ALJ/ZZ1/kp7								Date of Issuance 6/27/2025


Decision 25-06-063 June 26, 2025


BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Investigation pursuant to Senate Bill 380 to determine the feasibility of minimizing or eliminating the use of the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage facility located in the County of Los Angeles while still maintaining energy and electric reliability for the region.

	

Investigation 17-02-002
(Filed February 9, 2017)



DECISION GRANTING COMPENSATION TO THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK FOR SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO DECISION (D.) 20-11-044, D.21-11-008, D.23-08-050, D.24-12-076 AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULINGS

	Intervenor: The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
	For contribution to Decisions (D.) 20-11-044; D.21-11-008; D.23-08-050; D.24-12-076; and related Administrative Rulings

	[bookmark: _Ref197093602][bookmark: _Ref197938403]Claimed: $161,191.25[footnoteRef:1][footnoteRef:2] [1:  TURN filed an amended claim on April 24, 2025, to include 16.75 hours in 2023 for Marcel Hawiger, mistakenly omitted from the original filing, having served as an outside consultant for TURN between 5/1/2023 and 12/31/2024. The amended claimed total is $165,211.25.]  [2:  Miscalculation: Correct requested total is $161,211.50. This brings the correct amended claim total to $165,211.50.] 

	Awarded: $161,846.25

	Assigned Commissioner: Alice Reynolds
	Assigned ALJ: Zhen Zhang


PART I: PROCEDURAL ISSUES

	A.  Brief description of Decision: 
	Decision 20-11-044 maintained the authorized interim storage level at Aliso Canyon at 34 billion cubic feet (Bcf), pending additional work in Phase 2 of this proceeding.

Decision 21-11-008 increased the authorized interim storage level at Aliso Canyon to 41 Bcf based on Energy Division’s reports concerning reliability and price impacts; and pending additional work in Phases 2 and 3 of the proceeding. 

Decision 23-08-050 increased the authorized interim storage level at Aliso Canyon to 68 Bcf based on updated data concerning the price hedging benefits of storage, and the availability of pipeline capacities to fill storage; and pending final work in Phases 2 and 3 of the proceeding.

Decision 24-12-076 determined that Aliso Canyon should stay open due to its impacts on gas service reliability and affordability of gas costs. The Decision further adopted a biennial process to evaluate forecast peak gas demand, and to institute a process to open a new proceeding to close Aliso Canyon when forecast demand falls below a threshold level.

Rulings and Reports: Much of the technical work in the proceeding was reflected in Energy Division and Consultant Reports entered into the record via Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) or Assigned Commissioner (AC) Rulings.



B. Intervenor must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812[footnoteRef:3]: [3:  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 17, 2017
	Verified

	2.	Other specified date for NOI:
	
	

	3.	Date NOI filed:
	May 17, 2017
	Verified

	4.	Was the NOI timely filed?
	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:
	See Comment 1.
	A.16-08-006

	6.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	See Comment 1.
	11/28/2016

	7.	Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

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

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

	9.	Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	A.16-09-001
	Verified

	10.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	11/30/2016
	Verified

	11.	Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	12.	Has the Intervenor demonstrated significant financial hardship?
	Yes

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

	13.	Identify Final Decision:
	D.24-12-076
	Verified

	14.	Date of issuance of Final Order or Decision:    
	December 24, 2024
	Verified

	15.	File date of compensation request:
	February 21, 2025
	Verified

	16.	Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I: 
	#
	Intervenor’s Comment(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	1
	TURN did not receive an affirmative ruling on its Notice of Intent in this proceeding. As explained in the Commission’s Intervenor Compensation guide, “normally, an ALJ Ruling need not be issued unless: (a) the NOI has requested a finding of “significant financial hardship” under § 1802(g). (b) the NOI is deficient; or (c) the ALJ desires to provide guidance on specific issues of the NOI.” (page 12) Since none of these factors apply to the NOI submitted in this proceeding, there was no need for an ALJ Ruling in response to TURN’s NOI.

	
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) to D.20-11-044
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)[footnoteRef:4] [4:  For ease of reference, TURN provides citations primarily to our direct testimony (Exhibit TURN-01, Revised October 12, 2022) and our Opening Brief (December 15, 2022), unless citations to other pleadings (reply brief, reply testimony, motions) are necessary. When appropriate, TURN provides a citation to sections of Exhibit TURN-01 and D.24-01-004, rather than to specific page numbers.] 

	CPUC Discussion

	Interim Storage Level

TURN recommended that the interim storage level be increased to 68 Bcf to prevent the impacts of gas price spikes on consumers, and to allow noncore customers to use unbundled gas storage, until the need for the field can be eliminated by deploying cleaner alternatives.


The Commission decided to maintain the interim storage level at 34 Bcf, based on the 715 Reports, until a new level could be authorized based on additional information from Phase 2 modeling and analyses.
	

TURN Comments in Response to ALJ Ruling, 9/8/2020 at 1-3. 








D.20-11-004 at 2-3, 8-9.
	


Verified

	Revision of Interim Storage Level

TURN recommended that if a new storage limit should be adopted by March 2021 to enable injection during the 2021 season.

The Commission “noted” this request.
	

TURN Comments on PD, 11/5/2020 at 4.



D.20-11-044 at 11, 14.
	



Verified



	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s) to D.21-11-008
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For ease of reference, TURN provides citations primarily to our direct testimony (Exhibit TURN-01, Revised October 12, 2022) and our Opening Brief (December 15, 2022), unless citations to other pleadings (reply brief, reply testimony, motions) are necessary. When appropriate, TURN provides a citation to sections of Exhibit TURN-01 and D.24-01-004, rather than to specific page numbers.] 

	CPUC Discussion

	Raising the Interim Storage Level

TURN argued that a higher storage level would provide gas price benefits to customers; and that higher storage provides significant insurance against reliability or economic impacts of extreme demand conditions. 


The Commission increased the storage limit to 41 Bcf based on available pipeline capacity and the results of reliability and economic analyses conducted by Energy Division; and until additional Phase 2 and 3 work  is completed.

The Commission concluded that State policies mandate against increasing the inventory to more than 41 Bcf.
	

TURN Comments in Response to ALJ Ruling, 9/8/2020 at 1; 
TURN Comments on PD, 11/5/2020, at 2-4;
TURN Response to PFM, 6/28/2021, at 1-3.



D.21-11-008 at 9-10, 15-17.
	



Verified







Verified



	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s) to D.23-08-050
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)[footnoteRef:6] [6:  For ease of reference, TURN provides citations primarily to our direct testimony (Exhibit TURN-01, Revised October 12, 2022) and our Opening Brief (December 15, 2022), unless citations to other pleadings (reply brief, reply testimony, motions) are necessary. When appropriate, TURN provides a citation to sections of Exhibit TURN-01 and D.24-01-004, rather than to specific page numbers.] 

