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Decision 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking nil the C ommission's Own 
Motion to Conduct a Comprehensive examination of 
Investor Owned ldeelrie Ctilities' Residential Rale 
Structures, the Transition to Time Yarv inn and Dynamic 
Rates, and Other Stalulorv Ohliuations 

R. 12-06-012 
(f iled June 21. 2012) 

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF The Greenlining Institute 
AND DECISION ON INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM OF The 

Greenlining Institute 

Intervenor: The Crccnlining Institute For contribution to Decision (D.) 14-06-029 

Claimed: S 58.469.00 V warded: S 

Assigned Commissioner: Peeves Assigned AI..I: Mckinnev. Sullivan 

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

Signature: /s/ Stephanie Chen 

Dale: 8 IS 14 Printed Name: Stephanie(hen 

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

A. Brief description of Decision: This decision approves summer 2014 residential rate reform 
for Pacific (ias and Tlcclric Company. Southern California 
l'dison Company, and San Diego (ias iC ldectric Company. 

B. Intervenor must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Pub. 
I til. Code §§ 1801-1812: 

Intervenor CPUC Verified 
Timely filing of notice of intent to claim compensation (NOI) ($ 1804(a)): 

1. Date of Prehearing Conference (PllC): 1 (i 24 201 2 

2. Other specified date for NOI: it n 

3. Date NOI filed: , 1120 2012 

4. Was the NOI timely filed? 
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Showing of customer or customer-related status (ij IKI)2(h)): 

5. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding 
number: 

R. 10-02-005 

6. Date of ALJ ruling: March 29. 2010 

7. Based on another CPUC determination (specify): 

8. Has the Intervenor demonstrated customer or customer-related status? 
Showing of "significant financial hardship" (i; 1802(g)' I 

9. Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number: n a 

10. Date of ALJ ruling: n n 

11. Based on another CPUC determination (specify): See comment below 

12. Has the Intervenor demonstrated significant financial hardship? 
Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)): 

13. Identify Final Decision: I). 14-06-029 

14. Date of issuance of Final Order or Decision: 06 19 2014 

15. File date of compensation request: S IS 14 

16. Was the request for compensation timely? 

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

# Intervener's Comment(s) CPUC Discussion 

11 Greenlining has several pending requests for a 
new ruling on its claim of significant financial 
hardship. However, there are not currently 
any findings of significant financial hardship 
within the timeframe necessary to create a 
rcbullablc presumption under 1 St)4(h)( 1). 

Greenlining is an organization authorized in 
its Articles of Incorporation to represent the 
interests of both residential and small 
telecommunication customers, with particular 
focus on low-income and of-color 
communities and customers. A cop\ of 
Grccnlining's Articles of Incorporation was 
prv\ iousK filed with the ( onunission in K.I0-
02-005 (as an attachment to our \( )1. filed 
March 5, 2010). As such, Greenlining is a 
Calegoiy 5 customer as defined in D.9N-04-
059/ ' 

As a ( ategoiy 5 customer. Greenlining must 
satisfy the "comparison test" by demonstrating 
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that the economic interest of its members and 
constituencies in the instant proceeding is 
small relative to the cost of effective 
participation in the proceeding. Greenlining 
submits that it satisfies this test. 

In this proceeding, savings will accrue to 
customers each month, a few dollars at a lime, 
because of the downward pressure on rales 
exerted by advocates like Greenlining. 
Customers who lack the technical and 
procedural experience to cffcclixcK 
participate at the CPUC are unlikely to do so 
for their own individual interests, as the cost 
to do so would be significantly higher than the 
dollars they would save. These are customers 
who max olherwise go unrcprcscnlcd bin for 
Grcenlining's participation. 

Because the cost of participation exceeds the 
financial benefit to be reaped by individual 
customers, Greenlining satisfies the 
"'comparison lesl" as described aboxc. In 
satisfying this test, Greenlining submits that it 
has successfully demonstrated significant 
financial hardship as appropriate for a 
C alcuorx 3 customer. 

PART II: SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION (to be completed by Intervenor 
except where indicated) 

A. Did the Intervenor substantially contribute to the final decision (see § 1802(i), § 
1803(a), and D.98-04-059). (For each contribution, support with specific reference to the 
record.) 

