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Decision 25-12-038  December 18, 2025


BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with its 2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse GasForecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation.  (U39E.)

	Application 23-05-012
 (Filed May 15,2023)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Information added by the CPUC.] 



	
And Related Matter. 

	Application 23-07-012
 (Filed July 28,2023)[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Information added by the CPUC. ] 



DECISION GRANTING COMPENSATION TO
SMALL BUSINESS UTILITY ADVOCATES FOR
SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO DECISION 23-12-022
	Intervenor: 	Small Business Utility Advocates
	For contribution to Decision (D.) 23‑12‑022

	Claimed:  $88,243.75
	Awarded:  $85,206.25

	Assigned Commissioner: John Reynolds
	Assigned ALJ: Carolyn Sisto


PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES
	A.  Brief description of Decision: 
	D.23-12-022 adopts the 2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and related energy costs and the 2024 electric sales forecast to be used by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) to recover these costs. The decision also adopts PG&E’s forecast revenue requirements for greenhouse gas and climate-related costs. 


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:
	July 12, 2023
	Verified

	2.	Other specified date for NOI:
	
	

	3.	Date NOI filed:
	Aug. 11, 2023
	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):

	[bookmark: _Hlk200972248][bookmark: _Hlk200972363]5.	Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding   number:
	R.22-02-005
	A.22-02-005

	6.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	August 2, 2022
	Verified

	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:
	R.22-02-005
	A.22-02-005

	10.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	August 2, 2022
	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.23-12-022
	Verified

	14.	Date of issuance of Final Order or Decision:    
	Dec. 19, 2023
	Dec. 14, 2023

	15.	File date of compensation request:
	May 21, 2025
	May 22, 2025

	16.	Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes. See Part I.C. CPUC Discussion


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

	B.5-6, B.9-10 
	SBUA is relying on the ruling on its customer status and showing of significant financial hardship in R.22-02-005, et al. on August 2, 2022, within one year prior of A.23-05-012, et al. being instituted. See Pub. Util. Code §1804(b)(1). 
SBUA also received a ruling on its customer status and showing of significant financial hardship in A.23-10-001 on June 3, 2024.
	We note the correct proceeding is A.22-02-005, et al. 

	B.13-16
	This proceeding continues to remain open and SBUA’s intervenor compensation claim for work on interim decision D.22-12-022 is timely and eligible for consideration under Pub. Util. Code § 1804(c). See, e.g., D.24-03-031 (Mar. 7, 2024) at 3 (interim compensation claim timely); D.22-12-053 (Dec. 15, 2022) at 3 (same); D.21-07-027 (July 15, 2021) at 7-8 (Track 1 compensation claim remains timely for purposes of compliance with Pub. Util. Code § 1804(c) because there is no final decision yet in the case). 
SBUA evaluated and monitored Track 2 but ultimately decided not to participate. This claim represents SBUA’s sole request for compensation in this proceeding.
	We note the correct decision is D.23-12-022. Normally intervenor compensation claims are filed 60 days following the decision for which a substantial contribution is claimed, or at the latest, 60 days following the decision closing the proceeding. This claim was filed more than 60 days after D.23-12-022 was issued, the decision for which compensation was claimed, but prior to the proceeding being closed and thus we find the claim is timely filed under Pub. Util. Code §1804(c).


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

	Appropriateness of Sales Forecast and Methodology 

SBUA participated actively in A.23-05-012, providing detailed analysis and policy recommendations on the appropriateness of PG&E’s sales forecast methodology. SBUA’s expert, James Wilson, submitted detailed testimony (designated Exhibits SBUA-01 and SBUA-01C) based on research, analysis, and PG&E’s responses to SBUA’s data requests (entered into the record as Exhibits SBUA-02, SBUA-02C, and SBUA-03). SBUA’s expert challenged PG&E’s assumptions about electricity usage patterns for commercial customers; evaluated and identified lasting impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on electricity consumption patterns; and identified flaws in PG&E’s commercial sales model. SBUA argued that PG&E’s load forecast failed to fully reflect lasting changes in electric consumption catalyzed post-pandemic, particularly in the commercial sector. SBUA recommended that the Commission acknowledge these shifts and require improvements to PG&E’s forecasting methodology. 