	CPUC Discussion

	Raising the Interim Storage Level

TURN supported the request to increase in the interim storage level as a tool to support reliability of gas service.

However, TURN explained that because in the summer of 2022 forecast prices for the winter were lower, it is not assured that additional storage capacity for the unbundled storage program would have resulted in increased storage injections; however, due to increased market volatility, additional storage could provide hedging benefits in the future.

The Commission concluded that the increase in pipeline capacity, and the evidence from the gas price spikes during the winter of 2022-2023, demonstrate that additional inventory capacity could provide significant protection against excessively high energy costs and warrant increasing the interim storage inventory limit.

	

TURN Response to PFM, June 28, 2021, at 1-3; 
See, also, D.23-08-050 at 15.



TURN Reply to ALJ Ruling, May 30, 2023, at 2-5. 








D.23-08-050 at 15-18.
	


Verified




Verified









Verified

	Market Manipulation

TURN recommended that the Commission consider how Sempra’s corporate affiliate interests might not align with utility ratepayer interests.

The Commission held that market manipulation concerns were not in the scope of this proceeding.
	

TURN Reply to ALJ Ruling, May 30, 2023, at 6.



D.23-08-050 at 19.
	



Verified



Verified



	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s) to D.24-12-076
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	Closure of Aliso Canyon

TURN urged closure of Aliso Canyon when possible, but continued to explain the economic and reliability benefits of the gas storage field.





The Commission held that Aliso Canyon was necessary for reliability and to support stable rates. 
	
For example:
TURN Opening Comments re questions on Ph 3 Scoping Ruling, 1/31/20;
TURN Comments in Response to ALJ Ruling, 9/8/2020;
TURN Response to PFM, 6/28/21.


D.24-12-076, pp. 14-34.
	








Verified

	Biennial Review Process

TURN endorsed adopting a portfolio of resources and continuing to address uncertainties in the modeling through an ongoing process with specific metrics.

The Commission adopted concluded it is premature to close Aliso Canyon but adopted a process to monitor progress toward reducing peak gas demand.
	

TURN Reply Comments on Phase 3 Report, March 2, 2022, pp. 1-2. 


D.24-12-076, pp. 49-51.
	




Verified

	Phase 2 Production Cost Modeling and Reliability

Regarding Receipt Point Utilization (RPU) assumptions, TURN recommended evaluating variability in RPU, especially during winter conditions. 

TURN supported using an 85% RPU figure with sensitivity analyses.



TURN emphasized the need to model local reliability in the LA Basin.
	


TURN Reply Comments on Ph 2 Modeling Report, April 5, 2021, p. 2.

TURN Comments on Ph 2 Additional Modeling, March 1, 2022, pp. 1-2.

TURN Comments on Ph 3 WS 2, April 20, 2021, pp. 3-4.

TURN Reply comments on Ph3 Report, March 2, 2022, pp. 5-6.
	



Verified







Verified

	
The Commission adopted the Energy Division Modeling Report and relied on results using the 85 percent RPU assumption. Energy Division modeling found that Aliso Canyon was needed even with a 95 percent RPU.

The Commission also found that local reliability may be negatively impacted by the closure of Aliso Canyon.

Phase 3 - Replacement Resources Portfolio 

TURN offered various recommendations and analyses concerning each of the five portfolio alternatives proposed by FTI. (See below, and see, also, next section)

While TURN did not submit testimonies in Phase 3, TURN made the following recommendations:

Portfolio 1:

· TURN recommended against expanding existing pipeline capacity as an alternative.
· TURN recommended estimating the value of stranded costs due to new pipeline capacity.

Portfolio 2:

· TURN recommended that an independent expert develop cost estimates for replacement scenarios.
· TURN explained why there is too much uncertainty to include the impacts of building electrification in portfolio modeling.
· TURN expressed concerns regarding the estimation of the costs and benefits of energy efficiency measures.

Portfolio 3:

· TURN supported the use of additional generation to facilitate shutdown, and recommended evaluating local RA requirements (Portfolio 3).
· TURN recommended detailed study of the deliverability and local reliability impacts of new generation.

Portfolio 4:

· TURN argued against adopting expanded electric transmission capacity in the portfolio absent significant additional modeling of import capacities and identification of real projects, and identified various technical concerns regarding the viability of the electric transmission alternative.

Portfolio 5:

· TURN supported the adoption of Portfolio 5a (BE and new Generation) for 2027, and continued to express strong concerns regarding reliance on new electric transmission (Portfolio 5b).
· TURN recommended against including the transmission investments as the combination portfolio for 2035.

In general, TURN recommended that the Commission focus on Portfolio 5, including generation and demand response. TURN strongly cautioned against electric transmission alternatives (Portfolio 4), or expanded gas transmission pipelines (Portfolio 1). 


The Staff Proposal adopted a Portfolio 5 approach.

The Commission adopted the Staff Proposal procurement framework, which focused on the portfolio 5 approach; and directed future procurement activities be conducted in other proceedings, as guided by the biennial evaluation  process.
	

D.24-12-076, pp. 16-18. 






D.24-12-076, Section 4.1.1.





TURN Comments on Ph 3 Report, 2/16/22.
TURN Reply Comments on Ph3 Report, 3/2/22.






TURN Preliminary Phase 3 Comments, 1/31/2020, pp. 2-3.
TURN Comments on Phase 3 Workshop 3, 11/10/2021, pp. 2-3.



TURN Preliminary Phase 3 Comments, 1/31/2020, pp. 3-4.

TURN Comments on Ph 3 WS 2, April 20, 2021, p. 2.


TURN Comments on Phase 3 Workshop 3, 11/10/2021, pp. 3-5.




TURN Comments on Phase 3 Workshop 3, 11/10/2021, pp. 5-6.


TURN Comments on Phase 3 Report, 2/16/2022, p. 4.





TURN Comments on Ph 3 WS 2, April 20, 2021, pp. 4-7

TURN Comments on Phase 3 Workshop 3, 11/10/2021, pp. 6-8.






TURN Comments on Phase 3 Report, 2/16/2022, pp. 4-5.




TURN Comments on Phase 3 Report, 2/16/2022, p. 2-3 and 5-7.











Staff Proposal for Portfolio and Next Steps, 9/23/2022.


D.24-12-076, pp. 36-37, 45-46.

	




Verified










Verified










Verified











Verified












Verified











Verified









Verified




















Verified



	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s) to Rulings and Staff Reports
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)[footnoteRef:7] [7:  For ease of reference, TURN provides citations primarily to our direct testimony (Exhibit TURN-01, Revised October 12, 2022) and our Opening Brief (December 15, 2022), unless citations to other pleadings (reply brief, reply testimony, motions) are necessary. When appropriate, TURN provides a citation to sections of Exhibit TURN-01 and D.24-01-004, rather than to specific page numbers.] 

