ALJ/JF2/gp2	PROPOSED DECISION	Agenda ID #19241
Ratesetting

Decision 			


BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Rulemaking to Develop an Electricity Integrated Resource Planning Framework and to Coordinate and Refine Long Term Procurement Planning Requirements.

	Rulemaking 16-02-007



DECISION GRANTING COMPENSATION TO L. JAN REID FOR SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO DECISION 
(D.) 20-03-028

	Intervenor: L. Jan Reid

	For contribution to Decision (D.) 20-03-028

	Claimed:  $41,512.00
	Awarded:  $31,569.00 

	Assigned Commissioner: 
Clifford Rechtschaffen 

	Assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ):  Julie A. Fitch
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PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES

	A.  Brief description of Decision:
	D.20-03-028 adopted an optimal portfolio, known as the Reference System Portfolio (RSP), to be used by all load-serving entities (LSEs) required to file individual integrated resource plans (IRPs) in 2020.




Intervenor must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  All statutory references are to California Public Utilities Code unless indicated otherwise.] 


	
	Intervenor
	CPUC Verification

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

	 1.  Date of Prehearing Conference:
	April 26, 2016
	Verified

	 2.  Other specified date for NOI:
	
	

	 3.  Date NOI filed:
	May 25, 2016
	Verified

	 4.  Was the NOI timely filed?  Yes
	Yes

	Showing of eligible customer status (§ 1802(b) or eligible local government entity status
(§§ 1802(d), 1802.4):

	 5.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding   number:
	
	

	 6.  Date of ALJ ruling:
	
	

	 7.  Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	See D.18-09-043, Section I.B.8, p. 2
	Verified

	 8.  Has the Intervenor demonstrated customer status or eligible government entity status?  Yes.
	Yes

	Showing of “significant financial hardship” (§1802(h) or §1803.1(b)):

	 9.  Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	
	

	10.	 Date of ALJ ruling:
	
	

	11. Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	The Commission has found that “L. Jan Reid has demonstrated significant financial hardship as set forth in Part I (C)(1).” (D.18-09-043, p. 19, Finding of Fact 1)
	Verified

	12 12.  Has the Intervenor demonstrated significant financial hardship?  Yes
	Yes



	Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)):

	13.  Identify Final Decision:
	D.20-03-028 (See Section C)
	Verified

	14.  Date of issuance of Final Order or Decision:    
	April 6, 2020 (See Section C)
	Verified

	15.  File date of compensation request:
	June 5, 2020
	Verified

	16. Was the request for compensation timely?  Yes
	Yes



B. Additional Comments on Part I: 

	#
	Intervenor’s Comment(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	13, 14
	A final decision closing Rulemaking (R.) 16-02-007 has not been issued.  Therefore, the request is timely pursuant to PUC § 1804(c). On May 14, 2020, the Commission issued an Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) that established R.20-05-003. The OIR stated that “This order closes R.16-02-007 for purposes of Section § 1701.5.  R.16-02-007 remains open only to consider pending intervenor compensation claims and a petition for modification filed by the California Energy Storage Alliance on April 1, 2020.” (OIR, p. 3)
	Noted

	
	In D.20-02-059, issued on March 4, 2020, the California Public Utilities Commission ordered that L. Jan Reid be paid a total of $19,593.42 plus accumulated interest for substantial contributions related to D.19-02-007. D.20-02-059 ordered Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), PacifiCorp, Bear Valley Electric Services (BVES), and Liberty Utilities to pay the award within 30 days of the issuance of D.20-02-059. Full payment of the award was due on April 3, 2020. I have received payment from all of the utilities except Liberty Utilities.
I have notified the intervenor compensation coordinator, the ALJs in the case, and Chief ALJ Simon of this problem.
In the event that the Commission approves the instant intervenor compensation request, I request that:
1.	Liberty Utilities not be required to pay a portion of the award.
2.	Liberty Utilities’ portion of the award be paid to Reid from the intervenor compensation fund.
3.	The Commission consider sanctioning Liberty Utilities for violating a Commission order.
	