To help address these concerns, SBUA proposed that PG&E be required to hold at least two workshops on the sales forecast methodology and to file a joint report after each, allowing for separate reports from stakeholders if disagreements arose.

The Commission specifically recognized the merit of SBUA’s position that more should be done to reasonably determine changes in customer consumption and determine the appropriate sales forecast methodology. D.23-12-022, moreover, adopts SBUA's recommendation for workshops on sales forecast methodology. The Commission did not require joint reports after the workshops as SBUA had suggested; however, the Commission directed that testimony in the 2025 ERRA Forecast accurately reflect the workshop discussions, thereby achieving SBUA’s objective of ensuring transparency and accountability for stakeholder inpu
t in the workshops. 

The Commission should find that SBUA’s efforts to participate on behalf of an underrepresented customer class, small businesses, are beneficial for the public interest and reflect a substantial contribution to this proceeding. SBUA’s engagement provided critical analysis of PG&E’s forecasting methods, and the final decision acknowledges the importance of improving forecasting methodologies for small commercial customers by ordering workshops that directly align with SBUA’s advocacy.
	Decision
The Commission specifically considers SBUA’s arguments and position that “PG&E has not made a genuine effort to fully reflect lasting changes in consumption as a result of lasting societal changes after the peak of the Covid crisis.” D.23-12-022 at 15. As a result, the Commission ordered PG&E to “conduct two or more workshops on or before March 31, 2024, regarding the sales forecast methodology to be used for PG&E's 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast application to examine how to reasonably determine and reflect continuing changes in customer consumption in its sales forecast.” Id. at 23, Ordering Paragraph 4.
See also D.23-12-022 at 21, Finding of Fact 3 (“It is likely that further workshops will further reduce the conflicts and disagreements regarding the most reliable and realistic forecast for the 2025 ERRA Forecast application.”); id. at 16 (“In comments on the proposed decision, we were asked to order workshop reports. We will leave it to the parties to fairly represent the workshops’ results in their respective testimonies in the 2025 ERRA Forecast.”).
Claimant Presentations
Opening Brief of Small Business Utility Advocates, Oct. 13, 2023, at 4-10 (PG&E’s sales forecast may overstate commercial sales and understate sales behind residential meters), 11-12 (the load forecast risks artificially increasing rates for small business customers); SBUA Comments on PG&E’s Fall Update, Nov. 1, 2023, at 3 (reiterating concerns that PG&E’s Fall Update does not take into account Mr. Wilson’s testimony and continues to fail to adequately reflect lasting impacts from the Covid pandemic in load forecasting); see also Motion of Small Business Utility Advocates Requesting Party Status, June 22, 2023, at 3 (SBUA is concerned about shifted load toward residential customers and away from small commercial customers, and ensuring this load shift, if it exists, does not disproportionately increase small business rates).
Exhibit SBUA-01 (Direct Testimony of James F. Wilson on behalf of Small Business Utility Advocates (public version), Sept. 6, 2023, at 8-25 (challenging PG&E assumptions about behavioral changes and commercial energy usage patterns; identifying flaws in forecasting and econometric models; and describing effects on cost causation); Exhibit SBUA-01C (confidential testimony); Exhibit SBUA-02, SBUA-02C, and SBUA-03 (collectively, PG&E Data Responses to SBUA); see also Joint Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U-39-E), California Community Choice Association, and Small Business Utility Advocates to Offer Exhibits into Evidence and Admit into the Record Under Rule 13.8(c), Oct. 9, 2023 (submitting SBUA exhibits into record).
Comments of Small Business Utility Advocates to Proposed Decision of Administrative Law Judge Douglas M. Long, Dec. 5, 2023, at 3 (arguing for transparency and a joint report to be filed after workshops); Reply Comments of Small Business Utility Advocates to Proposed Decision of Administrative Law Judge Douglas M. Long, Dec. 8, 2023, at 1-3 (supporting workshops and arguing against PG&E’s attempt to modify those workshops).
	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? 
	No.
	Verified

	c.	If so, provide name of other parties: 
	

	d.	Intervenor’s claim of non-duplication: 