Intervener's Claimed 
Contribution(s) 

Specific References to Intervenor's 
Claimed Contribution(s) 

CPUC Discussion 

1. Procedural Objections (A) 

(ircenlining argued thai 
language used in the Assigned 
('oinmissidiicr \ Ruling 
Inviting I liliiics la Suhmii 
Interim Rale C 'linage 
Applications prejudged the 
substance ol'the applications, 
which was procedurall\ 
improper and. contradicted the 
Commission's ()rdcr 

Motion ol'the (ireenlining Institute and 
the ( enter lor Accessible Technology to 
Strike Portions ol'the Assigned 
Commissioner's Ruling Inxiling 
l lililies to Submit Interim Rate Change 
Applications. 1 1 S 13. 

While our motion was not ultimately 
granted. (ireenlining's adxocacx on the 
issue maintained a locus on proper due 
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Instituting Rulemaking, which 
set forth an open anil 
unrestricted "blank slate" 
examination of rate design 
ideas. 

(irecnlining argued that since a 
model rale design has yet to be 
decided, it is improper for the 
Commission to issue rale 
design guidelines at this stage. 
This interim decision should 
not prioritize certain rale 
designs, or certain of the 10 
rale design policy objectives 
o\ er others, w hen an 
overarching policy decision 
has vet to be issued on these 
matters. 

(irecnlining argued that AH 
327 does not direct or mandate 
any specific rate design 
changes, aside from certain 
changes to the CARP discount: 
as such, it is improper for the 
Commission to infer mandates 
that the bill does not contain. 

(irecnlining argued that asking 
parlies to comment on the 
schedule set forth in the 
. l.v.v/g//C(/ ( nnmii.wioiicr \ 
Ruling before they know what 
the applications will contain is 
improper, as it requires parlies 
to comment without adequate 
information. 

(irecnlining argued that the 
schedule proposed in the ,l( R 
did not allow sufficient lime 
for intervenors to properly 
nnaly/eaiu! respond to three 
unique rate design proposals, 
especially given that the 
window of time proposed 

process and ensuring that all rate 
proposals and related commentary 
received proper consideration, 
(irecnlining submits that our advocacy 
constitutes a substantial contribution 
that enriched the record, as discussed 
further below in Comment. Section C. 

Comments of the (irecnlining Institute 
and the Center for Accessible 
Technology on Procedural Schedule and 
Need for 1-videnliarv Ilearine. II S 13. 

-4-
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included llie Thanksgiv ing and 
w inler holiday s. 

The proposed limeline would 
also overlap willi Rale Design 
Window Applications thai two 
l()l s were planning to lile. 
(ireenlining argued th.at this 
schedule would not afford the 
parlies sufficient due process. 
and is not necessary for any 
policy or legislative reason. 

(ireenlining submitted that a The Seeoml.Intended Scoping Memo 
the Commission should not iiihl Riding (>f.ls.\igned ('ommissioner 
undertake a significant and Administrative Law Judge issued 
restructuring of the CART 1 24 14 directs thai the l()l s revise their 
discount in the streamlined proposals and exclude anv major 
application process changes to CART. among other things. 
contemplated for these interim pp. 2-2. 
rale changes. 
*** 

(ireenlining argued that 
evidentiary hearings were 
needed to properly analv/e the 
utilities" rale proposals. 

Motion for Tv identiarv Hearing of the 
( enter for Accessible Technology and 
the (ireenlining Institute. 1 7 14. 

including: 

whether they would result The Seeoml. Intended Sio/iing Memo 
in affordable rales for basic . hid Ruling of. Iwigued ('ommissioner 
usage. iind. \dminislrative Low Judge, issued 

vvhat bill impacts vvotik! 
result from these proposals 
combined vv ith other recent 
and pending rale changes. 