	Noted




PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION

A. Did the Intervenor substantially contribute to the final decision (see § 1802(j), 
§ 1803(a), 1803.1(a) and D.98-04-059):  
	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	1. Battery Storage

	The Commission stated that “At least 20 parties expressed mild to strong concerns about the potential for overreliance on battery storage.  Those parties included CAISO, Calpine, CalWEA, Eagle Crest, Geothermal Resource Council, GPI, GridLiance, Reid, Middle River, Ormat, Cal Advocates, PG&E, Range, SDCWA, City of San Diego, SDG&E, SoCalGas, TransWest, UCS, and Western Grid Development.”
(D.20-03-028, slip op. at 51, emphasis added)
Reid stated that “Clearly, the level of battery storage selected is not feasible. The Commission should realize that battery-storage technologies are still in their infancy. A problem with storage is that adequate capacity must be developed before storage is implemented in order to supply capacity to charge the storage in the daytime hours, when loads are highest.” (Reid Comments, p. 19)

	Verified

	2. Thermal Resources

	Reid recommended that “Retention of cost-effective gas-fired generation resources is reasonable and realistic given some of the uncertainties of other resources in the portfolio.. . .. Proper dispatch of the LSE systems will minimize GHG and other emissions, and fixed maintenance and operating costs of these resources for occasional relia-bility service will entail only a small cost.” (Reid Comments, p. 20)
The Commission agreed with Reid when it stated that “The new RSP also includes the result that almost all (except 30 MW) of the thermal generation fleet will need to be retained through 2030, in order to support achieving the 2045 GHG goals for the sector.” (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 51)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Thermal Resources issue.

	Verified

	3. Geothermal Resources
	Reid recommended that “The Commission and utilities should make contingency plans for upgraded transmission into geothermal resource areas but should not take any steps that would incur any significant costs unless the Commission authorizes LSEs to use the 30 MMT portfolio, and solar or battery costs prove to be high.”
(Reid Comments, p. 20)
The Commission effectively agreed with Reid when it stated that “we remain interested in further exploring the development of other types of renewable resources, including but not limited to geothermal and offshore wind resources, as both continue to hold promise for meeting resource diversity and capacity needs for the future.” (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 55)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Geothermal Resources issue.

	Verified

	4. Pumped Storage
	The Commission stated that “Approximately 12 parties supported the Commission taking concrete steps to support the development of at least one pumped storage hydro project.  These parties included AWEA, CESA, CEJA, Sierra Club, Eagle Crest, Reid, Nevada Hydro, PG&E, SDCWA, City of San Diego, SDG&E, SEIA, and Vote Solar.”  (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 53, emphasis added)
The Commission effectively agreed with Reid when it stated that “the 2019-2020 RSP we are adopting in this decision, as modified in response to numerous comments from parties, already identifies the need for pumped storage, or other long-duration storage with similar attributes, in the medium term (as soon as 2026) . . .” (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 54)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Pumped Storage issue.

	Verified

	5. Reference System Plan (RSP)
	Reid supported the 46 MMT GHG emissions target. (Reid Comments,
pp.  16-18)
The Commission agreed with Reid when it stated that “The 2019-2020 RSP adopted utilizes the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions target for the electric sector in 2030 set by the Commission in Decision (D.) 18-02-018 for the LSEs it oversees.  The GHG target for the electric sector for 2030 is 46 million metric tons (MMT).” (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 2)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the RSP issue.
	Verified. See D.20-03-028, pg 2, following  “This is within the 30-53 MMT range for the electric sector set by the California Air Resources Board pursuant to Senate Bill 350 (DeLeón, 2015). 46 MMT is equivalent to the 42 MMT target set in D.18-02-018, because it includes certain combined heat and power projects in the electric sector that were previously attributed to the industrial sector.”
See Reid Comments, pg 18, stating acknowledgement that “None of the facts or considerations material to D.18-02-018 have changed, and there is no good reason to change the planning system in this regard at this
time.” 