	CPUC Discussion

	Phase 1 - Scenarios Framework

TURN offered various comments regarding hydraulic modeling, production cost modeling, and economic modeling. 

More specifically, TURN made the following contributions:

Hydraulic Modeling:

Recommended using a different scaling method to develop an hourly peak demand load shape for core customers

The Energy Division revised the method to develop core gas load shapes to be more in line with TURN’s recommendation.

Production Cost Modeling:

TURN recommended modeling gas delivery constraints using a general constraint rather than restricting local gas resources.

Energy Division agreed to also use a total volumetric constraint over a group of plants.


	

See, generally,
TURN Informal Comments, 07/24/2017.
TURN Informal Comments, 06/15/2018.





TURN Comments on Scenarios Framework, Oct. 9, 2018, pp. 1-4.

ALJ Ruling of 1/4/2019, Appendix 1, pp. 1-2, Appendix 2 (Scenarios Framework), p. 56.




TURN Comments on Scenarios Framework, Oct. 9, 2018, pp. 1-4.

ALJ Ruling of 1/4/2019, Appendix 1, pp. 3-4, Appendix 2 (Scenarios Framework), pp. 32-33.
	

Unverified. Informal comments are not part of the record and therefore cannot be verified.





Verified




Verified









Verified

	Phase 3 - Replacement Resources Portfolio 

TURN recommended against expanding existing pipeline capacity as an alternative.

TURN recommended that an independent expert develop cost estimates for replacement scenarios.

TURN argued against adopting expanded electric transmission capacity in the portfolio absent significant additional modeling of import capacities and identification of real projects.

TURN explained why there is too much uncertainty to include the impacts of building electrification in portfolio modeling.

TURN provided specific comments on the five potential portfolios, as discussed previously n the contributions to D.24-12-076 section, generally recommending that the Commission adopt a Portfolio 5 approach.








The Energy Division Staff Proposal adopted a path forward that generally relied on a Portfolio 5 approach.

See, generally, Comment #2 below.
	


TURN Preliminary Phase 3 Comments, 1/31/2020, pp. 2-3.

TURN Preliminary Phase 3 Comments, 1/31/2020, pp. 3-4.

TURN Comments on Ph 3 WS 2, April 20, 2021, pp. 4-7




TURN Comments on Ph 3 WS 2, April 20, 2021, p. 2.



See, generally:
TURN Comments on Ph3 WS 1, 12/4/2020.
TURN Reply Comments on Phase 3 Workshop 2, 5/20/2021.
TURN Comments on Phase 3 WS 3, 11/10/2021.
TURN Comments on FTI Phase 3 Report, 2/16/2022.




Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling, September 23, 2022, Attachment A.

	


Verified



Verified




Verified





Verified




Verified













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?
	Yes
	Verified

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

	c.	If so, provide name of other parties: 

Indicated Shippers took positions that were similar to TURN’s positions regarding the reliability and economic benefits of Aliso Canyon. The other two primary intervenors – Protect Our Communities Foundation (POC) and Issam Najm – argued consistently that Aliso Canyon was not necessary and should be closed immediately.
	Noted

	d.	Intervenor’s claim of non-duplication: 

TURN attempted to coordinate and minimize duplication by 1) having formal coordination meetings with other intervenors (coded as “coord”), 2) having informal conversations, especially during the multiple workshops, and 3) evaluating the written positions of other intervenors.

Based on these coordination activities, TURN attempted to provide technical input that was not being provided by other parties, or served to supplement the input of other parties. Based on our evaluation of the coverage of various issues and the results of the technical Reports from Energy Division and FTI/GSC that were admitted into the record, TURN also decided not to sponsor testimonies or briefs in Phase 3 of the proceeding. 
	

Noted


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

	1
	Partial Success

The statutory definition of “substantial contribution” in Section 1802 of the P.U. Code states that a contribution results because the Commission “has adopted in whole or in part one or more factual contentions, legal contentions, or specific policy or procedural recommendations presented by the customer.”  The Commission has interpreted the “in whole or in part” provision, in conjunction with Section 1801.3, so as to effectuate the legislature’s intent to encourage effective and efficient intervenor participation. The Commission has established as a general proposition that when a party makes a substantial contribution in a multi-issue proceeding, it is entitled to compensation for time and expenses even if it does not prevail on some of the issues. See, for example, D.98-04-028 (awarding TURN full compensation in CTC proceeding, even though TURN did not prevail on all issues); D.98-08-016, pp. 6, 12 (awarding TURN full compensation in SoCalGas PBR proceeding); D.00-02-008, pp. 4-7, 10 (awarding TURN full compensation even though we unsuccessfully opposed settlement). The standard for an award of intervenor compensation is whether TURN made a substantial contribution to the Commission’s decision, not whether TURN prevailed on all issues.  

Moreover, the Commission has also recognized that an intervenor may make a substantial contribution by improving the Commission's decision-making process, even where the adopted outcome is contrary to the intervenor's recommendations. (For example, D.21-06-021 at 2-3; D.19-10-019 at 5-6; D.09-04-027 at 4). 
	

Noted

	2
	Contributions to Technical Reports and Rulings

Perhaps more than most other proceedings, this proceeding relied heavily on technical inputs provided during workshops and informal comments that were ultimately reflected in the detailed modeling and analyses performed by Energy Division Staff and Contractors to the CPUC. These analyses were instrumental to the Commission’s final decision not to close Aliso Canyon.  However, the specific technical inputs were not necessarily discussed in Commission Rulings or Decisions, but were reflected in the various reports entered into the record.

The Commission retained Los Alamos National Laboratory to conduct hydraulic modeling in Phase 2, and retained FTI Consulting, Inc. and Gas Supply Consulting (GSC) to conduct analyses and modeling of replacement portfolio alternatives in Phase 3. Additionally, Staff conducted its own electric reliability modeling and economic impact modeling. The results of all these modeling efforts were reflected in the following reports entered into the record of this proceeding by various ALJ and Assigned Commissioner Rulings:

· Initial Staff Proposed Phase 1 Scenarios Framework, 6/26/2017
· Staff Update to the Scenarios Framework, 6/15/2018
· Staff Scenarios Framework Final Proposal, 9/14/2018
· Staff Economic Analysis Report, 11/2/2020
· Staff Modeling Report, 3/8/2021
· FTI Phase 3 Report, 01/19/2022
· Staff Additional Modeling Report, 2/10/2022
· Staff Proposal for Portfolio and Next Steps, 9/23/2022

In order to elicit stakeholder input on these efforts, the Commission held ten (10) full days of workshops: 

· Phase 1 – August 1, 2017; July 31, 2018; August 28, 2018;
· Phase 2 – June 20, 2019; November 13, 2019; July 28, 2020; October 15, 2020;
· Phase 3 – November 17, 2020; March 30, 2021; November 3, 2021

TURN hired three experts to provide inputs during the course of the proceeding. Mr. Kevin Woodruff provided most of the technical review and input concerning the Phase 1 scenarios framework and the Phase 2 reliability modeling; Mr. Roger Schiffman provided technical review and input concerning the FTI/GSC replacement alternative analyses; and Mr. Mike Florio provided limited technical advice concerning the interaction of gas and electric systems. TURN’s experts provided input both as oral comments during workshops, as written informal comments to Staff, and as formal pleadings submitted in the proceeding. Attachment 4 to this claim lists eighteen of TURN’s letters and pleadings that contained technical input in response to requests by the ALJ and the Assigned Commissioner (AC). Attachment 4 provides a list of the pleadings, a very short list of issues, and a list of the Reports, Rulings and/or Decisions, where TURN’s contributions and analyses were reflected in Commission findings or deliberations. 