1 24 14. ordered ev identiarv hearings as 
part ol'ihe Commission's review of the 
utilities revised summer 2014 rale 
proposals. 

whether IHi&T's proposed 
reduction in the CART 
discounl is reasonable. 

iiml. Idmiiiislralive l.tiw Judge. issued 
1 24 14. ordered ev identiarv hearings to 
consider the simplified rate design 
proposals l()l s were directed to submit. 

any consideration, if the p.4. 
Commission entertains it. 
of the ( limate l)iv idend 
and bill impacts. 

tier consolidation 
proposals. 

the benefits of settina a 
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model lier ratio. 

the l( )l s" proposals to 
establislt an automatic rate 
increase mechanism for the 
low er tiers. 

potential impacts to T TRA 
and Medical Baseline 

2. Advocacy lor Moderate 
Interim Changes (15) 

(ireenlining argued that the 
l( )l' summer 2014 rale design 
proposals Tailed to consider 
uTTordahilily and the bill 
impacts created by other recent 
rate design decisions and 

Protest ol'lhe ( enter Tor Accessible 
Technology and the (ireenlining 
Institute ol'lhe 1 tilities' Supplemental 
Tilings Proposing Interim Rale Changes 
(Phase 2) (Protest). 12 22 12. pp. 2-6. 

concurrently pending Prepared Testimony oTTnriijiie (iallurdo 
proceedings. Regarding Phased Interim Rale proceedings. 

Changes oC San Diego (ias h.lectric 
Company on Behall'ol"the (ireenlining 
Institute and the Center Tor Accessible 
Technology ((iallardo SIXiiNT 
Testimony ). 2 5 14. pp. 2-2. 

Prepared Testimony oTTnrii|ue (iallardo 
in Phase 2 Interim Rale Application. 
R. 12-06-012 ol'lhe Southern Calil'ornia 
Tdison Company on Behall'ol'the 
(ireenlining Institute and the Center Tor 
Accessible Technology. 2 5 14. 

In particular. C ireenlining Protest, p. 6. 
argued that the transition 
PCiNT proposed Tor the CART 
Discount would be Tar too 
rapid anil result in signilicanl 
bill impacts Tor vulnerable 
customers. 

(ireenlining argued that the 
I.ow Income Needs 
Assessment should inldrm the 
Commission's analysis ol'lhe 
l( )l V rate proposals. 

(ireenlining contended that the Protest ol'lhe I "tilities" Supplemental 
Tilings. 12 22 12. pp. N-14. 
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. I( R directed the l( )l s to 
prov iile modest. easy to 
evaluate proposals, hut the 
lOl' applications actually 
propose fundamental, lone 
term rale ilesian chanties, 
contraty to (ommission 
direction. 

(ireenlininti artiued that issues 
like tier consolidation, tier 
ratios, and fixed melhodolouies 
to automatically raise lower 
tier rates should not he 
considered in the extremely 
slreamlineil proceeding 
contemplated for these 
applications. 

(ireenlininti artiued that the 
proposed chanties could 
fundamentally impact 1T.RA 
and Medical Baseline. and as 
such are loo expansive for this 
hiuhlv slreamlineil proceeding 
phase. 

(iallardo SIXi&Ii Testimony. pp. 4-5. 

The Second. Intended Scoping Memo 
mid Ruling oj Assigned ('oniniissioner 
mill. hliiiiiiislriilivc Low Judge issued 
1 24 14 directs that the l()l s revise their 
proposals and exclude any major 
chanties to CARh. I'liRA. or Medical 
Baseline. It directed that revised 
proposals must maintain the existinti 
four-tiered rate structure and must 
prevent hill shock, particnlarlx where 
chanties to the CARli discount are 
proposed, pp. 2-3. 

5. Review of I'tilitv & 
Settlement Proposals ((') 

(ireenlininti artiued that the 
utility proposals and the 
proposed settlements fail to 
properly consider affordahiliiv 
issues, particularly for low 
income consumers, and as such 
they should not he adopted. 
Our joint hrief prov ided ample 
data showinti detrimental hill 
impacts and impacts on enemy 
harden for v ulnerahle 
customers. 

Center for Accessible Technology and 
the (ireenlininti Institute's Phase 2 
Brief. 4 7 14. pp. 2-12. 