	6. Computer Models
	Reid argued that “Using levelized costs and low discount rates in a capacity expansion model will cause the model to improperly favor capital-intensive technologies, including utility-owned solar and wind resources; and to artificially disfavor retaining existing resources such as gas-fired capacity.” (Reid Comments, December 17, 2019, [Reid Comments] p. 9)
Reid recommended that: (Reid Comments, p. 9)
“1. Annual costs for each technology should be estimated.
2. These annual costs should be levelized using a discount rate in the 7%-9% range above).
3. Model constraints should be accounted for and resources should be selected so that overall ratepayer costs are minimized.”
Although the Commission did not adopt Reid’s recommendations, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Computer Models issue.

	Verified

	
7. Renewable Battery Costs
	Reid recommended that “The Commission should use the 2017 IRP cost estimates for solar and lithium-ion battery resources.” (Reid Comments, p. 2)
Reid pointed out that “Although it is true that battery costs have declined significantly over the previous ten years, these cost declines will be prevented from continuing forever by manu-facturing constraints, technology constraints, and market factors.” (Reid Comments, p. 11)
Although the Commission did not adopt Reid’s recommendation, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Renewable Battery Costs issue.

	Verified, though this was not a significant factor in the Commission’s decision. 

	8. Scenarios and Sensitivities
	Reid stated that “Reid also supports the core policy sensitivities, with one exception: Reid believes that various discount rates should have been tested. Reid also concurs with conducting the near-term resource-availability study that applies limitations to near-term solar availability. This addresses a very realistic concern; and Reid recognizes the value in the three cases of the SB100 2045 framing study.” (Reid Comments, p. 12)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Scenarios and Sensitivities issues. (See Section C, Item A.8)
	Verified, though the 2045 framing study was not at issue in this decision. 

	9. Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE)
	The Commission referred to Reid’s comments when it stated that “Finally, at least one party recommended changing the loss of load expectation (LOLE) metric used for reliability to expected unserved energy (EUE) because the latter is better suited to further analysis to determine the appropriate tradeoff between increased reliability and ratepayer costs.”  (D.20-03-028, slip op at 18)
Reid stated that “The problems attending the use of LOLE as a standard in a capacity expansion model that optimizes for ratepayer costs, instead of using the expected unserved energy (EUE, plus costs of unserved energy) is that LOLE will not adequately assess reliability, and may well understate the expected social and ratepayer costs of system operation.” (Reid Comments, p. 14)
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the LOLE issue.

	Verified

	10. Incremental Capacity
	The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) stated that: (CAISO PD Comments, p. 3)
“As a priority, the Commission should authorize incremental capacity procurement to address medium-term (2023–2026) needs, with a focus on capacity and energy to replace the Diablo Canyon  … “
Reid opposed the CAISO’s request. (Reid PD Reply Comments, p. 2)
The Commission did not authorize incremental capacity as requested by the CAISO.
Thus, Reid made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s resolution of the Incremental Capacity issue.

	Verified



B. Duplication of Effort (§ 1801.3(f) and § 1802.5):
	
	Intervenor’s Assertion
	CPUC Discussion

	a.	Was the Public Advocate’s Office of the Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) a party to the proceeding?[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The Office of Ratepayer Advocates was renamed the Public Advocate’s Office of the Public Utilities Commission pursuant to Senate Bill No. 854, which the Governor approved on June 27, 2018. ] 

	Yes
	Yes

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

	c.	If so, provide name of other parties: 
There were 195 parties (plus Reid) in R.16-02-007. (See https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/ servicelists/R1602007_83513.htm
The Commission identified 26 parties (13% of the total number of parties) who agreed with Reid on at least one issue. These parties were AWEA, CAISO, Cal Advocates, Calpine, CalWEA, CEJA, CESA, City of San Diego, Eagle Crest, Geothermal Resource Council, GPI, GridLiance, Middle River, Nevada Hydro, Ormat, PG&E, Range, SDCWA, SDG&E, SEIA, Sierra Club, SoCal Gas, TransWest, UCS, Vote Solar, and Western Grid Development.
Of the ten issues listed in Section A by Reid, only three parties agreed with Reid on more than three issues. These parties were GPI, Middle River, and PG&E; all of whom agreed with Reid on four issues.