SBUA focused narrowly on load forecasting issues of particular relevance to small commercial customers. As a result, SBUA avoided undue duplication with other parties by focusing its efforts on this area.
	Noted


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

	a. Intervenor’s claim of cost reasonableness: 
SBUA seeks compensation for actively participating in this proceeding by filing a motion for party status, analyzing the Application and testimony, attending the prehearing conference, engaging in discovery, submitting testimony into the record, commenting on PG&E’s Fall Update, filing opening and reply briefs, and filing opening and reply comments on the proposed decision. SBUA also engaged substantively by participating in the March 1, 2023 Sales Forecast Workshop mandated by D.22-12-044 (PG&E 2023 ERRA).
SBUA’s claimed costs reflect the time and resources reasonably expended to represent small business customers and to participate meaningfully in this docket on load forecasting issues. This Application has significant implications for small business ratepayers, as overstated commercial sales or understated residential usage in PG&E’s forecast would distort cost causation and result in higher rates for small commercial customers.
SBUA’s participation strengthened the record, promoted more accurate forecasting, and reduced the risk of unfair rate allocation. In direct response to SBUA’s advocacy, the Commission acknowledged the ongoing need to refine PG&E’s forecasting data, assumptions, and methods, and ordered workshops to evaluate and improve PG&E’s methodology. Although the monetary benefits are not readily quantifiable, SBUA’s advocacy for more accurate load forecasting should ultimately lead to fairer cost allocation and rates for small commercial customers.
For these reasons, the Commission should find that SBUA’s efforts on behalf of small businesses served the public interest and constituted a substantial contribution.
	Noted

	b. Reasonableness of hours claimed: 
SBUA relied on a team of two attorneys and one expert, concentrating its efforts on a single, critical issue, that was not adequately addressed by other parties. Approximately 154.7 hours were devoted to this proceeding, excluding time spent on the compensation request. This is a reasonable level of effort given the complexity of load forecasting, the technical analysis required, and the need for discovery and legal advocacy. SBUA submits that all of the hours claimed were reasonably and efficiently expended and should be fully compensated.
[bookmark: _Hlk204700692]SBUA was represented by mid-level attorney Michael Raykher, who led day-to-day participation, including attending the pre-hearing conference, coordinating discovery, and drafting of briefs and comments. General Counsel James Birkelund oversaw litigation strategy, team coordination, and developing SBUA litigation positions. Both attorneys served on a contingency basis through E&E Law Corp. (E&E Law) at prevailing market rates. See Attachment 5 (Attorney-Client agreement, filed under seal). The Commission has previously approved this outside counsel arrangement. See, e.g., D.25-05-021; D.25-03-021; D.25-03-029; D.25-04-012; and D.25-02-025. 
SBUA’s technical analysis was led by James F. Wilson of Wilson Energy Economics, a nationally recognized expert with over 35 years of experience in utility forecasting and ratemaking. Mr. Wilson identified shortcomings in PG&E’s approach, drafted testimony, and helped shape SBUA’s advocacy. His work was performed on a deferral basis, and his invoices are attached as Attachment 3.
	Noted

	c. Allocation of hours by issue: 

SBUA focused its efforts on Scoping Issue 2 (PG&E’s proposed forecasted electric sales for 2024). This issue was central to SBUA’s advocacy to ensure accurate and equitable load forecasting for small commercial customers. Except for “General Participation,” all activities below relate directly to Scoping Issue 2 and PG&E’s sales forecast methodology. Although not necessarily required, SBUA also provides the following more detailed issue codes to provide greater transparency on how time was spent:

1. Sales Forecast and Methodology (113.85 hours; 73.6%)
2. Discovery, Data Analysis (21.95 hours; 14.2%)
3. Workshop Efforts (4.25 hours; 2.67%)
4. Settlement Activities, Conferences, and Hearings (8.2 hours; 5.3%)
5. General Participation (6.45 hours; 4.2%)
	We note the total hours add up to 99.97% not 100%.