(ireenlininu's contributions regarding 
the affordahiliiv impacts oflhese 
settlements have enriched the record, 
and the issues continue to he a 
Commission focus in the broader 
proceeding. As such, our work in this 
phase to develop the record, on the issue 
substantially contributes to the policy 
discussion of how to best ensure that 
rales remain affordable for vulnerable 
consumers, as required by statute and by 
the rate design principles set forth to 
guide this proceeding. 
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In this pha>e as well ;ts the broader 
proceeding, (ireenlinitm litis mainlttined 
a focu> on affordahiliiv. which the 
Commission recomii/.cs a^ an essential 
principle of rale dcsimi. I). 14-06-026 
notes til p.45 thai "|a|s Cfor.YP 
(ireenlinine point out. analvsis of 
residential rale changes nitiM consider 
affordahiliivBecause (ireenlinina litis 
ensured that the issue of affordahiliiv 
receives sufficient review. (ireenlinina 
litis made a substantial contribution to 
the decision-makinu process. 

4. C limate Credit (I)) 

(irccnlininu arytted tlial the 
( lininic I)i\ idend is not a 
component ol'rales, but rather 
;t portion of revenue generated 
bv the stale of California's 
ureenhonse uas reduction 
efforts, and as such the bill 
impact calculations the lOl 's 
include in their proposals 
should not consider the 
Climate Dividend. Similar!}, 
the KM V calculations of the 
effective CARP discount 
should not consider the 
Climate I)iv idend. 

Protest of the Center for Accessible 
Teehnoloav and the (ircenlininu 
Institute of the Politics" Supplemental 
l'ilinus Proposing Interim Rate ( hatmes 
(Phase 2). 12 2.^13. pp. 7-X. " 

Center for Accessible Teehnoloav tiiul 
the (ireenlinina Institute's Phase 2 
Brief. 4 7 14. pp. 12-26. 

Center for Accessible Tcchnolouv and 
the (ireenlinina Institute's Phase 2 
Replv Brief. 4 16 14. 

Comments on the Proposed Decision of 
the (ireenlinitm Institute. 5 26 14. 

The Pmail Ritliny Requirum Additional 
Information, issued 3 26 14. asked the 
parlies to address in upcominu briefs the 
Ljiiestion of whether the California 
Climate Credit should be included in 
calculating the effective CARP 
discount. 

I). 14-06-026. p. | X. aurees vv ilh 
(ireenlinitiii's CforAT's joint assertion 
that the issue must be addressed in this 
proceeding because it is w ithin the 
scope of ev alumina the rale proposals 
and was initiall\ raised hv the lOl's 
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themselves. Il determined lo resolve the 
issue in litis proceeding. 

1). 14-06-020. p. 17. noles tltal ""[I|he 
CilKi allowance revenues Itavc a 
different .source and purpose than 
revenues collected from customers lo 
pay for eleciriciiv charges. Pursuant lo 
law. revenues from lite sale of(ill(i 
allowances allocated lo lite utilities pass 
through lite hands of lhe utilities, bill are 
at all limes pari of a separate stale 
program." (citing Cal. Pub. l lil. Code 
Section 74X.5 and 17 Cal Code of 
Regulations Sedion 05X00) 

I). 14-06-020. p.20. finds thai although 
nol speciIleall\ addressed in statute, 
when taken logether seciions 730(c)! I) 
and 74X.5 clearlv indicate thai lite 
Climate credit musi nol be included in 
lite calculation of lite CARP! effective 
discount. Il agrees vv ilh 
(ireenlining CforAT at p.21 in staling 
that the intent of the Climate Credit as 
designed (on an equal pet-household 
basis) is in part lo miligale some of the 
impacts of climate change mitigation 
costs on low income households, and 
that considering the Credit as part of the 
CARP! discount would run counter to 
that intent and negate the Credit's 
intended impact. 

Pinallv. I). 14-06-020 at p.22 noles that 
the Climate Credit should likewise not 
be considered in determining the bill 
impacts of the proposed rale changes, 
for reasons similar to those supporting 
the decision not to consider the Credit in 
calculating the effective CARP! 
discount. 

-9-
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B. Duplication of Effort (§ 1801.3(f) and § 1802.5): 

Intervener's 
Assertion 

CPUC 
Discussion 

a. Was the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) a party to 
the proceeding?1 

Yes 

b. Were there other parties to the proceeding with positions 
similar to vours? 

