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1. I, Eric E. Englert, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the following are true and correct:

2. I am the Manager, Regulatory Initiatives & Tariffs for Puget Sound Energy, Inc. ("PSE" or the "Company").  My responsibilities include the management and direction of the preparation of tariff and other regulatory filings and the research and development of regulatory policy and strategy on tariff and other regulatory initiatives.  In that role, I have taken an active part in monitoring the development of the conservation potential and biennial conservation targets as they were developed within the public processes and meetings over the course of the past several calendar years.  I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Declaration and, as to matters that call for an opinion, state such opinion on information and belief based on my experience in the industry and with the Company.

3. This Declaration provides a brief chronology of the extensive public participation that took place over a two-year period during the development of PSE's ten-year conservation potential and biennial conservation target.  It then describes the events leading up to the finalization of PSE's conservation metrics based on the Conservation Council's Fifth Power Plan.

4. Since April 2008, PSE has been involved in extensive public discussions regarding the development of PSE's conservation metrics.  The discussions have taken various forms, including:  public meetings, public Integrated Resource Plan Advisory Group ("IRPAG") meetings, Conservation Resource Advisory Group ("CRAG") meetings, Commission Open Meetings, Commission-hosted public meetings, meetings with Commission Staff, and e-mail correspondence with public interest groups.

5. Discussion regarding the potential methodology for developing the conservation potential began at the April 3, 2008 IRPAG meeting.  The methodology was further discussed at subsequent IRPAG meetings on November 20, 2008, January 22, 2009, April 23, 2009, and June 25, 2009.  Also on June 25, 2009, PSE convened a CRAG meeting, where the development of conservation targets was discussed.

6. On August 28, 2009 the comment period ended for PSE's 2009 Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP").  PSE presented its 2009 IRP to the Commissioners at an Open Meeting on September 10, 2009.  

7. On September 3, 2009 PSE participated in a public meeting hosted by the Commission.  In that meeting, the Conservation Council presented over 70 slides describing its methodology, major assumptions, and its target-setting process.  Slide number 39 within the Conservation Council’s 78-slide presentation describes how utilities can develop their target; the Conservation Council specifically recommends that: “Utilities can just use the utility target calculator.”  Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the Conservation Council's slide presentation.
8. Additional CRAG meetings were held on September 15 and October 14, 2009, during which the development of a conservation target range was discussed.  On November 2, PSE e-mailed draft descriptions, budgets, cost-effectiveness, and evaluation plans of PSE’s conservation programs for 2010–2011 to CRAG members.

9. On November 17, 2009 PSE personnel traveled to the WUTC's office to discuss conservation potentials with Commission Staff.  

10. On November 30, 2009 PSE filed its conservation programs for 2010–2011 with the Commission.
11. On December 15, 2009 PSE convened a public IRPAG meeting, at which time further development of the conservation potential and target range was presented.
12. In an email dated December 23, 2009 Commission Staff requested PSE and other utilities to submit to the WUTC Records Center their ten-year conservation potential prior to January 1, 2010—notwithstanding the January 31, 2010 reporting deadline.  PSE notified Staff that the Commission's rules did not require such a submittal.  Ultimately, PSE sent an e-mail to the IRPAG and CRAG public interest groups on December 31 identifying PSE's ten-year conservation potential based on the 2009 IRP and based on the Conservation Counsel's Fifth Power Plan.  Commission Staff filed the e-mail from PSE.
13. On January 25, 2010 PSE notified interested public parties via e-mail about further refinements to its identification of a biennial target and ten-year conservation potential.
14. On January 27, 2010 PSE convened a meeting to review the finalization of its conservation potential and biennial target.  Members of the public and stakeholders participated in this meeting, including representatives from the Conservation Council, Northwest Energy Coalition ("NWEC"), Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance ("NEEA"), Northwest Energy Efficiency Council ("NEEC"), Industrial Customers of Northwest Utilities ("ICNU"), The Energy Project, and PacifiCorp.

15. Finally, on January 29, 2010 PSE filed its Report Identifying PSE's Ten-Year Achievable Conservation Potential and Biennial Conservation Target Pursuant to WAC 480-109-010(3) ("Report").  The Report provides a table documenting the numerous public meetings and communications addressing PSE's conservation potential and biennial target.
16. On February 10, 2010 the Conservation Council adopted the Sixth Power Plan as its current power plan.  Prior to February 10, 2010, the Fifth Power Plan was its current power plan.

17. The Company’s decision to use the Conservation Council's Fifth Power Plan as the basis for its ten-year achievable conservation potential was driven by four sets of drivers, which have come into sharp focus since December 2009: 
· Uncertainty about approval of the Company’s 2010–2011 projected level of conservation program expenditures.
· Uncertainty about customer tolerance for upward pressure on rates due to higher conservation program expenditures.

· Uncertainty about the Company’s ability to recover lost margins from conservation.

· Uncertainty about the treatment of penalties for failing to achieve the conservation targets.
18. The Company’s 2010–2011 conservation program tariffs were presented, along with a preliminary budget, to the Commission for approval at an open meeting on December 23, 2009.  Some parties had raised questions about the magnitude and feasibility of the Company’s proposal during the comment period on the Company’s filing.  These questions resulted in the opening of a Commission Staff investigation into the Company’s proposed conservation expenditures for 2010–2011.  This investigation was not concluded until March 25, nearly one-quarter-year into calendar year 2010.

19. The IRP does not address issues with respect to tolerance for rate impacts from conservation expenditures and regulatory issues such as lost margins.  The conservation potential reflected in the 2009 IRP was developed without regard to these uncertainties.
20. Therefore, the Company has determined that the most reasonable course of action for complying with Chapter 480-109 WAC and determining the minimum level for its ten-year conservation potential and biennial conservation target to is to use the Conservation Council’s Fifth Power Plan.
Executed this _____ day of _____________, 2010, at Bellevue, Washington.




Eric E. Englert
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