	Noted

	d.	Intervenor’s claim of non-duplication: 
Reid collaborated with a number of parties during the course of this proceeding.  Although Reid does not seek compensation for all of these communications, they indicate reasonable collaboration with other parties. See Bd., Intervenor’s Comments.

	Noted



C. Additional Comments on Part II: 
	#
	Intervenor’s Comment
	CPUC Discussion

	A.8
	Reid and other parties filed comments on December 17, 2019. Staff made no changes to the Sensitivities and Scenarios after parties filed their comments.
	Noted

	A.10
	Reid filed and served reply comments on the proposed decision (PD) on March 17, 2020. However, Reid is omitted from the list of parties filing PD reply comments.
(See D.20-03-028, slip op. at 85)
Therefore, Reid has attached the CPUC filing receipt as Attachment C to this pleading.
	Noted

	B.d
	Reid’s compensation in this proceeding should not be reduced for any duplication with respect to the showings of other parties.  In a proceeding with subject matter as complex as in this one and with multiple parties, it is virtually impossible for Reid or any party to fully anticipate where showings of other parties may duplicate some of Reid’s showing, especially in view of the need to make a coherent and sufficient showing on the issues Reid emphasizes and on the ultimate issues.
In evaluating Reid’s claim and the issue of duplication, the Commission should be guided by the standards established in D. 03-03-031. In this decision, the Commission stated that:  (Westlaw 2003 WL 1715098, Cal P.U.C., D.03-03-031, slip op. at 1)
“We have concluded that the application of a duplication penalty to reduce awards to participants that make a substantial contribution is not permissible under the statutes governing compensation of participating customers in commission proceedings.”
Given these circumstances, no reduction to Reid’s requested compensation due to duplication is warranted, pursuant to the standards adopted by the Commission in D.03-03-031.

	Noted





PART III:	REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION

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

	a. Intervenor’s claim of cost reasonableness: 
Reid contributed to the proceeding in a manner that was productive and will result in benefits to ratepayers that exceed the cost of Reid’s partici-pation.
In consolidated Rulemaking 97-01-009 and Investigation 97-01-010, the Commission required intervenors seeking compensation to show that they represent interests that would otherwise be underrepresented and to present information sufficient to justify a finding that the overall benefits of a cus-tomer's participation will exceed the customer's costs.  (D.98-04-059, 79 CPUC2d 628, Finding of Fact 13 at 674, Finding of Fact 42 at 676)  The Commission noted that assigning a dollar value to intangible benefits may be difficult.
Reid made a substantial contribution to the proceeding.  It is reasonable to assume that the resolution of the issues raised by Reid in this proceeding will benefit ratepayers in the future.
As mentioned previously, Reid supported the 46 MMT GHG target. The Commission stated that “Using the total resource cost metric, the 46 MMT target has a revenue requirement of approximately $45.7 billion annually, while a 38 MMT target is estimated at $1.1 billion more annually, and 30 MMT would cost approximately an additional $2.4 billion annually.” (D.20-03-028, slip op. at 27)
Therefore, the 38 MMT target would have cost ratepayers an additional $1.1 billion annually, or over 40,000 times the compensation sought by Reid.
The Commission can safely find that the participation of Reid in this pro-ceeding was productive.  Overall, the benefits of Reid’s participation justify compensation in the amount requested.

