 2013 $135.00 $0.00 $162.00 $1,917.00 $553,50 $526,50 S108.00 $3,267.00
TotalTrack . $174,590.00
Track s
Mame Year Rate 1 2 3 4 Total
Will Rostows 2012 13.4 O 9.1 3.3 25.8
TotalR012 $360.00 $4,824,00 $0.00 $3,276.00 $1,188.00 $9,288,00
will-Rostow: 2013 16.9 3.3 5 2 27.2
Total 2013 $390.00 $6,591.00 $1,287.00 $1,950.00 S780.00 $10,608,00
Wil Rostow: 2014 0.5 0.2 13.6 1 15.3
Totalpold S410,00 S205.00 $82.00 $5,576.00 S410,00 $6,273.00
Adenikefdeyeye 2013 1.5 0.2 1 2.7
Total 2013 $185.00 S202.50 $27.00 S135.00 $0,00 $364,50
Adenikefdeyeye 2014 2.2 2.2
Total 2014 $140.00 S308.00 S308.00
Totalrack § $26,841.50
TRACIKCH
Name Year Rate? 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Wil Rostov: 2013 77.2 87.1 72.2 80,1 103 326.7
Total 013 $390.00 $30,108.00 | 533,969.00 | $28,158,00 | $31,239.00 $3,939,00 S127,413,00
Wil Rostow: 2014 29.2 8 9.8 8.6 1 56.7
Total 2014 S410.00 $12,013.00 $3,280.00 S4,018.00 $3,526.00 S410.00 S23,247.00
Adenikefdeyeye 2013 52.2 143.9 68.7 16,1 124 2933
TotalRol3 $135.00 S7,047.00 | $19,426,50 $9,274,50 $2,173.50 $1,674,.00 539,595 50
Adeniketideyveye 2014 5.8 137 7.7 3.8 1 32
Total 2014 S140.00 S812.00 $1,918.00 $1,078.00 S532.00 S140.00 $4,480.00
Bl Powersy 2013 .40 18,70 126,00 17.80 2.00 164,90
S150.00 S60.00 $2,805.00, $18,900.00 $2,670.00 S300.00 $24,735,00
Totalreclcd $219,470.50
Sdlocation:
Percentages’
Category A{Trackil) $9,216.00 2.19%
Categoryi $51,593,00 12.26%
Category 2 $35,764,00 &.50%
Category B $25,449,50 6.05%
Category 4 $27,963,50 6.64%
Categoryb $24,604,00 5.85%
Categoryi{Track B} $11,822.50 2.81%
Category? $1,396.00 0.33%
Category s $11,245.00 2.67%
Category $2,378.00 0.56%
CategoryL{Track4) $50,040.00 11.89%
Category 2 $61,398,50 14.59%
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Category s
Categoryd
Category b
Total)

$61,428.50
$40,140.50
$6,463.00
$420,902.00

14.59%
9.54%
1.54%

100.00%

Surnmary pfSlerra Ciub CaHours:
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HourspfwilliarmRostov{NOI}

Date Time Description
5512014 4.50 | Review hours and draft form from A, Adeyeye
OCW A Adgeyeve re: next projects on
5/6/2014 0.10 intervenor compensation
OCW A Adeyeye re: showing substantial
5/6/2014 0.20 contribution
Draft rates, legal section of NOI and intro,
5/6/2014 1 50 review A Adeyeve description of case
Review revised version of decision
5/6/2014 0.20 descriptions and edit.
5/6/2014 (.60 Draft sections of compensation request
JUVW ROsie re! gelling limesheels 1n order,
review Track 1 time; review draft contribution
section; muli-OCW A Adeyey revising
5712014 3.50 contribution
Allocating time in Track 1; Track 4; multi-
OCW Rosie re: formatting timesheets; mulli-
OCW A Adeyeve re: time allocation and issue
breakdown; themes for document; drafling
5/8/2014 6.50 other sections of request
ontinue allocating ime; work on
AAdeyeye's drafts of contribution sections;
5972014 6.00|draft Part H of NOI
5/11/2014 41Review and revise contribution sections
review [rack 1, 3 anc 4 Jecisions, review
and revises contribution sections; draft and
5/1212014 girevise Part i of NOI section
ocate Track 3 ime, review lime sheets,
final edits of time, review and edit NOI
5/13/2014 % 5idocument, review all documents for filing
Total 2014 38.8
Total 48.8
Rate 205 $7,954.00

TABLEOFABBREVIATIONS FORROSTOV TIMESHEEY

DR
OCWH
R

RV
TCW

Draft
Officecallwithy
Review:
Revise:

Telephonecallwith:
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Hourspfadenike-Adeyeye{NOI)

Date

Time

Description

UserAdenikeAdeyeye

Lookingupcites-forrequestforcompensations

3/5/2013 1.00 o Trackd.
3/5/2013 1.60 %_w?kimg"mp‘citc% forrequestforcompensation

inTrackd.

3/13/2013 1.80 ﬁ@vi@wing@rmpmmd*xﬁa(:iﬁic:mmn\cﬂi*mmpiﬁg’
memoTforintervenorcompensationrequest.

3/13/2013 170 %*icwi&ewimg‘propmmd"mf&iﬁciﬁic;m“m@maﬁm‘
int norcompensationrequest.