TURN has attempted to trace the contribution of our inputs to Commission “decisions.” However, it is important to keep in mind that the various technical reports and analyses that provide the factual support for the Commission’s findings and conclusions are not necessarily detailed in Commission Rulings or Orders. Thus, for example, the Phase 1 Scenarios Framework report (attached to ALJ Ruling of 1/4/2019) provides a summary of responses to TURN’s formal comments. However, TURN’s oral workshop inputs, as well as our inputs submitted as “informal comments” authorized by the Commission, are generally not identified in any obvious way in this Ruling or attached Report, or any other final Ruling, Report or Decision. Rather, some of TURN’s contributions may be reflected in the assumptions and inputs that are contained within the detailed modeling. TURN believes that, based on our review of final modeling assumptions and analyses, TURN’s positions and inputs are reflected in the methodologies and reports eventually adopted in all three Phases of this proceeding. 

The Commission should conclude that the amount requested is reasonable under the circumstances here.  TURN’s participation in the proceeding contributed to the Commission’s interim decisions concerning the appropriate storage level in Aliso Canyon, and to the various reports and analyses that provided the key modeling results that supported the Commission’s deliberations and its final decision that Aliso Canyon cannot be closed due to its importance for gas service reliability and natural gas affordability.

	

Noted


PART III: REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§ 1801 and § 1806):
	
	CPUC Discussion

	a. Intervenor’s claim of cost reasonableness: 

TURN requests compensation of approximately $160,000 as the reasonable cost of our entire participation in this proceeding, from 2017 through the end of 2024. 

This proceeding addressed a critical policy issue – whether and when can the Commission close the Aliso Canyon storage field. As such, there are no direct utility disallowances that were litigated in the proceeding. However, to the extent that the continued use of Aliso Canyon provides reliability and economic benefits to ratepayers, the benefits of TURN’s participation in this proceeding can be monetized by estimating the benefits of the continued use of Aliso Canyon. 

Perhaps the most direct estimation of those benefits is due to the price hedging benefits of Aliso Canyon calculated by Energy Division, which found that gas service costs increased by almost $600 million in 2018 due to the combined effect of pipeline outages and Aliso Canyon restrictions. (D.21-11-008, p. 6) With no pipeline outages, the Economic Analysis Report found that residential customers paid about $100 million more in 2016 due to the loss of Aliso Canyon. (D.24-12-076, pp. 26, 28) Additionally, the Energy Division’s Modeling Report found that constraints on gas delivery to electric generators increased electric costs by about $120 million. (D.24-12-076, p. 23)

Regardless of the exact financial impacts, TURN suggests that our participation, which was designed to promote the closure of Aliso Canyon when possible, has provided ratepayers with significant benefits by preventing a premature closure of Aliso Canyon before adequate replacement resources are procured to replace the reliability and economic benefits of gas storage close to the load center.
	


Noted

	b. Reasonableness of hours claimed: 

Overall

TURN seeks compensation for approximately 373 professional hours devoted to this proceeding, including 226 attorney hours and 147 expert witness hours. Most of the hours were recorded in 2017-2022. The Commission should find reasonable the hours that TURN’s attorneys and experts recorded for their work in this matter.  

TURN participated extensively in providing comments and inputs during Phases 1 and 2, which developed the critical analytical tools and models used to assess the need for Aliso Canyon for reliability and affordability. In Phase 3, TURN provided several rounds of comments on the results of the FTI/GSC Phase 3 study and on the Staff’s Proposal for Portfolio and Next Steps necessary to close Aliso Canyon. 

TURN filed at least eighteen informal comments and formal pleadings on a variety of issues relating to all three phases of the proceeding. Attachment 4 provides a list of the pleadings, a very short list of issues, and a list of the Reports, Rulings and/or Decisions, where TURN’s contributions and analyses were reflected in Commission findings or deliberations. 

Most of TURN’s pleadings were written collaboratively with both attorneys and experts, with the primary drafting of technical recommendations conducted by the subject matter experts.

After the release of the final Phase 3 report and updated modeling report, TURN evaluated the coverage of the various issues and the contents of the reports, and TURN decided not to sponsor testimonies or submit briefs during the Phase 3 briefing cycle. This decision significantly reduced the hours that would have otherwise been devoted to this proceeding. Nevertheless, we believe that our earlier input materially impacted the Reports that were the basis for the Commission’s findings and conclusions concerning the need for Aliso Canyon in D.24-12-076.

Attorney Hours

Four TURN attorneys participated actively in this proceeding; however, the vast majority of the work was performed by attorneys Camille Stough and Marcel Hawiger. 

Mr. Hawiger was TURN's supervising attorney in this case. Mr. Hawiger has been a staff attorney with TURN since 1998. Mr. Hawiger has been the lead attorney on numerous proceedings, including cases addressing demand-side management programs and policies, utility rate cases, natural gas infrastructure investments and natural gas commodity procurement.  In this case, Mr. Marcel Hawiger was the attorney responsible for overall strategy, policy and case management. 

Ms. Stough was the lead attorney on the case covering most issues in 2021, including early Phase 3 work. Ms. Stough joined TURN in September of 2020, and had worked previously in the energy sector as an attorney with Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo, with Communities for a Better Environment, and with Braun Blaising Smith and Wynne. 

Ms. Goodson provided technical and policy assistance in Phase 3 to assess the demand-response portfolio issues, due to her expertise with energy efficiency. Mr. Long provided limited supervisory assistance.

Expert Hours

TURN retained the services of Mr. Kevin Woodruff and Mr. Roger Schiffman to evaluate the issues related to the reliability of gas and electric service under peak day conditions, and to the potential of replacing gas-fired generation with other resources while maintaining electric and gas reliability in the L.A. Basin. TURN retained Mr. Michel P. Florio to provide limited technical advice concerning the interaction of gas and electric systems. 

