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DECLARATION OF DEBORAH REYNOLDS 


1 I, DEBORAH REYNOLDS, declare as follows:
2 I am a Regulatory Analyst in the Regulatory Services Division of the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (“Commission”).  I have held that position since 1999.  I am primarily responsible for reviewing, analyzing, and evaluating conservation programs, conservation resource planning, decoupling, reliability, service quality, low-income issues, and other analyses of general rate case and tariff filings involving electric and natural gas utilities regulated by the Commission.

3 I have a 1994 Bachelor of Science degree in General Studies emphasizing ecology and statistics and a 2002 Master of Regional Planning degree, both from Washington State University.  Since securing those degrees, I have pursued additional training in utility regulation.  I have attended seminars, conferences, and workshops. 
4 During 2009, I participated in meetings of the Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council (“Conservation Council”) Conservation Resources Advisory Committee (CRAC).  As I understand it, the purpose of the CRAC was to assist the Conservation Council in determining the cost-effectiveness of conservation resources, identifying barriers to conservation, and other subjects related to conservation for the Sixth Northwest Power Plan.  Tom Eckman and Charles Grist, employees of the Conservation Council, chaired the CRAC and convened the meetings.

5 On June 19, 2009, I attended a meeting of the CRAC in Portland, Oregon.  I remember that Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”) had representatives at the meeting.  According to an attendance list that I obtained from Conservation Council staff, Gurvinder Singh and Bill Hopkins of PSE were at the meeting.  During the June 19 meeting, Conservation Council staff distributed a draft of a section they proposed to include at the end of “Chapter 4: Conservation Supply Assumptions” in the Sixth Northwest Power Plan.  The draft included two pages of text with the heading “Implications for the State of Washington’s I‑937 requirements  [NEW]” (Exhibit A).  Conservation Council staff asked for comments on the draft.  They also posted the draft on the Conservation Council web site.  It is still there at http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/crac/meetings/2009/06/I937%20Implications%20June%202009%20CRAC.doc .
6 On June 23, 2009, I forwarded to Tom Eckman and Charles Grist some comments from UTC Staff on the draft that had been distributed on June 19.  I do not know whether Puget Sound Energy commented on the draft.

7 On July 2, 2009, I participated by telephone in a CRAC meeting.  According to an attendance list that I obtained from Conservation Council staff, Bob Stolarski also participated in the meeting.  I am aware that Mr. Stolarski is an employee of Puget Sound Energy.  My e-mails show that Cal Shirley of PSE was also among those who were invited.  Conservation Council staff distributed a revised version of the “Implications for the State of Washington’s I‑937 requirements [NEW]” draft language and posted the draft on the Council’s Web site.  It is still there at http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/crac/meetings/2009/07/I937_070109drft.doc.  This draft language was edited by me and represents a good summary of my understanding of the requirements of Initiative 937.
8 On September 3, 2009, UTC Staff, including me, convened a public workshop in Olympia on the Conservation Council’s conservation potential assessment methodology.  Eric Englert, Tom DeBoer, and Bill Hopkins of PSE attended the workshop.  Tom Eckman delivered a PowerPoint presentation.  Exhibit A to the Declaration of Eric E. Englert, which Puget Sound Energy has filed in this matter, appears to be a copy of Mr. Eckman’s slides.  As the slides demonstrate, the Conservation Council’s conservation potential assessment methodology is a multi-step process that includes a resource potential assessment and an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) analysis.  Slides 9 through 33 describe the resource potential assessment, which considers a range of possible conservation measures and evaluates each.  Slides 35 through 38 describe the IRP analysis.  Slide 39 says “Utilities Can Just Use the Utility Target Calculator,” with a link to the Fifth Power Plan Conservation Target Calculator, an interactive spreadsheet on the Conservation Council’s web site.  Mr. Eckman cautioned that none of the utilities in the room would be well-served by relying on the Target Calculator alone, but that it could be useful for consumer-owned utilities that did not have an IRP.
9 On September 8, 2009, Tom Eckman forwarded to those who had attended the September 3 workshop and other interested persons an interactive Excel spreadsheet with the file name UtilityTargetCalc_v1_9_6thPlan.xls.  Persons on the “To” and “Cc” lines included Tom DeBoer, William Hopkins, Gurvinder Singh, Phillip Popoff, and Grant Ringel, all of Puget Sound Energy.  A copy of the e-mail is attached as Exhibit B. 
10 On December 23, 2009, I sent to Andrew Hemstreet of Puget Sound Energy an e-mail reminding PSE that the January 1, 2010 Initiative 937 deadline for projecting the utility’s 10-year cumulative conservation potential was approaching.  I recommended an e-mail by December 31, 2009 to the conservation advisory board, copied to the UTC Records Center.  I sent a copy of the e-mail to other PSE employees, including Eric Englert.  At 10:26 a.m. on December 31, in response to an e-mail from Mr. Englert, I again offered the use of the UTC Records Center docketing system as a tool if PSE desired to use it to establish that its ten-year projection was complete by the January 1 deadline.  I emphasized that I had not suggested that a December 31 filing with the UTC was “required.”  A copy of the e-mail string is attached as Exhibit C.

11 At 2:00 p.m. on December 31, 2009, Andrew Hemstreet of Puget Sound Energy sent to me and others an e-mail with the subject “PSE’s IRP Advisory Group Meeting – Dec 15, WAC 480-109 Compliance,” and an attachment with the file name WAC 480-109 Potential Target FINAL 12-30-09.pdf.  I opened Docket UE‑091986 and filed the e-mail and its attachment in that docket.  Copies of Mr. Hemstreet’s e-mail and its attachment are attached as Appendix G to the Declaration of Stefanie Johnson filed with Public Counsel’s Motion for Summary Determination in this matter.
12 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the foregoing is true and correct:
Executed on this __________ day of April, 2010, at Olympia, Washington.

______________________________________

DEBORAH REYNOLDS

EXHIBITS TO THE DECLARATION OF DEBORAH REYNOLDS
Exhibit A

Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council draft document entitled [at the end of “Chapter 4: Conservation Supply Assumptions (6/1/09)”], version distributed at June 19, 2009 meeting of the Conservation Resources Advisory Committee.
Exhibit B
E-mail from Tom Eckman to Deborah Reynolds et al. dated September 8, 2009, with the subject “RE: Conservation Potential Methodology Meeting.”
Exhibit C
E-mail string dated December 2009 with the subject “I-937 Deadline Approaches.”
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