3/14/2013 510 =wirag@rmpm&dﬁf&fﬁ:isimt"m&mm”mr"
intervenorcompensationrequest.

TOTALRO13 8.20
2013 Rate 67,5 $553.50

Workingonrequest-forintervenor

4716/2014 2.50 compensationforiracksBand4.
Workingonrequestforintervenonr

471742014 2.40 compensationforiracks3-and.
Workingonrequestforintervenor

4/18/2014 2.00 compensationforTracksBandd.
Workingonrequestforintervenor

472172014 7.00 compensationforiracksBand.
ReviewingrackBendrackdrequestsfor

472372014 0.50 intervenorcompensation

4/25/201 0.50 Intervenorcompensationforms

Reviewglldocumentssubmitted-inracks
anddtorompiletistoftopicscoveredinthose

5/6/2014 4.00tracks.s
WritesummariesofdecisionsiniTracks, 8,7
5/6/2014 0.50|and4
5/6/2014 0.50FkditformattingofRequestforCompensation
Draftingsubstantialcontributionsectionof
5/7/2014 £.30|compensationtlaim.
Draftingsubstantialcontributionsectionofy
5/8/2014 8.20|compensationtlaim.
Workingonrevisedsubstantialcontribution
5/12/2044 4 .50 sectionpfrompensationclaim.
Reviewingtimesheetstosubmitwithrequest,
5/12/2014 4.50/forgompensation
Total2014 43.40
2014-RatesS T $3,038.00
Total $3,561.50
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ADENIKE S. ADEYEYE

EDucaTioN

Yale University, School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, New Haven, CT

Maiter of 1 5;// ’/f/'//m/ Managewens, Social Ecology of Conservation & Development, May 2011

ron

ffi  Awards: U.S. Department of Education Foreign Language and Area Studies Fellow, Teresa Heinz Scholar for
(aﬂm‘(mmc:mﬂ Research, Lindsay Fellow for RQ%C&M,M i Africa, Yale Tropical Resources Institute Fellow

Yale University, New Haven, (”i”
Bachelor of Arts, Environmental Studies, May 20

ffi  Awards: Gaylord thmmﬂegf; Prize for M:(‘,cﬂemtc i Hovironmental Studies, Yale Mellon Undergraduate Research Grant

Pontificia Universidad Catdlica Madre v Maestra, bantiago, Dominican Republic (Spring 2006)
ffi Concentration: Caribbean Studies and ( “ommunity Development. All courses conducted 1 Spansh.

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

Farthjustice, San Francisco, CA

Research and Policy ,,,f?;f;g//;as‘/ (Tanuary 2012 — Present)

ffi Conduct research and client outreach to support litigation in the air, environmental health, and climare change practice
groups.

The World Banlk, Washington, 1DC

Consultant (December 2011~ January 2012)

ffi  Analyzed the Bank portfolio of over 600 municipal solid waste manage
environmental and social co-benefits that solid waste management provides.

ment projects globally, with a focus on

Yale Hixon Center for Urban Ecology, New Haven, CT
Research Assistant for Professor Awmity Dookittle (Seprember 2011 - December 2011)
ffi Transcribed and coded stakeholder interviews about natural resource management and use in New Haven.

Urban Resources Initiative (MRU, New Haven, CT

Compamity Foreter (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 streetscapes n their ﬂmgh?m hoods. M,mzmmwca% 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 Haven, CT
Teaching Fellow (Social Science Research Methods) (September 2010 - December 2010)

ffi  Organized clas
Project research to the 18-person class.

slogstcs, facthicared m-class discussion, advised students on writing research grants, and preseared Master's

WaterAid Nigeria, Abuja md Ado-Fkity, WNige
Independent Researcher (fum 2010 - August 2010)

ffi  Designed a research project focused on gender roles and decision-making in community-led total sanitation projects in
Elitt State, Nigeria. Conducted imcz‘wim s i three rural communities and local wmcmmcm otfices. Drafted report
evaluating the sanstation projects’ progress on achieving gender equity.

Environmental Law Institute, W (zwhmg on, 13C

Research Associate (July 2007 - June 2009); Lutern Coordinator (May 2008 - June 2009)

ffi Conducted research and g‘ﬂmmm workshops for topics such as climate ; justice, brownfields revitalization, environmental
laws and alternative dispute resolution, gender and natural resource management, and sustamable fisheries management.

ffi Hired and managed undergraduate interns for the Research & Policy Diviston.

Saturday Environmental Amden‘w Washington, 13.C.
Teacher (September 2008 - May 2009)
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ffi Taught 25 7% and 8% grade students from Southeast Washington, ID.C. public schools about the Anacostia River and

Chesapeake Bay watersheds through games, activities, and field trips each daturday morang,

PUBLICATION

Adeveve, A. (2011). Gender and Community-Led Tortal Santation: A Case Srudy of Bk Srate, Nigeria. Tropical Resources
Builetin, 30, 15-24.

SKILLS AWND LANGUAGES

ffi  Microsoft Office suite, Macromedia Dreamweaver, Adobe Contribute, Adobe Soundbooth, ArcGIS.
ffi Spanish: Professional working proficiency. Yoruba: Elementary oral proficiency; Intermediate written proficiency.
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