Mr. Kevin Woodruff is an economist with over 35 years of energy industry experience, including fourteen years with Henwood Energy Services, one of the leading suppliers of electric power system and market analytics software. Mr. Woodruff has consulted for TURN over the past fifteen years on a variety of issues related to electric procurement, electric market operations, and electricity planning issues. In this proceeding, Mr. Woodruff’s was TURN’s leading representative evaluating all Phase 1 and Phase 2 modeling efforts, focusing primarily on the impacts of reduced gas storage on electric system reliability.

Mr. Roger Schiffman is an expert with 30 years of energy industry experience covering multiple aspects of utility resource planning, electricity market evaluation, power plant economics and electric system modeling. He has worked for major consulting firms such as Navigant Consulting and Black and Veatch. In this case, Mr. Schiffman conducted the primary review of the FTI/GSC Report on portfolio alternatives, and provided technical input regarding the modeling work and especially the potential for new generation and/or electric transmission investments to reduce the need for gas-fired power generation in the LA Basin.

Mr. Michel Florio is a former Commissioner of the California Public Utilities Commission (2011-2016), and a former Member of the Board of Directors of the California Independent System Operator. Mr. Florio has more than three decades of experience on a variety of utility issues, including significant experience with utility natural gas commodity procurement, both gas and electric system operations, and infrastructure investments. In this case, Mr. Florio provided two separate services. First, he was in charge of certain filings concerning the appropriate interim storage level in Aliso Canyon in 2020 during Mr. Hawiger’s absence; second, he provided limited consulting advice concerning the operational interactions of the gas and electric systems. conducted analyses and sponsored testimony on various issues related to natural gas storage and gas operations. Mr. Florio also provided consulting on an as-needed basis on a variety of other technical issues. 

As discussed previously, this proceeding included a large amount of technical work evaluating sophisticated modeling of both the electrical and gas systems dependent on gas flows from Aliso Canyon. TURN’s experts Woodruff and Schiffman participated actively in the multiple workshops held in all three phases of the proceeding. Mr. Woodruff and Mr. Schiffman also actively drafted several of the technical pleadings listed above. TURN thus suggests that 147 hours, or less than four weeks of full time FTE equivalent work, is actually extremely efficient and limited given our level of participation over the eight years in this proceeding. 

Meetings or Discussions Involving More Than One TURN Attorney or Expert

A relatively small percentage of hours and hourly entries reflect internal and external meetings involving two or more of TURN’s attorneys and expert witnesses. In some past compensation decisions, the Commission has deemed such entries as reflecting internal duplication that is not eligible for an award of intervenor compensation. TURN emphasizes that such meetings among TURN’s attorneys and expert witnesses are essential to the effective development and implementation of TURN’s strategy for the proceeding, especially in a proceeding such as this one, which required the participation of multiple experts and attorneys. 

There were also workshops and meetings at which more TURN was represented by an attorney and an expert, each of whom had a different and necessary role to perform. TURN’s requested hours do not include any for a TURN attorney or expert witness where his or her presence at a meeting was not necessary in order to achieve the meeting’s purpose. TURN submits that intervenor compensation can and should be awarded for the time of all participants in such meetings where, as here, each participant needed to be in the meeting to advance the intervenor’s advocacy efforts.
 
Work on Compensation Claim

TURN requests compensation for approximately 23 hours of work related to this compensation claim. Given that the compensation claimj covers four separate decisions in the proceeding, TURN suggests that this amount is actually quite low. For a compensation claim, there is a certain amount of “fixed work” irrespective of the number of issues (for example, Parts I and III), and based on the author’s experience, TURN suggests the total amount would have been much higher had we filed separate compensation claims for each decision.

Summary

TURN submits that our recorded attorney and expert hours in this proceeding are reasonable, both as described above and as demonstrated in the substantial contributions TURN made in this proceeding.  Therefore, TURN seeks compensation for all of the hours recorded by our staff members and outside consultants included in this request.

	




Noted

	c. Allocation of hours by issue: 

Summary

TURN allocates all of our attorney and expert witness time by issue area or, if a specific issue cannot be identified, by activity code, as shown in the attached timesheets. In this proceeding, TURN used three activity codes and four issue codes, as defined in the Table below.

	CODE
	DEFINITION OF ISSUE OR ACTIVITY

	ISSUE CODES
	

	ISL
	Work concerning appropriate interim storage levels for Aliso Canyon, including work on petition for modification of interim storage levels

	Ph1
	Phase 1 work concerning the scenarios framework

	Ph2
	Phase 2 work concerning reliability analyses (hydraulic modeling and production cost modeling) and economic impact evaluation

	Ph3
	Work related to the FTI Report and evaluation of alternative portfolios to replace Aliso Canyon

	ACTIVITY CODES
	

	GP
	General work – work necessary to litigate case that does not depend on the specific issues TURN ultimately addresses.

	CaseMng
	Case management to ensure consistency and timeliness

	Coord
	Coordination with other intervenors

	
	


Both attorneys and experts coded their time using these codes, either contemporaneously or afterwards, though experts rarely have to use activity codes for their work. The coding demonstrates that the allocation of time was approximately as follows:


	CODE
	% of Attn Time
	% of Expert Time
	% of Total Time

	ISSUE CODES
	
	
	

	ISL
	12.42%
	5.26%
	9.59%

	Ph1
	15.30%
	41.37%
	25.61%

	Ph2
	15.63%
	9.33%
	13.14%

	Ph3
	44.24%
	41.84%
	43.29%

	ACTIVITY CODES
	
	
	

	GP
	8.65%
	2.20%
	6.10%

	CaseMng
	1.77%
	0.00%
	1.07%

	Coord
	2.00%
	0.00%
	1.21%

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%




General Time Coded as “GP”

Where work cannot be easily allocated to a specific issue or does not address a particular issue that TURN eventually addresses, but is essential to participation in litigation, TURN has historically used the general work designation “GP.” For example, reading Commission or ALJ Rulings typically falls into the “GP” code category. Also, early review of testimonies to identify issues may be coded as GP, and participation in ex parte meetings has been coded as GP. Review of portions of pleadings or testimonies that may not be directly allocated to a specific issue disputed by TURN would also be coded GP. Other tasks, such general hearing activities or case management work may be coded with non-issue-specific activity codes such as “GH” or “CaseMng.” 

Based on direction from the Commission, TURN committed in 2023 to coding all time using individual issue codes as much as possible, and reducing the time coded to non-issue-specific activity and issue codes. Almost all the work in this case was conducted prior to 2023. Moreover, it is impossible in any case to entirely eliminate all work that is not specific to an identified issue in dispute, or to assign all work to a single issue. 

Indeed, in this case, given TURN’s focused participation on limited technical issues, the percentage of time recorded as “GP” reflected the fact that TURN had to review a significant number of reports, pleadings or Rulings that addressed numerous issues and could not be easily coded for one issue area, even though TURN did not necessarily weigh in on all of those issues.  
	


