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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In July 2018, the City Council directed the City Light Review Panel and the City Light General Manager to jointly undertake a rate design study. Following delivery of an initial report in January 2019, this final report sets forth our rate design priorities at a policy level, and our preferred rate design tools to accomplish those priorities. 
The work plan we pursued in completing this report was presented to the City Council in August 2018. In addition to information about City Light’s current rates and operations, we utilized three core sets of data: stakeholder input; residential customer focus groups; and a consultant report commissioned for this project presenting comparative rate designs of 15 other electric utilities, both public and private.
We approached this work by identifying the policy goals, or “ends” we seek to achieve through rate design, and then correlating those goals with a series of potential rate design mechanisms, or “means.”  The eight goals we identified are:

	Goal (“End”)
	Definition

	Transparency
	Rates should be structured so that customers can easily understand what services they are paying for.

	Revenue 
Sufficiency
	Rates should be designed to collect the approved revenue requirement with a reasonable degree of certainty.

	Cost-Based
	Rates should reflect the Utility’s cost of service, and each charge included on a customer bill should be designed to signal to customers the actual cost of providing the relevant service.

	Stable & 
Predictable
	To aid customers in managing the financial impacts of their electricity bills, rate changes should be deliberate and gradual.

	Efficiency
	To conserve finite natural resources and minimize overall system costs, rates should be structured to encourage efficient use of power. This applies to electricity produced and purchased, as well as the wires and associated equipment needed for energy delivery.

	  Decarbonization

	Rate design should reflect the goals of Seattle’s Climate Action Plan, including promoting the use of clean power, incentivizing transportation electrification, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

	Affordability
	Rates should be designed to make electric service accessible for all customers; therefore, rates may be discounted for qualified low-income residential customers.

	Customer 
Choice
	Rate and billing options should reflect the diversity of our customers’ energy needs and interests, so that customers may feel empowered to actively manage their energy consumption.



These goals can be mutually reinforcing or in conflict, depending on the issue, and we believe all should be considered in evaluating any rate design proposal. 
We identify revenue sufficiency and decarbonization as the top priorities in the near-term. In order to ensure that City Light remain stable and solvent in the face of rate increases annually in excess of inflation, declining retail sales, lower wholesale power revenues, and a heavy capital debt burden, we must look for new markets for our electricity. Our carbon neutral power supply creates a unique opportunity for City Light to support widespread decarbonization of transportation while simultaneously achieving goals of revenue sufficiency—and affordability. 
We are proposing that City Light proceed on multiple fronts. A multi-pronged approach has greater capacity to provide greater results and balance competing goals. We recommend pursuing eight near-term rate design strategies: 
1. Redesign bills for greater transparency—a top priority of residents participating in focus groups for this project.
2. Adjust residential block rates to be closer to actual cost and facilitate other rate design concepts. 
3. Deploy time of use rates on a voluntary basis, to help manage City Light’s power demands at peak times and give customers options to reduce their costs.
4. Enhance programs that offer residential customers budget and flat rate billing options. 
5. Adjust the calculation of basic customer charges to reflect the fixed costs associated with serving individual customers.
6. Pursue implementation of interruptible/demand response options that offer customers a lower price in exchange for agreeing to curtail energy use when City Light’s supply is constrained or are otherwise warranted. 
7. Explore “decoupling” of rates from the revenue requirement as a way of managing revenue swings.
8. Explore options to restructure the Utility Discount Program (we have no specific recommendations on this item, pending work of an ongoing City interdepartmental team).
Our report includes a vision and roadmap for how these strategies can be accomplished and implemented by January 2021.
[bookmark: _Hlk4588503]Rate design is challenging. Changing the rate structure without changing the revenue requirement means some customers pay more while others pay less. Despite this tension, rate design is a powerful tool for ensuring that City Light collects revenue in a way that aligns with community goals and priorities. A successful process requires thoughtful design, extensive customer outreach, and significant time for implementation. We believe a highly-transparent, multi-pronged effort is required, using pilot projects to learn from and ultimately move us towards a successful implementation. There is considerable work ahead before any of these ideas can be launched, and we look forward to engaging in that effort. The “Roadmap” attached to our report demonstrates the complexity of the task and the interdependencies ahead. 
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INTRODUCTION
The world in which electric utilities find themselves is changing rapidly, but City Light’s rates have not changed notably in nearly 40 years. As stated in City Light’s 2019-2024 Strategic Plan: 
Energy consumption is declining, contributing to under-collection of revenue and persistent rate pressure. One contributing issue is that City Light’s rate structure does not match our cost structure: current rates mainly charge per unit of energy consumed, but most of our costs are fixed and do not decline when customers consume less electricity.
In July 2018, the City Council directed the City Light Review Panel (the “Panel” or “Review Panel”) and the City Light General Manager to jointly undertake a rate design study effort. The desired scope was set forth in Section 5 of Council Resolution 31819, adopted July 9, 2018. This resolution called for submitting an initial report to Council by January 15, 2019, and a final report by April 1, 2019. The Review Panel responded to Council outlining a narrower scope of work that the Panel felt it could accomplish within the timeframe provided and has now completed that scope of work. Debra Smith began work as City Light’s new General Manager, and as anticipated by Resolution 31819, the General Manager and the Review Panel are jointly submitting this Final Report. 
This report sets forth our rate design priorities at a policy level, and our preferred rate design tools to accomplish those priorities. 
Consistent with the rate design initiative included in the 2019-2024 City Light Strategic Plan, City Light will undertake additional work in the coming months to develop detailed rate design proposals with respect to the near-term action items described in this report. That work will be done in concert with the Mayor, Council, Review Panel and other stakeholders. 
Implementation of additional information technology systems as well as extensive customer outreach and education must precede implementation of any new rate design. Therefore, the timeline for implementing the near-term rate design action items recommended in this report–other than pilot projects—is to bring them forward for Council consideration to enable implementation in January 2021.