B. Specific Claim:*
	CLAIMED
	CPUC AWARD

	ATTORNEY, EXPERT, AND ADVOCATE FEES

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

	Michael Raykher
	2023
	77.7
	$500
	Res. ALJ-393; see Comment #1 below.
	$38,850.00
	77.40
[4]
	$500.00
[1]
	$38,700.00


	James Wilson
	2023
	33.0
	$330
	D.23-11-118 approving rate of $300 for 2022, escalated by 4.46% for 2023, plus a 5% step up per Res. ALJ-393.
	$10,890.00

	33.00
	$330.00
[2]
	$10,890.00

	James Birkelund
	2023
	44.0
	$770
	D.24-10-025
	$33,880.00
	40.25
[5]
	$770.00
[3]
	$30,992.50

	Subtotal: $83,620.00
	Subtotal: $80,582.50

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

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

	James Birkelund
	2023
	1.5
	$385
	50% of 2023 rate.
	$577.50
	1.50

	$385.00
[3]
	$577.50

	James Birkelund
	2025
	9.75
	$415
	50% of 2025 rate: $830/hour (based on $800/hour for 2024 approved in D.24-10-025, escalated by 3.46%).
	$4,046.25
	9.75
	$415.00
[3]
	$4,046.25

	Subtotal: $4,623.75
	Subtotal: $4,623.75

	TOTAL REQUEST: $88,243.75
	TOTAL AWARD: $85,206.25

	  *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: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

	James M. Birkelund
	March 2000
	206328
	No

	Michael Raykher
	New York State Bar (Mar. 2013); Maryland State Bar (June 2013)
	282230[footnoteRef:5] [5:  We note SBUA listed the incorrect Member Number for Michael Raykher. The Member Number listed is for Ariel S. Strauss. Michael Raykher’s member number with the New York State BAR is 5130653 and listed as Mikhail Raykher.] 

	No


C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part III[footnoteRef:6]: [6:  Attachments not included in the final decision.] 

	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	Comment 1
	2023 Hourly Rate for Attorney Michael Raykher

Resolution ALJ-393 establishes that an attorney with Mr. Raykher’s experience (10-15 years) qualifies as a Level IV attorney, with corresponding 2021 hourly rates ranging from $381.81 (low) to $497.15 (median) to $619.29 (high). Mr. Raykher, who graduated from law school in 2012 and possessed approximately 11 years of legal experience in 2023, has significant utility regulatory expertise. His professional background includes service as Assistant People’s Counsel for Maryland (equivalent to California Public Advocates Office), where he advocated before both the Maryland Public Service Commission and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. He brings extensive regulatory litigation experience in energy, utilities, and consumer protection law, having represented clients before various state and federal agencies and managed complex regulatory matters including rate cases and energy efficiency programs. A summary of Mr. Raykher’s qualifications is provided as Attachment 4.

Mr. Raykher was admitted to the New York and Maryland Bars in 2013. In accordance with Resolution ALJ-393, the Commission has determined that the Labor Role for attorneys includes those licensed in any U.S. jurisdiction. Res. ALJ-393 at 6. SBUA seeks an hourly rate of $500 for Mr. Raykher’s 2023 work as outside counsel with E&E Law, which is below the inflation-adjusted 2023 median for a Level IV attorney when adjusted using CPUC escalation factors of 3.31% (2022) and 4.46% (2023), and equates to approximately $463 in 2021 dollars. Given Mr. Raykher’s experience in regulatory advocacy and public utility law, SBUA submits that this rate is reasonable and consistent with CPUC precedent.

	Attachment 1
	Certificate of Service (see attachment under separate cover)

	Attachment 2
	[bookmark: _Hlk42264180]Time Sheet Records with Allocation of Hours by Issue 

	Attachment 3
	Invoices for expert James Wilson

	Attachment 4
	Professional background for attorney Michael Raykher

	Attachment 5
	Attorney-Client Agreement with E&E Law


D. CPUC Comments, Disallowances, and Adjustments
	Item
	Reason

	[1] Michael Raykher 2023 Hourly Rate (Consultant)
	[bookmark: _Ref211344169][bookmark: _Ref205385889]SBUA has confirmed that Michael Raykher is a 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[footnoteRef:7]. 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)).  [7:  D.07-01-009, D.08-04-010, and ALJ Resolution ALJ 235.] 