	Noted

	b. Reasonableness of hours claimed: 
In this pleading, Reid requests compensation in the total amount of $28,524.00 for time reasonably devoted to R.16-02-007.  A more detailed breakdown of the time devoted to this proceeding by Reid and Knecht is provided in Attachments A and B to this pleading.
Reid’s work was performed efficiently. L. Jan Reid is a former Commission employee who has testified on many occasions on issues such as long term procurement plans, renewables procurement, cost-of-capital, utility finance, and electricity and natural gas procurement issues.
Ron Knecht, Reid’s consultant, is a former California Energy Commission (CEC) advisor and principal economist with years of experience developing and analyzing resource plans. After leaving the CEC, Knecht worked at the CPUC for seven years as a principal economist, for a decade as a principal economist at the Nevada Public Utilities Commission, and for more than a decade as a consultant. Knecht has served as an expert witness on many occasions and has extensive experience in a full range of utility resource planning analysis.

Daily listings of the specific tasks performed by Reid and Knecht in connection with this proceeding are available in Attachments A and B to this pleading.  The cost listings demonstrate that the hours claimed are reasonable given the scope and timeframe of the rulemaking.
No compensation for administrative time is requested, in accordance with Commission practice.  (D.99-06-002, discussion, slip op. at 8-10).  I understand that the Commission may audit my books and records to the extent necessary to verify the basis for any award, pursuant to PU Code §1804(d).

	Noted

	c. Allocation of hours by issue: 
	Issue
	Percent

	Battery Storage
	3.90%

	Computer Models
	12.63%

	Geothermal Resources
	3.02%

	Incremental Capacity
	4.37%

	Loss of Load Expectation
	4.30%

	Pumped Storage
	2.49%

	Reference System Plan
	43.75%

	Renewable Battery Cost
	2.69%

	Scenarios and Sensitivities
	3.49%

	Thermal Resources
	3.63%

	General
	15.73%




	Noted




B. Specific Claim:*
	CLAIMED
	CPUC AWARD

	ATTORNEY, EXPERT, AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

	L. Jan Reid, Expert and Advocate
	2019
	80.9
	240
	Resolution ALJ-357
	19,344
	56.6[1]
	$240.00
	$13,584.00

	L. Jan Reid, Expert and Advocate
	2020
	21.8[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Input Error: 21.8 Hours is incorrect. 30.6 Hours verified on submitted timesheet.] 

	240
	Resolution ALJ-357
	7,344
	30.6[2]
	$245.00[3]
	$7,497.00

	Ron Knecht, Expert
	2019
	36.7
	340
	D.14-12-072, slip op. at 18,
Resolutions ALJ-303
ALJ-329
ALJ-345
ALJ-352
ALJ-357
(See
Attachment D)
	12,478
	25.7[1]
	$340.00
	$8,738.00

	Subtotal: $39,166
	Subtotal: $29,819.00

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

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

	L. Jan Reid
	2020
	15.7
	120
	Resolution ALJ-357
	1,836
	10.0[4]
	$122.50[5]
	$1,225.00

	Ron Knecht
	2020
	3.0
	170
	D.14-12-072, slip op. at 18,
Resolutions ALJ-303
ALJ-329
ALJ-345
ALJ-352
ALJ-357
(See
Attachment D)
	510
	3.0
	$175.00[6]
	$525.00

	Subtotal: $2,346
	Subtotal: $1,750.00

	TOTAL REQUEST: $41,512
	[bookmark: _Hlk61440678]TOTAL AWARD: $31,569.00

	
ATTORNEY INFORMATION

	Attorney
	Date Admitted to CA BAR[footnoteRef:4] [4:  This information may be obtained through the State Bar of California’s website at http://members.calbar.ca.gov/fal/MemberSearch/QuickSearch .] 

	Member Number
	Actions Affecting Eligibility (Yes/No?)
If “Yes”, attach explanation

	NA
	
	
	


C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part III:
	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	1
	Certificate of Service

	2
	Attachment A, Hours of L. Jan Reid

	3
	Attachment B, Hours of Ron Knecht

	4
	Attachment C, CPUC Filing Receipt

	5
	Attachment D, Hourly Rate of Ron Knecht


D.  CPUC Comments, Disallowances, and Adjustments 
	Item
	Reason

	[1]
	L. Jan Reid and Ron Knecht’s opening brief compiled a total of 28 pages, involved two participants, for a total of 117.6 hours; 80.9 hours for L. Jan Reid and 36.7 hours for Ron Knecht. We find these hours to be excessive given the nature of the product produced and the depth of the analysis contained in this document. Additionally, upon verification of the submitted timesheets, we found the task descriptions vague and potentially internally duplicative, given the detail available. We reduce L. Jan Reid and Ron Knecht’s 2019 hours by 30% to achieve a more reasonable figure. The breakdown of the 30% is as follows: L. Jan Reid reduced 24.3 hours and Ron Knecht reduced 11.0 hours.