 PROJECT WORK COMPLETED
The work conducted for this project is consistent with the plan provided to the City Council, reproduced in Attachment 1. In summary, with the assistance of City Light Staff, the Panel:
· Adopted a draft situation assessment, and a set of goals and objectives –referred to as “draft framework principles” -- to use as baseline data in outreach with stakeholders. (See: Attachment 2 and Attachment 3.)
· Reviewed results of recent local and national surveys of residential customers with respect to rate design.
· Invited over 74 stakeholders and stakeholder organizations to provide comment to the Panel, in person and otherwise, seeking response to a specific set of stakeholder questions. (See Figure 1)
· Adopted a scope of work for a comparative utilities report to be completed by an outside consulting team engaged by City Light.
· Conducted two 3-hour stakeholder meetings in October 2018, at which the Panel heard from individuals representing 13 organizations. (See Attachment 5 for a list of participating stakeholders). 

Figure 1:  Review Panel Questions to Stakeholders
1. What opportunities for improvement do you see in the current City Light rate structures?

2. What outcomes do you want rate design to promote?

3. How would you prioritize the eight key policy goals identified by City Light (see Draft Rate Design Framework and Assessment of Current Rate Structure document) and why?

4. What alternative rate structure options would be of interest to you and why? (for example, time of use rates or premium green power options, decoupling, higher fixed charges, etc.)  What data can you share that indicates the option(s) you advocate would support the outcomes that are important to you?


After completing the stakeholder meetings, the Panel, together with Debra Smith and other City Light staff:
· Discussed the main themes heard in the outreach and contained in the review of residential customer surveys. (See Attachment 5: Public Feedback Themes on Rate Design.)
· Reviewed the results of the comparative utility study prepared by Cuthbert Consulting based on our scope of work. (See Attachment 4:  Review of Electric Utility Rate Design Options by Cuthbert Consulting, December 2018, referred to here as the “Cuthbert Report.”)
· Developed consensus on a list of goals for rate design (“ends”) and a list of concepts (“means”) to study further. These items were presented in the Initial Report to Council dated January 9, 2018 and are reproduced again at Table 1 below. 
Following submittal of the Initial Report, the Panel Chair and Vice-Chair, together with General Manager Debra Smith and other City Light staff met with the Council’s Housing Health Energy & Workers’ Rights Committee to discuss the Initial Report. 
After meeting with the Council Committee, the Panel and City Light worked together to develop this Final Report. Steps in this last phase included:
· Seeking an additional round of input from stakeholders regarding the Initial Report. At the Panel’s February 26 meeting, seven stakeholders presented additional comments. All seven stakeholders had also participated in the initial round; the themes from their second round of comments are included in Attachment 5.  
· Reviewing the results of three residential customer focus groups conducted on behalf of City Light in February 2019. The results are discussed below and in Attachment 5. A total of 23 people participated in these three focus groups; one of the three groups consisted entirely of Spanish-language speakers. 
· Hearing from Councilmember Mosqueda at the beginning of our February 26 meeting, and reviewing a letter from her dated March 5, 2019.
· Deliberating on potential refinements to the Initial Report recommendations. 
The next steps will be to hear from Council and Mayor on the recommendations in this report, and we hope, proceed over the next several months towards final proposals with respect to the eight priority near-term action items we identify below.

DATA SETS THAT CONTRIBUTED TO DEVELOPING THIS REPORT
In addition to information from City Light about its operations and current rate design, we reviewed three main data sets in developing this report: (a) input from stakeholders; (b) input from residential customers; and (c) a report on the rate design of a group of 15 other utilities, most of which are in the western United States. Before proceeding to our recommendations, we offer a few comments on each of these data sets. 
A. Input from Stakeholders
A summary of rate design themes we heard in our stakeholder meetings held in October 2018 and February 2019 is presented in Attachment 5. In our Initial Report, we observed that there was insufficient response from small businesses and residents in the stakeholder meetings. The residential customer focus group outreach is intended to respond in part to this gap.
We deployed a conversational format for our stakeholder meetings that enabled questions to, and responses from stakeholders, which was helpful to getting their in-depth ideas. 
The responding stakeholders reflected a wide range of groups and interests that City Light is accustomed to engaging with: environmental stakeholders, energy efficiency advocates, large business customers, etc. The stakeholder feedback was diametrically opposed on several issues; a reminder of the challenging policy balancing act that is inherent in rate design. A few examples may illustrate this:  
· Some stakeholders supported time of use rates; others noted these would be of no assistance (but potentially no detriment) to them. 
· Some stakeholders supported larger demand charges[footnoteRef:1]; others opposed them as confusing and beyond a customer’s control to manage. [1:  Demand charges are rates that apply to the maximum usage over the billing period, as measured in kilowatts.] 

· The potential to sell significant new amounts of electricity to transit fleets seeking to electrify their vehicles is potentially at odds with goals that rates send strong signals to conserve electricity. 
· Some stakeholders supported eliminating block rates or reducing the difference between the current ascending block rates; others felt the difference in cost between blocks of power should be retained to incentivize lower electricity consumption. 
· Some support decoupling[footnoteRef:2] rates from the revenue requirement to limit disincentives to energy efficiency; others opposed decoupling as undermining the goal of rate predictability.  [2:  Decoupling is a regulatory mechanism that “decouples” revenues from the amount of electricity sold. With decoupling, rates are automatically adjusted periodically to guarantee that the utility collects its revenue requirement.] 

The differences in views on these rate design components may help explain the consistent theme in support of customer choice. 
The input from stakeholders was greatly helpful in refining our thinking with regard to policy objectives for rate design, and in focusing our deliberations on the potential action items we selected for further study. 
A link to the videos of the two October stakeholder meetings can be found at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pgXCCbMRXm0  and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bkXlHElejQo
The February stakeholder meeting was not videotaped, but the results are summarized in Attachment 5 and detailed meeting minutes can found at: http://www.seattle.gov/citylightreviewpanel/meetings/minutes
Written materials submitted by stakeholders can be found at: http://www.seattle.gov/citylightreviewpanel/meetings/materials 
B. Residential Customer Focus Groups
As noted, we did not hear from residential customers in the October 2018 outreach. The three focus groups conducted on behalf of City Light[footnoteRef:3] in February 2019 provided a notably different set of feedback than we heard from other stakeholders. The focus groups also highlighted the challenge of getting detailed input on rate design through a survey. The concepts involved in rate design are complicated and can take a considerable amount of time to explain—factors not conducive to an online or telephone survey.  [3:  The local public communications firm PRR conducted these focus groups.] 