SBUA has confirmed that per the terms of their contract, Raykher, has been hired on a contingency rate basis, meaning that Raykher has agreed to defer its consulting fee contingent upon receipt of this Intervenor Compensation award. Given this contingency, we utilize the reasonable rates established by Resolution ALJ-393 based on Raykher’s experience as a Level IV attorney. Given that the 2023 rate range for a Level IV attorney is $421.18 to $658.66 we find the requested 2023 hourly rate of $500 to be reasonable and we adopt it here.

The award determined herein for Raykher’s contribution in this proceeding shall be paid in full to Raykher, and no portion of this part of the award shall be kept by SBUA. Additionally, the rates approved here are specific to work in this proceeding and the contract terms between the consultant and intervenor, as they are established in accordance with the Commission’s policy on consultant compensation, and the understanding that the consultant has not billed or collected compensation for the work performed until the final award is given. 

We reiterate that it is the responsibility of the intervenor to be forthcoming about engaging consultants and the terms of the contract, to adhere to the Commission’s policy on compensation for consultant fees, and to provide the appropriate documentation with the initial claim to ensure efficient processing and thus avoid the need for the Commission to request supplemental documentation. In this instance, SBUA did not provide all the documentation pertaining to the contract terms between Intervenor and Consultant in the initial claim and waited until the Commission requested supplemental documentation which delays the processing of the claim. 

	[2] James Wilson 2023 Hourly Rate (Consultant)

	SBUA has confirmed that James Wilson is a 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.6 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)).

SBUA has confirmed that it paid James Wilson $330 per hour for work in this proceeding. We find this rate reasonable given Wilson’s experience and approve this rate here. 

The award determined herein for James Wilson’s contribution in this proceeding shall be paid in full to Wilson, and no portion of this part of the award shall be kept by SBUA. Additionally, the rates approved here are specific to work in this proceeding and the contract terms between the consultant and intervenor, as they are established in accordance with the Commission’s policy on consultant compensation.

	[3] James Birkelund 2023 & 2025 Hourly Rates (Consultant)
	SBUA has confirmed that James Birkelund is a 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.6 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)).

SBUA has confirmed that per the terms of their contract, James Birkelund has been hired on a contingency rate basis, meaning that Birkelund has agreed to defer its consulting fee contingent upon receipt of this Intervenor Compensation award. Given this contingency, we utilize the reasonable rates established by Resolution ALJ-393 based on Birkelund’s experience as a Legal-Legal Director-IV.

2023 Hourly Rate for James Birkelund
Given that the 2023 rate range for Legal-Legal Director-IV is $518.55 to $832.67, we find the requested 2023 hourly rate of $770 to be reasonable and we adopt it here.

2025 Hourly Rate for James Birkelund
Given that the 2025 rate range for Legal-Legal Director-IV is $570.12 to $884.24, we find the requested 2025 hourly rate of $830 to be reasonable and adopt it here.

The award determined herein for James Birkelund’s contribution in this proceeding shall be paid in full to Birkelund, and no portion of this part of the award shall be kept by SBUA. Additionally, the rates approved here are specific to work in this proceeding and the contract terms between the consultant and intervenor, as they are established in accordance with the Commission’s policy on consultant compensation, and the understanding that the consultant has not billed or collected compensation for the work performed until the final award is given.

Intervenor Compensation Claim Preparation is rated at ½ preparer’s normal rate, bringing the 2025 intervenor compensation claim preparation rate for Birkelund to $415. 

	[4] Michael Raykher 2023 Disallowance
	Vagueness (0.30 hour)
Rule 17.4 (b)(2) requires that each entry clearly identify the specific task performed. The entry listed below lacks the necessary detail to determine the relevance or value to the proceeding and does not comply with program requirements. Accordingly, we reduce 0.30 hours of time associated with the following entry: 

· 10/2/23 “Review and respond to emails from parties about the settlement call”

Intervenors bear the burden of proof to show that all claimed hours were spent efficiently and made a substantial contribution, as required under program guidelines.