Yes 

e. If so. proxide name of other parties: ('enlcr lor Accessible Technologies. 
Utility Consumer Action Network, The Utility Reform Network, Natural 
Resources 1 )cfciisc ('ouncil. (It AN. I I R\. and NRIX all look similar 
positions regarding the climate credit issue, but not on other issues on which 
Greenlining advocated) 

d. Intcrxcnor's claim of non-duplication: 

Greenlining coordinated closely with the Center for Accessible Technology through 
most of Phase 11, filing together whenever possible to maximize coordination and 
ax oid duplication. 

Greenlining coordinated with other consumer advocate parlies wherever possible, 
though differences in position prevented close collaboration. Greenlining 
participated in direct conversations with the IOUs and with other parties regarding 
the proposals, and participated in settlement negotiations, in an attempt to reach 
consensus. Where Greenlining did not agree with other intervenors, there was no 
duplication of effort. 

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

# Intervenor's Comment CPUC Discussion 

11. A. it is well established that a parly 
ma\ make a substantial 
contribution to a Commission 
decision even if its positions are 
not adopted, as long as the partv 
makes contributions thai 
benefitted and enhanced the 
Commission's consideration of 
the issues at hand. 

While the Until decision did not 
agree w ith (ireenlining's 
armiments around alTordahiliix 

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

- 10-
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and due process (as noled abo\c). 
il specilicalk noled the 
imporlanee ol'a review of 
ul'l'ordiibililv. as addressed by 
(TorAT and (ireenlininy. D.14-
(K)-02l) ill p. 45 ("A> 
(TorAT (ireenlininy point out. 
analysis ol'residential rate 
elianyes must consider 
nflbrdnhililv"). This locus on 
al'fordabililv. unci the impact of 
elianyes in rale desiyn on 
\ulnerable customers. was 
appropriate anil valuable: thus 
time spent hv (ireenlininy to 
provide information and analysis 
ol'these issues is appropriate lor 
compensation. 

PART III: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION (to be 
completed by Intervenor except where indicated) 

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

a. Intervenor's claim of cost reasonableness: 

In this proceeding. Greenlining's participation put downward pressure? on rates for 
customers who can least afford rale increases. As such. Greenlining's 
participation likely saved customers several dollars per month, or more, on their 
summer electric bills. Given that one third of California electric customers are 
enrolled in CARE and millions more who make just a little too much to qualify 
struggle to make ends meet each month, these dollars add up to significant 
savings to California's low income consumers over the course of the summer. In 
comparison, the cost of Greenlining's participation is minimal and quite 
reasonable. 

CPUC Discussion a. Intervenor's claim of cost reasonableness: 

In this proceeding. Greenlining's participation put downward pressure? on rates for 
customers who can least afford rale increases. As such. Greenlining's 
participation likely saved customers several dollars per month, or more, on their 
summer electric bills. Given that one third of California electric customers are 
enrolled in CARE and millions more who make just a little too much to qualify 
struggle to make ends meet each month, these dollars add up to significant 
savings to California's low income consumers over the course of the summer. In 
comparison, the cost of Greenlining's participation is minimal and quite 
reasonable. 

b. Reasonableness of hours claimed: 

Greenlining streamlined its participation to minimize time spent wherever 
possible, primarily by collaborating closely with the Center for Accessible 
Technology. While the time spent on this phase of the proceeding does 
account for a significant portion of the time Greenlining estimated in its 
NOI. it was not possible at the time of the NOI to anticipate the number of 
issues that would arise in this proceeding, the split into multiple phases, 
and the number of other proceedings (Rate Design Windows, for example) 
that would be collapsed into this proceeding. 

Additionally, there were multiple scoping memos issued in this phase, as 
well as multiple utility proposals to analyze and discuss with other 
stakeholders. Given the complex nature of this Phase of the proceeding. 