The focus groups focused primarily on the level of understanding and priorities of customers with respect to their utility bills; how those bills are presented; and some very general policy priorities in rate design. A summary of findings can be found in Attachment 5. More detail on the structure and findings of the focus groups is provided in PRR’s full report, which can be found in Attachment 6. 
Among the findings we thought are particularly interesting:
· Customers are aware of many ways to conserve electricity and are motivated to do so more by habit than by a desire to reduce their bill or environmental impacts.
· Residential customers appreciate information about their bills, but detail is not very important—and if too confusing is not helpful.
· When asked to prioritize among the eight rate design goals that the Panel identified in its Initial Report, the focus group participant priorities were:
1. Transparency
2. Affordability
3. Decarbonization
4. Stable and predictable
5. Customer choice
· Of the four simplified rate design options discussed—itemized charges; time of use rates; budget plans; and ascending block rates versus a single flat rate for energy consumption—participants preferred a single block/flat rate and time of use rates. Participants also supported the idea of options—having the ability to choose between different rate designs for their accounts.
Again, this was a small sampling of residential customers. Surveys can get feedback from many more individuals but getting responses to complicated questions is challenging in a survey format. That said, the consultant team recommended conducting an additional residential customer survey on rate design later this year. 


C. Report on Comparable Utilities’ Rate Designs (Cuthbert Report)
The Cuthbert Report (presented in full at Attachment 4) reviewed and compared rate designs of 15 electric utilities in addition to City Light, including:
· 8 large municipal electric utilities
· 4 large investor owned utilities in the Pacific Northwest, and
· 3 other municipal utilities that have adopted innovative rate designs. 
The report looked at the following twelve specific rate design concepts, a list agreed to in September by the Review Panel:  

Table 1: Rate Design Concepts Explored in the Cuthbert Report[footnoteRef:4] [4:  The definitions in this table are drawn from the Cuthbert Report.] 

	Rate Design Concept
	Summary Definition

	Inverted Block Rates
	Unit energy prices that differ by usage levels. Typically, a lower price is charged usage up to some minimum threshold and one or more higher rates is charged for usage above this level. 

	Time of Use Rates
	Different charges for energy use based on the various time of day or seasonal periods, typically involving higher prices when power or delivery costs are higher.

	Unbundled Rates
	Itemizing charges for electric service elements such as power, delivery, and customer service.

	Delivery or Access Charges
	Separate rates or charges that collect for costs associated with delivering power or maintaining grid capacity to access power when needed.

	Demand Charges
	Rates that apply to a customer’s maximum usage over the billing period, as measured in kilowatts.

	Critical Peak Pricing
	A variation of time of use rates, in which customers are charged higher energy rates for several hours during a limited number of days each year when the utility’s costs are highest.

	Coincident Peak Pricing
	A very high demand charge assessed on a customer’s peak use during the time period when the utility sees its peak demand.

	Green Power Rates
	A premium added to rates for customers who want their energy supply to come from renewable sources such as wind or solar.

	Low Income Program Rates
	Separate charges that provide funds to facilitate utility discounted electricity rates for qualifying low-income customers.

	Rate Design Concept
	Summary Definition

	Decoupling Charges
	A regulatory mechanism that “decouples” revenues from the amount of electricity sold. Rates are automatically adjusted periodically to guarantee that the utility collects its revenue requirement irrespective of the volume of electricity consumed.

	Distributed Energy Resource Rates
	Rates that provide cost-based pricing signals to distributed energy resource (DER) providers and recognize the value and benefits that DER generation provides.

	Performance-based Rates 
	Rates that are intended to strengthen the incentives for utilities to meet certain goals, with award-or-penalty mechanisms and multiple year rate plans.



Many of these concepts were raised in the October stakeholder meetings. Most of these concepts are encompassed in the scope of the potential rate design action ideas we are recommending for further work. 
Some of our major takeaways from the Cuthbert Report include:
· City Light’s current rate design is very simple and traditional when compared to designs that many other utilities are using today.
· Our basic customer charges are the lowest of any utility surveyed.
· There are many, many different rate design components—as yet untried in Seattle —that have been successfully deployed by other utilities. 
· There is no single “silver bullet” rate design to address all the challenges we face. 

The “Ends”: Rate Design Goals
The Review Panel and Utility chose to focus our approach to rate design by identifying the goals we want to achieve through rate design – the “ends” – and then to correlate those with a series of rate design actions – “means” – that can assist in accomplishing those goals.
Our thinking on the goals / “ends” of rate design has evolved since launching this project, but the eight goals presented in Table 2 are the same as those put forth in the Initial Report, with very slight wording changes.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  A comparison of Attachment 2 to Table 2 will help illustrate the evolution in our thinking. ] 



Table 2: Rate Design Goals (”Ends”) 
	Goal/End
	Definition

	Transparency
	Rates should be structured so that customers can easily understand what services they are paying for.

	Revenue 
Sufficiency
	Rates should be designed to collect the approved revenue requirement with a reasonable degree of certainty.

	Cost-Based
	Rates should reflect the Utility’s cost of service, and each charge included on a customer bill should be designed to signal to customers the actual cost of providing the relevant service.

	Stable & 
Predictable
	To aid customers in managing the financial impacts of their electricity bills, rate changes should be deliberate and gradual.

	Efficiency
	To conserve finite natural resources and minimize overall system costs, rates should be structured to encourage efficient use of power. This applies to electricity produced and purchased, as well as the wires and associated equipment needed for energy delivery.

	  Decarbonization
	Rate design should reflect the goals of Seattle’s Climate Action Plan, including promoting the use of clean power, incentivizing transportation electrification, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

	Affordability
	Rates should be designed to make electric service accessible for all customers; therefore, rates may be discounted for qualified low-income residential customers

	Customer 
Choice
	Rate and billing options should reflect the diversity of our customers’ energy needs and interests, so that customers may feel empowered to actively manage their energy consumption.