	[5] James Birkelund 2023 Disallowances

	Administrative/Clerical (2.00 hours)
The Commission does not compensate attorneys for time spent on clerical or administrative tasks, as such work is considered subsumed within professional fees. Administrative tasks typically include scheduling, communications with Commission’s Docket Office regarding filing procedures, overseeing administrative staff, photocopying, scanning and other similar clerical activities (See D.11-07-024 at p18, D.98-11-049, D.08-09-034, and the CPUC Intervenor Compensation Program Guide at 12 and 22). Accordingly, we reduce 2.00 hours of time associated with the following entries:

· 2/15/23 “Confer with PG&E re coordinate presentation materials and agenda”
· 2/24/23 “Confer with PG&E re WS
· 8/19/23 “Rev PG&E’s request for ext re App. A responses”
· 9/15/23 “Rev ACR consolidating related proceedings”
· 9/27/23 “Crrspnd with parties re Oct 2 Meet & Confer”
· 9/28/23 “Rev PG&E agenda for Oct 2 meet and confer”
· 10/5/23 “Rev ALJ email to parties to meet and confer

Did Not Contribute to the Decision-Making Process (1.75 hours)
Birkelund’s timesheet entries listed tasks that were completed after 12-08-2023, which was the date of issuance for Proposed Decision Reply Comments. These tasks could not have contributed to the decision-making process. Accordingly, we reduce 1.75 hours of time associated with the following entries:

· 12/13/23 “Strategy emails with staff re revised PD and WS”
· 12/13/23 “Rev PG&E reply cmmts on PD”
· 12/13/23 “Rev revisions to PD”

	[6] Intervenor Responsibility for Transparency and Accuracy in Compensation Requests
	The Commission takes this opportunity to remind all intervenors that they bear the burden of providing accurate, complete, and honest information in all compensation requests. The Commission relies on intervenors' good faith representations, particularly regarding consultant agreements and payments, as it does not have the resources to review every contract or non-standard arrangement in detail.

Intervenor compensation is funded by ratepayers, and the Commission takes seriously any effort to mislead or obscure the financial basis for a claim. Although no violation of Rule 1.1 has been found in this instance, we remind intervenors that under Rule 1.1, intent to deceive is not required for a violation, misstatements may still be actionable. Dishonest or misleading claims not only risk denial of compensation but may also subject the intervenor to penalties.

The Commission has clear authority to audit intervenors' books and records to verify the basis for any award. Intervenors must therefore ensure full transparency regarding actual time spent on issues, consultant fees, payment arrangements, and the actual disbursement of funds. Failure to meet this obligation undermines the integrity of the compensation process and may lead to denial of claims or further enforcement action.



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. Small Business Utility Advocates has made a substantial contribution to D.23-12-022.
2. The requested hourly rates for Small Business Utility Advocates’ representatives are comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable training and experience and offering similar services, and/or reflect the actual rates billed to, and paid by the intervenor, for consultant services rendered.
3. The claimed costs and expenses, as adjusted herein, are reasonable and commensurate with the work performed. 
4. The total of reasonable compensation is $85,206.25.
CONCLUSION OF LAW
1. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.
ORDER
1. Small Business Utility Advocates is awarded $85,206.25.
2. Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall pay Small Business Utility Advocates 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 August 5, 2025, the 75th day after the filing of Small Business Utility Advocates’ request, and continuing until full payment is made.
3. The comment period for today’s decision is waived.
This decision is effective today.
Dated December 18, 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:
	D2512038
	Modifies Decision? 
	No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D2312022

	Proceeding(s):
	A.23-05-012, et al.

	Author:
	Carolyn Sisto

	Payer(s):
	Pacific Gas and Electric Company


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

	SMALL BUSINESS UTILITY ADVOCATES
	May 22, 2025
	$88,243.75
	$85,206.25
	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

	Michael
	Raykher
	Attorney
	$500
	2023
	$500.00[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Michael Raykher served SBUA as a consultant in 2023.] 


	James 
	Wilson
	Expert
	$330
	2023
	 $330.00[footnoteRef:9] [9:  James Wilson served SBUA as a consultant in 2023.] 


	James 
	Birkelund
	General Counsel
	$770
	2023
	[bookmark: _Ref205211243]$770.00[footnoteRef:10] [10:  James Birkelund served SBUA as a consultant in 2023 & 2025.] 


	James 
	Birkelund
	General Counsel
	$830
	2025
	$830.0017




(END OF APPENDIX)