Noted


B. Specific Claim:*
	CLAIMED
	CPUC AWARD

	ATTORNEY, EXPERT, AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

	ATTORNEY
	

	Camille Stough
	2020
	5.25
	$275
	D.22-11-017
	$1,443.75
	5.25
	$275.00 [1]
	$1,443.75 

	Camille Stough
	2021
	71.50
	$370
	D.23-02-037
	$26,455.00
	71.00 [10]
	$370.00 [1]
	$26,270.00

	Camille Stough
	2022
	5.00
	$380
	D.23-10-017
	$1,900.00
	5.00
	$380.00 [1]
	$1,900.00 

	Hayley Goodson
	2021
	1.00
	$550
	D.21-12-046
	$550.00
	1.00
	$550.00 [2]
	$550.00 

	Hayley Goodson
	2023
	1.00
	$625
	D.24-02-040
	$625.00
	1.00
	$625.00 [2]
	$625.00 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2017
	29.00
	$425
	D.17-11-032
	$12,325.00
	29.00 
	$425.00 [3]
	$12,325.00 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2018
	9.00
	$435
	D.18-06-023
	$3,915.00
	8.75 [11]
	$435.00 [3]
	$3,806.25 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2019
	0.50
	$445
	D.19-11-011
	$222.50
	0.50
	$445.00 [3]
	$222.50 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2020
	32.00
	$455
	D.21-05-010
	$14,560.00
	32.00
	$455.00 [3]
	$14,560.00 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2021
	40.25
	$650
	D.22-07-021
	$26,162.50
	40.25 
	$650.00 [3]
	$26,162.50

	Marcel Hawiger
	2022
	18.75
	$670
	D.23-03-042
	$12,562.50
	18.75

	$670.00 [3]
	$12,562.50 

	Marcel Hawiger
	2023
	10.25
	$735
	D.23-10-017
	$7,533.75
	10.25
	$735.00 [3]
	$7,533.75 

	Thomas Long
	2020
	2.00
	$630
	D.21-01-016
	$1,260.00
	2.00
	$630.00 [4]
	$1,260.00 

	EXPERT
	

	Marcel Hawiger
	2023
	16.75
	$240
	Requested
	$4,020.00
	16.75
	$240.00 [5]
	$4,020.00 

	Kevin Woodruff
	2017
	28.75
	$260
	D.17-11-029
	 $7,475.00 
	28.75
	$260.00 [6]
	$7,475.00 

	Kevin Woodruff
	2018
	34.50
	$265
	D.18-07-022
	 $9,142.50 
	34.50
	$260.00 [6]
	$8,970.00 

	Kevin Woodruff
	2019
	11.50
	$270
	D.20-05-050
	 $3,105.00 
	11.50
	$270.00 [6]
	$3,105.00 

	Kevin Woodruff
	2020
	6.00
	$270
	D.20-05-050 (adopting 2019 rate)
	 $1,620.00 
	6.00
	$270.00 [6]
	$1,620.00 

	Roger Schiffman
	2020
	10.00
	$275
	Requested
	 $2,750.00 
	10.00
	$275.00 [7]
	$2,750.00 

	Roger Schiffman
	2021
	31.00
	$275
	Requested
	 $8,525.00 
	31.00
	$275.00 [7]
	$8,525.00 

	Roger Schiffman
	2022
	17.70
	$275
	Requested
	 $4,867.50 
	17.70
	$275.00 [7]
	$4,867.50 

	Michel P. Florio
	2020
	7.00
	$615
	D.20-11-042
	 $4,305.00 
	7.00
	$610.00 [8]
	$4,270.00 

	Michel P. Florio
	2021
	1.00
	$695
	D.22-08-019
	 $695.00 
	1.00
	$695.00 [8]
	$695.00 

	Subtotal: $152,000.001[footnoteRef:8] [8:  TURN filed an amended claim on April 24, 2025, updating the non-compensation claim preparation subtotal to $156,020.00. See footnote 1 on page 1 for more details.] 

	Subtotal: $155,518.75

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

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

	Marcel Hawiger
	2017
	            0.50 
	$213
	Half of 2017 Rate
	 $106.25 
	0.50
	$212.50 [3]
	$106.25

	Marcel Hawiger
	2025
	          23.00 
	$395
	Half of 2025 requested rate
	 $9,085.00 
	15.75 [12]
	$395.00 [9]
	$6,221.25

	Subtotal: $ 9,191.25
	Subtotal: $6,327.50

	TOTAL REQUEST: $ 161,191.2512
	TOTAL AWARD: $161,846.25

	  *We remind all intervenors that Commission staff may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§1804(d)).  Intervenors must make and retain adequate accounting and other documentation to support all claims for intervenor compensation.  Intervenor’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 are typically compensated at ½ of preparer’s normal hourly rate 

	ATTORNEY INFORMATION

	Attorney
	Date Admitted to CA BAR[footnoteRef:9] [9:  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

	Camille Stough
	June 2016
	309555
	No

	Thomas Long
	December 1986
	124776
	No

	Hayley Goodson
	December 2003
	228535
	No

	Marcel Hawiger
	January 1998
	194244
	No


C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part III[footnoteRef:10]: [10:  Attachments not attached to final Decision] 


	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	Attachment 1
	Certificate of Service

	Attachment 2
	Hourly Time Sheets for Attorneys

	Attachment 3 
	Hourly Time Sheets for Experts

	Attachment 4
	List of TURN Formal and Informal Pleadings in the Proceeding

	Attachment 5
	Resume for Roger Schiffman

	Comment 1
	Hourly Rate for Roger Schiffman for 2020, 2021 and 2022

Pursuant to the requirements of ALJ-393, TURN hereby submits its first request for hourly rates for outside expert consultant Roger Schiffman. 

Intervenor Representative: Roger Schiffman
Labor Role: Expert – Economist
Level: IV
2020 Hourly Rate Range: $178.48 - $343.26; with median of $252.28
2021 Hourly Rate Range: $178-$343
2022 Hourly Rate Range: $186-$351
Requested Hourly Rate: $275
Current Resume: See Attachment 5.

Justification for the Requested Hourly Rate:

As comprehensively detailed in the attached resume (Attachment 5), by 2020 Mr. Schiffman had 30 years of energy industry experience covering multiple aspects of utility resource planning, electricity market evaluation, power plant economics and electric system modeling. Mr. Roger Schiffman’s education and work experience more than qualify him for compensation as a Level IV economist. TURN does not request his compensation as a Level V economist only because Mr. Schiffman does not hold a graduate degree in economics. 

After completing two-years of graduate studies in Finance, Mr. Schiffman worked as a Senior Financial Analyst for the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin from 1990-1998. Since 1998, Mr. Schiffman has held increasingly senior positions at some of the most pre-eminent consulting firms to the energy industry, including Henwood Energy Services, Navigant Consulting, and Black and Veatch. Since 2020 he has been the Managing Director at Davis Energy Advisors.