While some of these goals may be mutually reinforcing, some may be in conflict with one another. For example, some strategies designed to promote energy efficiency may be inconsistent with stable and predictable customer bills. As another example, promoting affordability through a budget billing program that smooths payments over time may be difficult to implement with adequate transparency to customers.
It may be informative to compare these policy principles with those in the City’s current rate design resolution, Resolution 31351, most recently reaffirmed in 2012, which also highlights the conflict between various stated priorities. How these goals are balanced determines the “winners” and “losers” in any rate design proposal, which may suggest why it has been nearly four decades since any major restructuring of rates has taken place. Whatever the case, it is nevertheless true that, nationally, we are seeing many changes in rate design as local leaders and investor owned utilities grapple with the changing realities of the electric market and customer demands. 
At our March 12 Panel Meeting, we discussed whether these goals can or should be prioritized, and if prioritized, what is most important?  
Our consensus view is that all these goals are important and need to be balanced in any rate design. That said, some goals have particular importance to the Panel and the Utility. At a conceptual level, the Panel’s priority goals are:
1. Affordability
2. Transparency
3. And –with equal ratings – Revenue Sufficiency; Stable & Predicable Rates; and rate design that promotes Efficiency
The Utility places Revenue Sufficiency and Decarbonization at the top of its conceptual priorities.  
When we shift focus to think about pragmatic near-term priorities, considering where City Light is today—its challenges and opportunities—and where we think the Utility needs to focus its immediate efforts, the goal priorities shift. Why? Several current conditions stand out in the context of rate design: 
· Annual electricity rate increases at rates higher than inflation, resulting from a combination of rising costs, declining sales, and declining supplementary revenue
· Declining retail sales of electricity for the last several years, and projections for this to continue for the foreseeable future if nothing changes
· Declining revenues from sale of surplus electricity on the wholesale market
· A heavy debt burden and capital-intensive operation
· Winter peaks in electricity demand are currently relatively modest as compared to the average demand in a year
· A largely carbon-neutral power generation supply 
· A wide variety of priorities from stakeholders and customers that are not in alignment
· Our two major transportation utilities—Sound Transit and Metro Transit seeking to electrify their fleets in accordance with our region’s strong environmental ethic
Under this lens, the Panel’s top near-term pragmatic priorities align with those of the Utility:  Revenue Sufficiency and Decarbonization. Again, why? The Panel and General Manager are in agreement: to ensure City Light will remain stable and solvent in the face of the challenges described above, we must look for new markets for our electricity. 
This goal might appear at odds with Seattle’s longstanding ethos of endeavoring to reduce consumption of electricity in the name of environmental stewardship. In the future, the equation will be more complex. Responsible use of electricity might mean encouraging reducing use in the case of waste and inefficiency but increasing use if it means weaning off of carbon-based fuels.
Without greater demand for power, City Lights fixed cost burden and need for continued capital investment will translate into unacceptable hikes in electric rates or a decline in service levels – or both. The silver lining is that our green power supply creates a potential opportunity for City Light to support widespread decarbonization of transportation while simultaneously achieving goals of revenue sufficiency and affordability. 
It is important to note that we are at the very beginning of this electrification discussion. The Panel is unaware of any calculations of how much demand for City Light electricity would be involved in the full conversion of the Metro Transit and Sound Transit fleets. We are fortunate today to generally have more energy resources than we need to meet retail demand.
If Revenue Sufficiency and Decarbonization are our top near-term pragmatic priorities, what rate design strategies make the most sense?  Fortunately, there are many tactics we could potentially deploy in support of these goals, which allows the City to work towards a balance of the multiple “ends” we believe are important. 

The “Means”: Rate Design Strategies Endorsed for the Near Term
Based on the input from stakeholders, the information in the Cuthbert Report, and our understanding of City Light’s challenges and opportunities, our Initial Report outlined a set of near-term and longer-term rate design tactics. We refer to these rate design ideas as “means.” 
The “means” presented in the Initial Report are set forth in Table 3 below. After further review and consideration of the additional inputs we have received since submitting the Initial Report, the Panel, with the support and concurrence of the General Manager, endorses immediate work by City Light to further develop all the near-term ideas described in Table 3. Pilot concepts can be implemented in the next year or so; however, we would recommend against any deployment of other ideas before January 2021, given the information technology and public education requirements necessary for a successful roll-out of these proposals. 



Table 3:  Potential Rate Design Ideas/”Means”
	
Near-Term Options that could be implemented in 2021-2022

1. Redesign bills to be clearer and more transparent. Unbundle rates to show itemized charges for energy, delivery, and other services. 
2. Adjust residential block rates to facilitate transition to time of use rates and choice/pilots, align with cost of service, and promote efficient decision making by customers.
3. Time of use (TOU) rates – expand use of rates that vary by season and time of day. Implement pilot TOU rate programs targeted at residences with electric vehicles (EVs) and transportation electrification. 
4. Budget and flat rate residential billing – enhance programs to offer residential customers more options for predictable bills.
a. Pilot subscription flat-rate residential program pilot for low-income residential customers.
b. Use advanced meter data to expand access to budget billing program.
5. Fixed charge recovers full fixed customer cost and included in all rate schedules. 
a. Design to collect 100% of basic fixed cost for a customer; revisit cost of service to identify costs that are truly fixed.
b. Convert minimum charge to basic service charge for all general service rates.
6. Interruptible/demand response – explore rate pilot for large customers; rate should be cost-based to be a win-win. An interruptible rate is a lower rate where the customer agrees to curtail its use of energy at the utility’s election when the utility’s grid or supply is constrained or when economics for the utility so justify.

Near term ideas not primarily equated to rate design, but also under review, include:

7. Decoupling/RSA mechanism for managing revenue swings. Decoupling involves an automatic surcharge or credit on bills to compensate for total retail revenue shortfalls/surplus in past periods.
8. Utility Discount Program (UDP) – Explore options to restructure UDP benefit, such as a larger subsidy for the fixed charge, or a sliding scale. A City Interdepartmental Team on UDP is on point for this item; the Panel will continue to track their proposals.





	Options that would require longer-term study and implementation timelines

1. Green option would offer a premium solar/super-green power supply alternative for customers (Could potentially lower bulk power costs for other customers?)
2. Realign general service rate classes to reflect new metering/billing capabilities and set foundation for offering customer choice. Redesign rates to smooth steps between classes (e.g., inclining charges based on service size), reduce number of rate classes.
3. Bill redesign 2.0 – more unbundling opportunities. Show as separate charge on bills: RSA surcharge, BPA pass-through, UDP discount, franchise differential, cost of conservation, network delivery premium.
4. Time of use rates 2.0 – further expansion of TOU offerings, such as critical peak rate for winter evenings/mornings.
5. Cost reassignment – study opportunities to target collection for cost-added non-standard service attributes, such as undergrounded wires in single family neighborhoods, residential/small business network service, network service in First Hill, UW area. 
6. Demand charges – develop long-term plan for role of demand charges in rates. A demand charge is a retail rate component that reflects a customer’s peak use of energy and the infrastructure required to meet the customer’s peak energy needs. 