	[2]
	The correct 2020 hours for L. Jan Reid are 30.6 hours, as verified on submitted timesheets.

	[3]
	2020 COLA of 2.55% was applied to L. Jan Reid’s 2020 Rate, per Resolution ALJ-387, bringing L. Jan Reid’s 2020 Rate to $245.00.

	[4]
	We have found the requested number of Intervenor Compensation Claim hours for L. Jan Reid to be excessive. Review of the submitted timesheets reflected the vague description “Wrote Compensation Claim” for both L. Jan Reid and Ron Knecht, reflecting no clear delineation of work performed. We have reduced the requested 2020 Intervenor Compensation Claim hours for L. Jan Reid by 30%, reducing from the requested 15.7 hours to 10.0 hours to achieve a more reasonable figure.

	[5]
	2020 COLA of 2.55% was applied to L. Jan Reid’s 2020 Rate, per Resolution ALJ-387, bringing L. Jan Reid’s 2020 Rate from $240.00 to $245.00. Half of the full rate of $245.00 is $122.50.

	[6]
	2020 COLA of 2.55% was applied to Ron Knecht’s 2020 Rate, per Resolution ALJ-387, brining Ron Knecht’s 2020 rate from $340.00 to $350.00.



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))

	A.  Opposition:  Did any party oppose the Claim?
	No

	B.  Comment Period:  Was the 30-day comment period waived (see Rule 14.6(c)(6))?
	No




FINDINGS OF FACT

1. L. Jan Reid has made a substantial contribution to D.20-03-028.
2. The requested hourly rates for L. Jan Reid’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 are reasonable and commensurate with the work performed. 
4. The total of reasonable compensation is $31,569.00.

CONCLUSION OF LAW
1. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.

ORDER

1. L. Jan Reid shall be awarded $31,569.00.
2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall pay L. Jan Reid their respective shares of the award, based on their California-jurisdictional electric revenues for the 2019 calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily litigated.  If such data is unavailable, the most recent electric revenue data shall be used.  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 August 19, 2020 the 75th day after the filing of L. Jan Reid’s request, and continuing until full payment is made.
3. The comment period for today’s decision is waived.
This decision is effective today.
Dated _____________, at San Francisco, California.
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APPENDIX
Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	
	Modifies Decision? 
	No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D2003028

	Proceeding(s):
	R1602007

	Author:
	ALJ Fitch

	Payer(s):
	Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Company




Intervenor Information

	Intervenor
	Date Claim Filed
	Amount Requested
	Amount Awarded
	Multiplier?
	Reason Change/Disallowance

	L. Jan Reid
	June 5, 2020
	$41,512
	$31,569.00
	N/A
	Lack of substantial contribution,
vague tasks and excessive hours.

We have also applied the 2.55% 2020 COLA to the 2020 Rates for L. Jan Reid and Ron Knecht, resulting in an increase from the requested 2020 Rates.




Hourly Fee Information

	First Name
	Last Name
	Attorney, Expert, or Advocate
	Hourly Fee Requested
	Year Hourly Fee Requested
	Hourly Fee Adopted

	L. Jan
	Reid
	Expert and Advocate
	$240
	2019
	$240.00

	L. Jan
	Reid
	Expert and Advocate
	$240
	2020
	$245.00

	Ron
	Knecht
	Expert
	$340
	2019
	$340.00

	Ron
	Knecht
	Expert
	$340
	2020
	$350.00




(END OF APPENDIX)