The attached resume provides extensive details on the large number of energy-related projects which Mr. Schiffman has conducted. In this proceeding, Mr. Schiffman’s primary focus was to evaluate the potential for electric generation and electric transmission portfolio alternatives to replace natural-gas-fired generation in the L.A. Basin so as to maintain reliable electric service without Aliso Canyon. The following list excerpts descriptions of just five of the relevant projects that Mr. Schiffman has worked on, with many more detailed in the resume:

· Developing Integrated Resource Plan for Brownsville Public Utilities Board, examining energy efficiency, and generation resource options to pursue to ensure resource adequacy and economic power supply for the utility.
· Assisting Puerto Rico Energy Bureau in evaluating Operations and Maintenance Agreement under which LUMA Energy, LLC assumed operations and planning responsibility for the Puerto Rico Electric Power Authority.  Range of services includes review of operating and capital budgets, implementation of performance metrics, review of FEMA and federal funding protocols and processes to facilitate post-hurricane transmission and distribution system rebuilding and modernization, and assistance with regulatory process and policy development.
· On behalf of the Balancing Area of Northern California (BANC) completed analysis of energy market balancing requirements, and assessment of how those balancing requirements are likely to change with large-scale solar and wind generation additions in California and in Oregon, Arizona and Nevada.  This study examined detailed hourly and sub-hourly generation and load data and developed estimated changes in balancing requirements over the next 12 years, as California moves toward a 50% renewable portfolio standard.  
· On behalf of Southern California Edison, completed nodal power price forecast and assessment of high voltage transmission upgrades and additions in Southern California. This project included an assessment of congestion, locational marginal pricing, transmission system losses, and economic impacts of adding new transmission facilities in WECC, with particular focus on Southern California.
· Completed Integrated Resource Plan for Pasadena Water & Power, a municipal utility in southern California. This project involved using Black & Veatch’s EMP database and price forecast, specifying thermal and renewable resource options, and completing detailed market simulation and financial modeling to determine a preferred power supply plan for Pasadena.

While TURN requests compensation based on the designation of Mr. Schiffman as an “economist,” Mr. Schiffman does not hold an advanced degree in economics. Based on his degree in finance and his extensive work in energy plant valuations, integrated resource planning, electric market modeling, and regulatory policy, Mr. Schiffman could in theory be classified as a Public Policy Analyst. With such a designation, Mr. Schiffman’s requested rate of $275 falls below the 2020 median of $330 for a Public Policy Analyst, Level III. Moreover, the requested rate is very close to the median 2020 rate for either a “Utility System Planner” or a “Utility Rate Analyst,” both of which appear to junior positions compared to Mr. Schiffman’s actual positions as Director and Principal at pre-eminent energy industry consulting firms. 

TURN requests an hourly rate of $275 for Mr. Schiffman for each year 2020, 2021 and 2022, which is the actual rate Mr. Schiffman billed TURN for his consulting services for all three years. 


	Comment 2
	Hourly Rate for Marcel Hawiger for 2025

The Commission authorized an hourly rate of $735 for Mr. Hawiger for 2023. Based on the escalation methodology adopted in Resolution ALJ -393, TURN requests the Commission authorize an hourly rate of $790 for Mr. Hawiger for 2025. This rate is derived by applying the proper escalation rates of 4.07% for 2024 and 3.5% for 2025, based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Employment Cost Index, Table 5, for the Occupational Group “Management, Professional, and Related excluding Incentive Paid Occupations.” The resulting 2025 rate would be $792, and results in a requested rate of $790 when rounded to the nearest $5.


D. CPUC Comments, Disallowances, and Adjustments 
	Item
	Reason

	[1] Camille Stough 2020 – 2022 Hourly Rates
	D.22-11-017 verified a 2020 hourly rate of $275.00 for Camille Stough. We apply the same rate here.

D.23-10-017 verified 2021 and 2022 hourly rates of $370.00 and $380.00 for Camille Stough. We apply the same rates here.

	[2] Hayley Goodson 2021 & 2023 Hourly Rates
	D.21-12-046 verified a 2021 hourly rate of $550.00 for Hayley Goodson. We apply the same rate here.

D.24-02-040 verified a 2023 hourly rate of $625.00 for Hayley Goodson. We apply the same rate here.

	[3] Marcel Hawiger 2017 – 2023 Hourly Rates
	D.19-11-011 verified 2017 – 2019 hourly rates of $425.00, $435.00 and $445.00 for Marcel Hawiger. We apply the same rates here.

D.23-10-017 verified 2020 – 2023 hourly rates of $455.00, $650.00, $670.00 and $735.00 for Marcel Hawiger. We apply the same rates here.

	[4] Thomas Long 2020 Hourly Rate
	D.23-10-017 verified a 2020 hourly rate of $630.00 for Thomas Long. We apply the same rate here.

	[5] Marcel Hawiger “Expert” 2023 Hourly Rate
	During review of Part III.B, Marcel Hawiger was found to have served as an outside consultant for TURN. Per request, TURN filed a supplement on 4/24/2025, verifying the consultant status from 5/1/2023 to 12/31/2024, a billed rate of $240.00, and an amended claim requesting an additional 16.75 hours in 2023 that was mistakenly omitted from the original claim filing. Review of the submitted documents found the requested hours occurred from 5/4/2023 to 12/19/2024, totaling 16.75 hours, at the confirmed billed rate of $240.00. Therefore, we find the requested 2023 consultancy rate of $240.00 reasonable and adopt it here.

We note the 2023 rate verified in Comment 3 was awarded for work performed as a Staff Attorney for TURN. For clarity, a row was added in Part III.B “Expert” section for Marcel Hawiger with the hours and rate requested by TURN in the amendment filed 4/24/2025.

	[6] Kevin Woodruff 2017 – 2020 Hourly Rates
	TURN identified Kevin Woodruff as an outside consultant. 

Pursuant to Commission policy, the rate requested by an intervenor must not
exceed the rate billed to that intervenor by any outside consultant it hires, even if the consultant’s billed rate is below the floor for a given experience level. Per the IComp Program Guide at 24, the Commission may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§ 1804(d)). 
TURN has provided invoices and review of the supplement filed on 4/9/2025 reflected a consultant fee of $260.00 for 2017-2018 and $270.00 for 2019-2020. We find the charged fees of $260.00 and $270.00 reasonable and adopt them here.

	[7] Roger Schiffman 2020 - 2022 Hourly Rates
	TURN identified Roger Schiffman as an outside consultant. 

Pursuant to Commission policy, the rate requested by an intervenor must not
exceed the rate billed to that intervenor by any outside consultant it hires, even if the consultant’s billed rate is below the floor for a given experience level. Per the IComp Program Guide at 24, the Commission may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§ 1804(d)). 