At this time, we are not making recommendations with respect to the longer-term study ideas in Table 3.
We offer below a more detailed discussion of the eight near-term proposals. This discussion includes summary thoughts of how these rate design concepts reflect actions other comparable utilities have taken in recent years, stakeholder and customer input, and alignment with the rate design goals set forth above. 

#1: Redesign Bills 
This proposal is fundamentally about transparency – the top priority for the residential customer focus groups. Redesigning the customer bill experience might not involve a change in rate design, but it would impact how customers understand their rates. 

Today’s residential customer bills include information about:
· Bill messages with information about RSA surcharge and payment options
· Meter readings 
· A graphic showing electricity usage compared to the previous year
· Individual total consumption data
· Somewhat opaque information about base service charges and energy rates. 
Figure 2 below presents an example of the information in a residential bill. 

Figure 2: Example of Information in a Residential City Light Bill (for a 2-month period)
[image: ]

What is not in current residential customer bills is information about things like:
· How much of the cost of electricity is attributable to electricity generation, power purchases, transmission and distribution costs, or to funding the Utility Discount Program and environmental programs.
· How much of the cost is attributable to utility taxes or other surcharges. 

In addition, current paper and e-bills are colorless, static, and heavy on text, codes and numbers. A re-designed bill could use color graphics and symbols to better communicate to customers what is driving their energy costs. Reducing use of text in favor of graphics and symbols could also help lower communication barriers. A new electronic customer portal (coming in 2019 or 2020) would make bills more interactive, allow customers to drill down on information, find details about their electricity consumption habits, and in the future, potentially compare different rate plan options. At the same time, we will want to improve transparency in billing without requiring every customer to go online and drill down. 

Transparency in rate design is not, in and of itself, a change in rate design, but it is an educational tool. However, several of the comparable utilities we looked at used this information as a basis for developing new rate designs—new customer classes, and new rates and charges (Austin, Burbank, Los Angeles Dept. of Water and Power (LADWP), Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), and Portland General Electric (PGE).[footnoteRef:6]  Separately identifying different cost bundles can also be a pathway to more customer choice. We are not endorsing “unbundled rate design” per se, but we do endorse additional transparency in the bills that are sent out. Some of this requires additional software—implementation of which is underway but not complete—so that the billing system can pull the data and report it. [6:  Source: Review of Electric Utility Rate Design Options, December 2018 report commissioned by City Light for this project, prepared by Cuthbert Consulting, Inc. (“Cuthbert Report”).   See Attachment 4.] 


#2:  Adjust Residential Block Rates 
City Light’s current residential rates are made up of two inclining “blocks” (a rate for up to a certain amount of energy use, and then another higher rate for use in excess of that). The price of this first block is well below City Light’s actual cost of generating and delivering power. The second block is larger and priced well above the actual cost of power generation and delivery. The first block is smaller in the summer and larger in the winter to flatten winter heating bills. 
About a quarter of City Light’s residential households have consumption levels that typically stay below the first block threshold. But the range of consumption among residents varies widely with number of occupants, heating fuel source, and home size. For higher use households, first block energy might comprise less than 50% of their bill. Recent studies of City Light’s billings show that there is little relationship between income and consumption. 

	Residential Power 
Rates
	Size (kWh)
	Price (per kWh)

	
	Winter
	Summer
	Winter
	Summer

	First block
	Up to 480
	Up to 300
	9.0¢
	9.0¢

	Second block
	480+
	300+
	13.3¢
	13.3¢



The inclining block rate structure used by City Light is very common and has been used by many utilities for decades. It is used by most of the 15 utilities studied in the Cuthbert Report. It is intended to provide incentives to reduce electricity consumption. 

The Cuthbert Report found that some utilities are moving to both eliminate seasonal differences in rates and decrease the differential between blocks to move rate blocks closer to the actual cost of power. The Cuthbert Report noted that both SMUD and Tacoma Public Utilities have “moved away from inverted block rate structures to rate designs based more on uniform energy charges.”[footnoteRef:7]   [7:  Cuthbert Report, p.14.] 


A simpler cost structure for energy consumption that aligns with the actual cost of service would support goals of cost-based rate design and transparency as well as facilitate customer choice options. That said, it is often resisted by energy efficiency advocates as weakening pricing signals that promote conservation.

We found it interesting that the tiered, ascending block rate feature was confusing to the focus group participants—they preferred a single flat rate structure for consumption. And, the focus group attendees said their behavior to shut off lights and otherwise conserve energy was something done as a matter of habit, not directly tied to the cost of power. 

City Light believes that flattening and otherwise simplifying the current tiered residential rate structure is a progressive rate design choice that will help facilitate transition to time of use rates and choice/pilots, align with cost of service, and promote efficient decision making by customers. The utility anticipates that this transition would happen very gradually to smooth bill impacts and allow time to introduce new, more progressive, alternative rate structures, and does not anticipate eliminating tiers anytime in the near future. The Panel concurs that work in this area should proceed. 

Much of our focus has been on residential customer rate design and we’ve not yet spent significant time looking at small and medium general service rate options, including block pricing. We are aware that City Light’s demand charges are quite low relative to many utilities and staff intend to focus effort during the 2020 Cost of Service Analysis to better understand the reasons for the difference. The Cuthbert Survey found a variety of approaches to setting rates for small and medium commercial customers: uniform, seasonal, TOU, seasonal TOU, inclining block, and declining block rates. City Light recommends TOU rates as a preferred strategy for future rate design due to the potential for more refined price signals, and as such, does not recommend introducing blocks for commercial rates at this time. The Panel does not have a position on this, but we look forward to hearing more from City Light in this regard. 