Revised May 2014 

and the measures Greenlining took to streamline its participation wherever 
possible. Greenlining submits that our hours claimed are very reasonable. 

c. Allocation of hours by issue: 

A. Procedural Objections = 13.0% 
B. Advocacy for Moderate Interim Changes = 12.7% 
C. Review of Utility & Settlement Proposals = 40.6% 
D. Climate Credit = 23.1 % 
E. General/Procedural = 10.6% 

B. Specific Claim:* 

CLAIMED CPUCA WARD 

ATTORNEY, EXPERT, AND ADVOCATE FEES 

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

Enrique 
Gal lardo 

2013 45.7 S390 D. 14-02-036 S17.823 

Hnriquc 
Gal lardo 

2014 99.2 S400 See Comment 2 S39.680 

[Expert lj 

[Expert 2] 

[Advocate l | 

[Advocate 2] 

Subtotal:$ 57,503 Subtotal: $ 

OTHER FEES 
Describe here what OTHER HOURLY FEES you are Claiming (paralegal, travel **, etc.): 

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

[Person l] 

[Pet son 2] 

Subtotal: $ Subtotal: $ 

INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION ** 

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

Stcpl tanic Chen 2014 8.4 $115 See Comment 2 $966 

[Preparer 2] 

Subtotal:$ 966 Subtotal: $ 

COSTS 

# Item Detail Amount Amount 

- 12-
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TOTAL REQUEST: $ 58,469 | TOTAL AWARD: $ 

**We remind all interveners that Commission staff may audit their records related to the award and that 
intervenors must make and retain adequate accounting and other documentation to support all claims for 
intervenor compensation. Intervener's records should identify specific issues for which it seeks compensation, 
the actual time spent by each employee or consultant, the applicable hourly rates, fees paid to consultants and 
any other costs for which compensation was claimed. The records pertaining to an award of compensation shall 
be retained for at least three years from the date of the final decision making the award. 
**Travel and Reasonable Claim preparation time typically compensated at V2 of preparer's normal hourly rate 

ATTORNEYINFORMATION 

Attorney Date Admitted to CA 
BAR2 

Member Number Actions Affecting 
Eligibility (Yes/No?) 

If "Yes", attach 
explanation 

Enrique Gallardo 12/9/1997 191670 No 

Stephanie Chen 8/23/2010 270917 No 

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

Attachment or 
Comment # 

Description/Comment 

1 Time Recording for the Crccnliuing Institute's Attornc\s 

2 Certificate of Scr\ ice 

3 The last Commission approved rate for Enrique Gallardo was $390, for work done in 2013. To 
date, the Commission has not issued a Resolution setting intervenor rates for 2014. However, 
assuming that lite 2014 Resolution would grant a 2"., COl.A. as the 2013 Resolution did. it 
would result in a 2014 rale of S400 for Mr. Gallardo (when rounded to the nearest S5 
increment). Greenlining submits that this is a reasonable rale to approve for Mr. Gallardo's 
work in 2014. 

4 The last Commission approved rate for Stephanie Chen was $220 for work done in 2012 
(1). 13-10-033). Resolution AI..I-2S" ordered a 2".i ( osl of l.i\ ing Adjustment (C( )l..\) for 
2013 rates, which would set the rate for Ms. Chen's work in 2013 at $225 (when rounded to the 
nearest $5 increment). To date, the Commission has not issued a Resolution setting intervenor 
rales for 2014. Ilowexer. assuming that the 2014 Resolution would grant a 2"., COl.A. as the 
2013 Resolution did, it would result in a 2014 rate of $230 for Ms. Chen. Greenlining argues 
that this is a reasonable rate to approve for Ms. Chen's work in 2014. 

D. CPUC Disallowances and Adjustments (CPUC completes): 

Item Reason 

2 This information may be obtained through the State Bar of California's website at 
http://members.calbar.ca.Kov/fal/MemberSearch/QuickSearch . 
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PART IV: OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS 
Within 30 days after service of this Claim, Commission Staff 

or any other party may file a response to the Claim (see § 1804(c)) 

(CPUC completes the remainder of this form) 

A. Opposition: Did any party oppose the Claim? 

If so: 

Party Reason for Opposition CPUC Discussion 

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

If not: 

Party Comment CPUC Discussion 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Intervenor [has/has not] made a substantial contribution to D. . 