TURN has provided invoices and review of the supplement filed on 4/9/2025 reflected a consultant fee of $275.00 for 2020 - 2022. We find the charged fees of $260.00 and $270.00 reasonable and adopt them here.

	[8] Michel Florio 2020 – 2021 Hourly Rates
	TURN identified Michel Florio as an outside consultant. 

Pursuant to Commission policy, the rate requested by an intervenor must not
exceed the rate billed to that intervenor by any outside consultant it hires, even if the consultant’s billed rate is below the floor for a given experience level. Per the IComp Program Guide at 24, the Commission may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§ 1804(d)). 

TURN has provided invoices and review of the supplement filed on 4/9/2025 reflected 2020 and 2021 consultant fees of $610.00 and $695.00. We find the charged fees of $610.00 and $695.00 reasonable and adopt them here.

	[9] Marcel Hawiger 2025 Houry Rate
	TURN requested a 2024 hourly rate of $790.00 for Marcel Hawiger. We note that from 5/1/2023 to 12/31/2024, Marcel Hawiger served as an outside consultant for TURN, returning to TURN as a Staff Attorney in January 2025.

D.23-10-017 verified a 2023 hourly rate of $735.00 for Marcel Hawiger as a Legal – Attorney – V. 

Based on our calculation methodology, using the approved 2023 hourly rate of $735.00, the 2024 and 2025 escalations of 4.07% and 3.46%, and rounding to the nearest allowable $5 increment:

2023: $735.00
2025: $735.00 x 1.0407 x 1.0346 = $790.00

We find the 2025 hourly rate of $790.00 reasonable and adopt it here. Intervenor Compensation claim preparation is rated at ½ preparer’s normal rate, bringing the 2025 claim preparation rate to $395.00.

	[10] Reduction of Camille Stough 2021 Hours for Vagueness
	Review of the submitted timesheets found the following entries to be vague:

5/6/2021 - Confer re ex parte meeting with Commissioner staff (0.25)
5/7/2021 - Confer re ex parte meeting with Commissioner staff (0.25)

We find the above entries to be vague and reduce Camille Stough’s 2021 hours by 0.50.

	[11] Reduction of Marcel Hawiger 2018 and 2021 Hours for Vagueness
	Review of the submitted timesheets found the following entries to be vague:

11/8/2018 - Read Randolph letter to Naijm (0.25)

We remind TURN, per the Intervenor Compensation Program Guide at p.24, Intervenor’s records should identify specific issues for which it seeks compensation. We find the description vague and reduce the associated 2018 0.25 hours accordingly.

	[12] Reduction of Intervenor Compensation Claim Preparation Hours for Vagueness and Excessiveness
	Review of the submitted timesheets found three entries totaling 7.25 hours associated with claim preparation to be excessive and/or vague:

2/5/2025 - Comp request - hourly rates justification for Roger Schiffman (1.25)
2/5/2025 - Comp request - review various hours; start justification of hours (0.75)

We find the 2.0 hours above to be excessive and reduce them here. Additionally, we find the entry vague and excessive:

2/20/2025 - “Write comp claim - various sections” (5.25)
We therefore reduce the 5.25 hours associated with the task. As noted above, the full reduction of 2025 claim preparation hours for Marcel Hawiger to 7.25 hours, bringing the awarded total to 15.75 hours.

	Misallocation of NOI Claim Preparation in Timesheets
	Review of the submitted timesheets found 0.50 hours on 5/17/2017 for “Write NOI,” however, this time was not allocated to claim preparation and instead reflected in the 2017 requested hours for Marcel Hawiger. We found the requested totals in Part III.B to be reflective of the correct hour totals, correctly allocating the time to Claim Preparation, and the misallocation occurred in the timesheets only. We remind TURN to ensure records are accurate to avoid future disallowances.


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))?
	Yes



FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Utility Reform Network has made a substantial contribution to Decision (D.) 20-11-044, D.21-11-008, D.23-08-050 and D.24-12-076.
2. The requested hourly rates for The Utility Reform Network’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 $161,846.25.
CONCLUSION OF LAW
1. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.
ORDER
1. [bookmark: _Hlk192862358]The Utility Reform Network is awarded $161,846.25.
2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Southern California Gas Company shall pay The Utility Reform Network the total award. 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 May 7, 2025, the 75th day after the filing of The Utility Reform Network’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 June 26, 2025, at Sacramento, California.

ALICE REYNOLDS
                    President
DARCIE L. HOUCK
JOHN REYNOLDS
KAREN DOUGLAS
            Commissioners

Commissioner Matthew Baker recused himself from this agenda item and was not part of the quorum in its consideration.
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APPENDIX
Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	D2506063
	Modifies Decision? 
	No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D2011044, D2111008, D2308050, D2412076

	Proceeding(s):
	I1702002

	Author:
	ALJ Zhang

	Payer(s):
	Southern California Gas Company


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

	The Utility Reform Network
	February 21, 2025
	$161,191.2512
	$161,846.25
	N/A
	See Part III.D CPUC Comments, Disallowances and Adjustments


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

	Camille
	Stough
	Attorney
	275
	2020
	$275.00 

	Camille
	Stough
	Attorney
	370
	2021
	$370.00 

	Camille
	Stough
	Attorney
	380
	2022
	$380.00 

	Hayley
	Goodson
	Attorney
	550
	2021
	$550.00 

	Hayley
	Goodson
	Attorney
	625
	2023
	$625.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	425
	2017
	$425.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	435
	2018
	$435.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	445
	2019
	$445.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	455
	2020
	$455.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	650
	2021
	$650.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	670
	2022
	$670.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	735
	2023
	$735.00 

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Consultant[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Per a supplemental filing on 4/24/2025, Marcel Hawiger served as an outside consultant for TURN between 5/1/2023 and 12/31/2024 with a billed rate of $240.00. See footnote 1 and Comment 5 in Part III.D for more details.] 

	$240
	2023
	$240.00

	Thomas
	Long
	Attorney
	630
	2020
	$630.00 

	Kevin
	Woodruff
	Expert
	$260
	2017
	$260.00

	Kevin
	Woodruff
	Expert
	$265
	2018
	$260.00

	Kevin
	Woodruff
	Expert
	$270
	2019
	$270.00

	Kevin
	Woodruff
	Expert
	$270
	2020
	$270.00

	Roger
	Schiffman
	Expert
	$275
	2020
	$275.00

	Roger
	Schiffman
	Expert
	$275
	2021
	$275.00

	Roger
	Schiffman
	Expert
	$275
	2022
	$275.00

	Michel
	Florio
	Expert
	$615
	2020
	$610.00

	Michel 
	Florio
	Expert
	$695
	2021
	$695.00

	Marcel
	Hawiger
	Attorney
	$790
	2025
	$790.00





(END OF APPENDIX)