#3:  Time of Use (TOU) Rates 
Seattle is growing, energy costs are on the rise, and the electric grid is becoming more complex as solar, electric vehicles, and batteries proliferate. As these changes happen, rates that vary with season and time of day will become an essential cost containment and grid management tool. Time-varying rates are intuitive and can be used to signal variations in the cost of electricity to help both customers and the utility keep energy costs low. 

City Light has limited TOU rates in place for some commercial customers today. The utility proposes to slowly expand the use of TOU rate, beginning with small-scale pilots and then offering the rates as a voluntary option more widely. As customers learn more about TOU rates, they might eventually become the standard. A first phase, implemented in 2020-2021 could potentially be pilot TOU rate programs targeted at (1) residences with electric vehicles (EVs), and (2) transportation (bus system) electrification. The Panel supports this – noting that there are several policy issues as yet unresolved here, for example, the rate design structure to use for this customer group.

From a utility’s perspective, TOU rates can be important in helping shave power demand at peak times, which can reduce the need to purchase expensive power on the wholesale market. For example, as electric vehicles become more prevalent, it makes sense to incentivize owners to charge their cars during off-peak times to help keep costs low. That said, some stakeholders advised us that a very significant price differential is needed to significantly change customer behavior. The Cuthbert Report similarly noted that TOU rates are most effective at shaping consumer behavior when there is a high price charged for a short period of time. 

The Cuthbert Report found “about half the utilities reviewed have some form of TOU rate option available for residential customers, but none have mandatory TOU residential rates.”[footnoteRef:8] TOU rates are becoming commonplace in areas with heavy air conditioning demand, like California and the Southwest. In California, the state has mandated that TOU rates will become the default rate for all customers of investor-owned utilities, citing potential environmental benefits. City Light’s peaking demand issues are much less severe than that of summer-peaking utilities, leading at least one stakeholder who spoke with us to question whether the major price signals needed to really shift behavior through this mechanism could be justified given actual costs. This is something that we hope a pilot project could help explore. [8:  Cuthbert Report, p. 15.] 


Coincident peak rates are a specific type of TOU rate that assigns a very high cost to the period of highest demand. For the Seattle area, the coincident peak is typically coldest part of winter. Coincident peak rates share the potential that TOU rates’ have for cost/bill savings and grid management, however they are challenging to administer, and a significant amount of customer education and communication would be needed. If implemented incorrectly, a coincident peak rate could have detrimental effects on transparency and winter bill affordability. City Light anticipates that this rate structure would be something to explore in future iterations of rate design, after we have some more experience with TOU offerings.

Block rates and demand charges have historically been useful rate design tools, however City Light believes that well-constructed TOU rates have the potential to provide stronger and more intuitive pricing signals to support conservation of energy, and may appeal to customers for both economic and stewardship reasons. The Panel encourages City Light to explore whether this belief is supported by TOU pilots and data from other utilities. The Panel and City Light see TOU rates as a voluntary option—potentially one that could be made available to all customers to the extent supported by data as to their effectiveness and if carefully structured with accompanying strong customer education. 

#4:  Budget and Flat Rate Residential Billing
Stable and predictable bills are a priority for customers, something reinforced both by our business stakeholders and the residential focus groups. The purpose of this proposal is to utilize new technology options to enhance programs to offer residential customers more choices for predictable bills. Examples of potential pilot concepts the Utility would like to pursue, which the Panel supports, are: 

1. A pilot program that couples subsidized energy efficiency measures such as weatherization with a percentage-of-income uniform rate for low-income residential customers. Customers would see lower bills as the result of having a more efficient home, and more stable payments would help with budgeting. This program would be offered on a pilot basis for qualified customers as an alternative to the standard UDP. 

2. Analyzing options for using advanced meter data to lower barriers and improve program elements for budget billing. New billing system and advanced meter data could be used to smooth bill true-ups (which seemed to be unpopular with focus group participants) and might make it possible to allow new residents to register sooner than the current one year waiting period.

These pilot concepts were not reviewed in the Cuthbert Report. We note that budget billing can create transparency challenges, but despite that, both the Panel and City Light support these concepts. We heard feedback from low income advocates that supported City Light having an ongoing commitment to improving affordability and providing stable, low bills.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  See Stakeholder Themes, input from Michael Karp, The Energy Project. (Attachment 5)] 


#5:  Fixed Charge Recovery for Customer Costs in all Rate Schedules 
As stated in the Cuthbert report: “with a residential Basic Charge of $5.00 per month, SCL’s fixed cost recovery is at the low end of the range of fixed cost recovery charges for the 15 utilities included in the review and is lower than any other municipal utilities.”[footnoteRef:10]  Similarly, the Cuthbert Report finds that the fixed cost charges for non-residential City Light rate classes are at the low end of any of the utilities reviewed. Many utilities have increased these charges in recent years “to be more in line with cost-of-service estimates and to help promote revenue stability.”[footnoteRef:11]  [10:  Cuthbert Report, p. 14. ]  [11:  Cuthbert Report, p. 16.] 

The concept of greatly increasing fixed charges tends to be opposed by energy efficiency advocates concerned about reducing the price signal to consume less electricity. Low income advocates fear that higher fixed charges could have negative impacts on vulnerable populations. The Panel agrees that what goes into a “customer charge” must be carefully and transparently calculated. We support increasing the current residential Basic Charge to cover those actual costs that City Light must incur to serve a customer and converting the minimum charge for non-residential customer classes to a basic service charge, similarly calculated.
City Light could update its approach to computing basic fixed charges, and then apply this methodology to all customers, both residential and commercial. 
Currently the residential fixed charge collects a portion of certain customer-related costs as defined by FERC accounting codes. City Light could revise its formula to align with methodology developed by the Regulatory Assistance Project,[footnoteRef:12] work which has been endorsed by the NW Energy Coalition. The Panel has not reviewed this methodology.  [12:  http://www.raponline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/rap-lazar-gonzalez-smart-rate-design-july2015.pdf] 

The proposed updated fixed charge could collect for City Light’s cost of making power available to that customer: (1) the customer meter; (2) billing system costs associated with that customer; (3) the line drop to the customer. This methodology could also be used to develop fixed charges for commercial customers as well. Currently commercial customer rate designs include only a minimum charge. 
City Light anticipates that this change could result in a small increase to fixed charges. Such a change should not have disparate financial impacts for low to moderate income households, nor compromise the commodity price signal or impact energy efficiency. Staff has worked closely with low-income advocates and consideration is being given to a change in methodology which is consistent with their counsel and equitable towards City Light’s limited-income customer-owners.