2. The requested hourly rates for Intervener'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 compensation is $ . 

- 14-
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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. Intervenor is awarded $ . 

2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, shall pay Intervenor the 
total award, [for multiple utilities: "Within 30 days of the effective date of this 
decision, A, A, and A shall pay Intervenor their respective shares of the award, based 
on their California-jurisdictional [industry type, for example, electric] revenues for 
the A calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily 
litigated."] Payment of the award shall include 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 75th day after the filing of 
Intervener's request, and continuing until lull payment is made. 

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

4. This decision is effective today. 

Dated , at San Francisco, California 

- 15 -
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Attachment 2 

Time Recording for the Greenlining Institute's Attorneys 

Hours of Enrique Gallardo, Legal Counsel in 2013 

Issue Areas 
A. Procedural Objections 
B. Advocacy for Moderate Interim Changes 
C. Review of Utility & Settlement Proposals 
D. Climate Credit Issue 
E. General/Procedural 

B 

Date Description A B C D E Total 
10/26/13 Review Assigned Comm. Ruling Inviting Interim Rate Applications 1.2 1.2 
10/30/13 Research Procedural Requirements re Findings 2.7 2.7 
10/30/13 Research OIR12-06-013, setting open discussion 1.4 1.4 
11/1/13 Discussion w M. Kasnitz re ex parte strategy 0.4 0.4 
11/4/13 Ex parte w Advisors to Comm. Florio 0.8 0.8 
11/4/13 Draft Motion to Strike Portions of Assigned Comm. Ruling 3.1 3.1 
11/5/13 Ex parte w Scott Murtishaw 0.8 0.8 
11/5/13 Draft Comments on Phase 2 Schedule 2.9 2.9 
11/6/13 Draft Motion to Strike Portions of Assigned Comm. Ruling 1 1 
11/6/13 Draft Comments on Phase 2 Schedule 1.4 1.4 
11/8/13 Draft Comments on Phase 2 Schedule 0.9 0.9 
11/11/13 Rev Comments on Phase 2 Schedule of lOUs, ORA, TURN 2.9 2.9 
11/13/13 Discuss Phase 2 Proposal with PG&E 1 1 
11/14/13 Discuss Phase 2 Proposal with SDG&E 0.5 0.5 
11/20/13 Discuss Phase 2 Proposal with SCE 0.7 0.7 
12/2/13 Review Summer 2014 Rate Proposal of PG&E 3.5 3.5 
12/2/13 Review Summer 2014 Rate Proposal of SCE 2.3 2.3 
12/4/13 Review Summer 2014 Rate Proposal of SDG&E 3.6 3.6 
12/5/13 Pre-Hearing Conference 0.5 0.5 
12/5/13 Review Summer 2014 Rate Proposal of SDG&E 0.4 0.4 
12/18/13 Draft Protest of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E Rate Proposals 3.1 3.1 
12/20/13 Discuss Bill Impact Model with SCE 0.8 0.8 
12/20/13 Draft Protest of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E Rate Proposals 1.2 1.7 2.9 
12/23/13 Draft Protest of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E Rate Proposals 2.5 2.5 
12/24/13 Review Protests of ORA, TURN, etc. 1.5 1.5 1.4 4.4 

Issue Areas 
Total Hours for E. Gallardo in 2013 

A B C D E Total Issue Areas 
Total Hours for E. Gallardo in 2013 15.4 8.3 11.3 1.7 9 45.7 
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Hours of Enrique Gallardo, Legal Counsel in 2014 

Issue Areas 
A. Procedural Objections 
B. Advocacy for Moderate Interim Changes 
C. Review of Utility & Settlement Proposals 
D. Climate Credit Issue 
E. General/Procedural 