#6:  Interruptible/Demand Response Pilot Rate 
An interruptible or demand response rate offers a customer a discount if they agree to curtail use of energy at the utility’s election. A utility might ask a customer to reduce their consumption when the grid or supply is constrained or when price of power is very high. This is typically something that may be of interest to large manufacturers who can curtail production but would not be helpful to customers needing a constant supply of power, such as a hospital. 
Technology used for demand response might include voicemail, text alerts, smart thermostats or even load control switches that allow the utility to control the amount of power a customer can draw. The proposal is to explore a rate pilot for large customers, where the rate is cost-based so there is not a subsidy going in either direction and other customers are not impacted. 
In terms of what other studied utilities are doing, the Cuthbert Report noted that the Salt River Project in Arizona offers an interruptible rate. 
The Panel supports the City Light proceeding with this concept as a potential pilot. It promotes customer choice, can reduce costs for those with this rate feature, and can help the Utility manage its costs during peak events.

The following two near-term ideas are not necessarily equated to rate design, but the Panel and Utility both agree further exploration of these ideas is warranted. 
#7:  Decoupling 
Decoupling involves an automatic surcharge or credit on bills to compensate for retail revenue shortfalls/surplus in past periods, thereby decoupling revenues from energy consumption. The rationale behind this approach is that it stabilizes revenues and removes any financial disincentive for a utility to promote energy efficiency. City Light’s incentive structure is based on Council policy as well as the need to balance its budget, so it is in a somewhat different position than investor owned utilities: City Light will continue to invest in energy efficiency programs at Council’s direction. 
One way that decoupling might be implemented at City Light could be to allow the monies in the existing Revenue Stabilization Account (RSA) to be used to manage not just swings in wholesale power sales revenue but also swings in retail revenue. The amplitude of these retail revenue swings is much less in percentage terms than swings in wholesale power revenue, but total retail revenues are far greater than wholesale revenues in any year. More analysis is needed to determine what the implications are for the necessary RSA reserve size if the use of the RSA were to be expanded. 
Five of the 15 utilities examined in the Cuthbert Report have a decoupling charge for residential and general service customer classes—two municipal utilities, and three investor owned utilities.[footnoteRef:13]  Experience from other utilities implementing this suggests the surcharges or credits typically are less than 5% of the total bill for the period. Decoupling would improve revenue certainty and stability for City Light, but periodic surcharges would reduce bill and rate certainty for customers. Therefore, this option and its implications would need to be studied carefully since stable and predictable rates are of great value to both residential and commercial customers.   [13:  Cuthbert Report, p. 13.] 

Panel members agree further study of this possible rate design mechanism is warranted. 
#8:  Utility Discount Program (UDP) 
The Panel is making no recommendations with respect to this issue. We await the results of work by the City Interdepartmental Team on UDP on point for this item.



A Multi-Pronged Approach
We are proposing that City Light proceed on multiple fronts. A multi-pronged approach has greater capacity to provide greater results and balance competing goals. The changes we are anticipating should, in our view, be implemented with an eye toward avoiding rate shocks but at the same time not exhaust customers attention by implementing serial changes one at a time over years:  we would prefer to see packages of structural changes launched together, with associated cost changes gradually added in if need be to avoid rate shocks.
With eight policy goals (”ends”) and eight “means” on the table for the near term, how does this all add up?  Table 4 below compares the first seven rate design “means” discussed above (excluding UDP on which the Panel is awaiting further information) as to how they would enhance (green) or detract (orange) from the eight policy goals identified. The point of this table is to simply illustrate that:
· No single “means” will support all policy “ends.”
· Some proposed “means” will detract from some “ends” while advancing others. 

Table 4:  Goal Impacts of Rate Design Proposals

	
	1. 
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.

	
            MEANS:



ENDS:       
	Bill Redesign
	Adjust Blocks
	TOU Rates
	Budget Billing 
	Fixed Charge
	Interruptible 
	Decoupling

	Cost-based
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Revenue 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Decarbonization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Efficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Affordability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transparency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Choice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


       Impact on policy goals: green = enhances, orange =potentially detracts

It is important to analyze the trade-offs implied from any rate design proposal. Work by City Light in the coming months will help flesh out the implementation details and costs and should also inform policy makers about the trade-offs of each.

Current State, Future Vision and Transition strategy
This rate re-design project comes at a critical transition in City Light’s technology. Historically, City Light had manually-read meters which limited options for rate structures, but new advanced meters offer the possibility of implementing many kinds of new rate structures. 
Similarly, new billing and web customer interfaces present an opportunity for customers to be more engaged in choosing how they manage their energy costs. City Light envisions a future where customer-owners feel empowered to control how they use and pay for their electricity. 
Figure 3 below illustrates the general transition we envision from where we are today to the future. The vision depicted in the graphic reflects how critical rate design objectives like transparency, decarbonization, affordability, and choice might be addressed in the future.



	Figure 3:  Transition StrategyManual-read meters and limited rate structure options
Bills show volumetric charges for bundled services
Rates with inflated price signals to incentivize conservation
Customers assigned to rate classes
CURRENT STATE
TRANSITION STRATEGY
1. Simplify rates, make more transparent & cost-based

2. Introduce choices & opt-in rate pilot programs

3. Move towards time of use rates
Advanced meters and time-of use rates signal to reduce grid pressure and control costs
Bills are interactive and show itemized electricity/grid services 
Cost-based rates with targeted programs and incentives (e.g., decarbonization, affordability)
Customers choose pricing program that is right for them
VISION: RATES OF THE FUTURE



The three-part transition strategy set forth above is the core of the strategy behind the rate initiatives described in this report. 
First, improving billing communication and presentation will also improve transparency; from there, work to simplify rates to slowly phase out structures incompatible with future rate attributes, and making them as consistent and cost based as possible. 
Second, offer customers choice in pricing programs, including innovative rate pilots responsive to customer interests such as vehicle electrification and affordability. 
Third, move towards rates that are time-differentiated to provide more refined price signals. 
As Seattle continues to grow, and as new technology enables customers to generate and even store their own power, having rates that reflect this dynamic relationship will be critical to keeping costs low and maintaining equitable and socially-conscious pricing. 
We believe that our recommended rate design action items outline a transition strategy that will advance both the interests of the customer and the Utility. Attachment 7 to this report presents a draft “Roadmap to 2021” showing all the components of this transition and how we anticipate they will need to be coordinated and sequenced in order to deliver the new rate design components endorsed here for City Light customers effective January 2021. We caution that this is a living document that will evolve over time. 