B 

Date Description A B C D E Total 
1/6/14 Review Reply of PG&E to Protests 0.9 0.9 
1/6/14 Review Reply of SCE to Protests 0.3 1 1.3 
1/6/14 Review Reply of SDG&E to Protests 0.3 1.3 1.6 
1/6/14 Draft Motion for Evidentiary Hearing 1.2 1.2 
1/7/14 Draft Motion for Evidentiary Hearing 2.3 2.3 
1/8/14 Review Motion for Evid. Hearing of ORA, TURN, SDCAN 1.6 1.6 
1/8/14 Pre-Hearing Conference 1.1 1.1 2.2 
1/27/14 Review Second Amended Scoping Memo 0.4 0.4 0.8 
1/30/14 Review Revised PG&E Summer 2014 Proposal 1.6 1.6 3.2 
1/30/14 Review Revised SCE Summer 2014 Proposal 1.1 1.1 2.2 
1/30/14 Draft Discovery Requests on PG&E, SCE 1.4 1.4 
1/31/14 Review Revised SDG&E Summer 2014 Proposal 1.3 1.2 2.5 
1/31/14 Draft Discovery Requests on SDG&E 0.6 0.6 
2/12/14 Review bill impact data of SDG&E 1.5 1.5 
2/12/14 Draft Discovery Requests on PG&E, SCE 0.8 0.8 
2/14/14 Review bill impact data of SDG&E 1.7 1.7 
2/18/14 Review bill impact data of SCE 2.9 2.9 
2/18/14 Discuss Rate Proposal with PG&E 0.5 0.5 
2/21/14 Settlement discussion re PG&E summer rates 0.9 0.9 
2/21/14 Settlement discussion re SCE summer rates 0.8 0.8 
2/21/14 Review bill impact data re PG&E settlement 1.3 1.3 
2/21/14 Review bill impact data re SCE settlement 1.4 1.4 
2/24/14 Settlement discussion re PG&E summer rates 1 1 
2/28/14 Review, analyze bill impact data of settlement proposals 2.5 2.5 
3/3/14 Draft Testimony on SDG&E Rate Proposal 3.3 3.3 
3/3/14 Draft Testimony on SCE Rate Proposal 2.1 2.1 
3/4/14 Draft Testimony on SDG&E Rate Proposal 0.9 0.9 
3/4/14 Draft Testimony on SCE Rate Proposal 0.4 0.4 
3/5/14 Review motion for Settlement of SCE summer rates 1.9 1.9 
3/5/14 Settlement discussion re PG&E summer rates 0.8 0.8 
3/6/14 Review motion for Settlement of PG&E summer rates 1.4 1.4 
3/6/14 Review intervenor testimony on SDG&E rates 3.8 3.8 
3/12/14 Review data re SCE, PG&E settlements 2.4 2.4 
3/13/14 Review SDG&E Rebuttal testimony 2.7 0.8 3.5 
3/24/14 Settlement discussion re SDG&E summer rates 1 1 
3/25/14 Evidentiary Hearing 3.1 3.1 
3/27/14 Research Climate Dividend 3.4 3.4 
3/28/14 Review Motion for SDG&E settlement 2.8 2.8 
4/1/14 Review data re PG&E, SCE settlements 2.3 2.3 
4/1/14 Draft Brief re Settlement bill impacts 1.5 1.5 
4/1/14 Draft Brief re Climate Credit 2.1 2.1 
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4/2/14 Draft Brief re Climate Credit 3.7 3.7 
4/3/14 Draft Brief re Climate Credit 2.5 2.5 
4/7/14 Draft Brief re Climate Credit 2.9 2.9 
4/8/14 Review briefs of lOUs, ORA, TURN 1.4 2.9 4.3 
4/8/14 Draft Reply Brief 2.2 2.2 
4/10/14 Draft Reply Brief 3.6 3.6 
4/15/14 Draft Reply Brief 2.3 2.3 
5/12/14 Review Proposed Decision 1.1 1.9 3 
5/28/14 Draft Comments on Proposed Decision 0.9 0.9 

Issue Areas 
Total Hours for E. Gallardo in 2014 

A B C D E Total Issue Areas 
Total Hours for E. Gallardo in 2014 3.5 10.1 47.5 31.8 6.3 99.2 

Hours of Stephanie Chen, Energy & Telecommunications Policy Director, on 
Intervenor Compensation in 2014 

Date Description Hours 
8/6/2014 Preparing intervenor compensation claim 4.9 
8/13/2014 Preparing intervenor compensation claim 3.5 

Total 8.4 