[bookmark: _Hlk533168589]Conclusion
Rate design is challenging. Changing the rate structure without changing the revenue requirement means some customers pay more while others pay less. Despite this tension, rate design is a powerful tool for ensuring that City Light collects revenue in a way that aligns with community goals and priorities. A successful process requires thoughtful design, extensive customer outreach, and significant time for implementation. 
This Final Report outlines the City Light Review Panel’s goals and priorities for near-term rate design change in Seattle. We have looked at “ends” as the results we hope to achieve and “means” as the specific rate design components used to deliver on the ends. While we have specifically prioritized the need for full revenue recovery and decarbonization, all eight policy goals (ends) must be considered and balanced in any rate design proposal. 
We believe a highly-transparent, multi-pronged effort is required, using pilot projects to learn from and ultimately move us towards a successful implementation. We have identified seven specific rate mechanisms (means) that we believe should be pursued in the near term. There is considerable work ahead before any of these ideas can be launched, and we look forward to engaging on that effort. The attached “Roadmap” demonstrates the complexity of the task and the interdependencies ahead. 
We thank the Council for your interest in these challenging issues and look forward to working with you as the rate design work progresses.

Attachments:
1. Review Panel Rate Design Update Work Plan, August 2018
2. Draft Rate Design Situation Assessment, October 2018
3. Draft Rate Design Framework Principles, October 2018 
4. Review of Electric Utility Rate Design Options, by Cuthbert Consulting, Inc., December 2018
5. Rate Design Stakeholder Feedback Themes, March 2019
6. Rate Design Focus Group Report, by PRR, March 2019
7. Roadmap to 2021, March 2019
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Rates include a 1.5 percent RSA Surcharge in
effect as of August 1st, 2016

To pay by phone or to establish a pay plan, call
(206) 684-3000 (Budget Billing accounts are not
eligible for pay plans).

* Rate discounts available for income eligible
seniors and other customer. Call 206-634-3000.

Summer rates are in effect April 1 through
September 30.

DETAILED BILLING INFORMATION
Electric Service
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Light - Previous Year  Dark- Current Year

Service Service Previous: Current KWh' KWh'
From Through Reading Reading Mutiplier Usage
Jul 03,2018 Aug31,2018  17046.00  18270.00 1 1224.00
Weter Number Service Category: KWH
Base Service Charge.... 9.95
Summer Residential Energy 590.00 KWH x $0.078 per KWH 46.02
Summer Residential Energy  634.00 KWH x $0.1326 per KWH 84.07
Current Electric Service: 140.04
CURRENT BILLING: 140.04
No. of days tis period: 59 Same periodlastyear: 68
KWh consumpion this period: 1224 Same period lastyear:  1160kWh
Avg KWh per day: 20.75 kWh Same period last year: 20,00 kWh

Avg KWh cost this period: ___$2.37/day





image3.emf
1. Rate Design Workplan Aug2018.pdf


1. Rate Design Workplan Aug2018.pdf


SCL Review Panel Rate Design Update Proposed Work Plan 
 


Document dated August 21, 2018 
 
The table below shows how the City Light Review Panel proposes to accomplish the Rate Design Update 
Work Plan established by Council Resolution 31819.   The Panel normally meets 1 time per month, but 
will need to meet more frequently in order to accomplish the work plan outlined by Council. 
 
Blue text notes major deliverables.  Italicized text highlights stakeholder outreach/engagement work. 
 


July 2018 
(completed) 
 
1 meeting 


• Review Council resolution on strategic plan, rate design update work plan 


• Discuss scope and focus of effort 


• Review draft outline of work plan and offer suggestions 


• Review 2017 letter from stakeholders 


• Briefing: Rate Design 101  
 


August 
 
1 meeting 
 
 


• Review schedule and work plan of Utility Discount Program (UDP) 
interdepartmental team and discuss with them how Panel can best engage  


• Approve  proposed rate design update work plan and transmittal letter to Council, 
Mayor  


• Review and discuss current SCL conditions to develop draft problem statement for 
rate design update work plan 


• Review and discuss range of goals and objectives related to rate design. 


• Initial stakeholder outreach conducted by SCL staff on behalf of Panel—informing 
them of project, goals, timing for input, and seeking feedback 


• Briefing: Rate Design 201  
 


September 
 
2 meetings 
 
 


• Brainstorming draft goals and objectives related to rate design  


• Continued discussion, action:  adopt  draft problem statement 


• Briefing: Review of major components of rate design alternatives—what are the 
tools, how they are used, what impacts do these tools have, what are the trade-
offs.  


• Identify list of key questions  on which to seek stakeholder input, further 
information 


• Confirm  scope for SCL’s research on comparable utilities requested by Council as 
part of the rate design update project 


• Confirm next steps in stakeholder outreach (who contacted, process for 
engagement with Panel) 
 


October 
 
2 meetings 
 
 


• Two 3-hour sessions where Panel hears from stakeholder group representatives, 
responding to list of questions in writing and in person.  Sessions will be held on 
October 9 and October 23, from 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.     


• Additional written input that cannot fit into these sessions will be taken and 
considered. 


 
 







November 
 
2 meetings 
 
 


• Additional stakeholder input session if needed. 


• Panel discussion:  
o Identify key points of agreement/ disagreement amongst stakeholders. 
o Agree upon major takeaways/themes from stakeholder input.  


• Briefing:  review draft of comparative utility rate design report  


• Consider refinements to draft problem statement based on stakeholder input, 
comparative utilities rate design report. 


• Consider refinements to draft goals and objectives statement based on 
stakeholder input 


• Discuss/Identify Panel key points of agreement, disagreement, and remaining 
questions. 


• Provide direction to staff to prepare interim report to Council. 


December 
 
1 meeting 
 
 


• Review, edit and approve contents of  interim report to Council, to include: 
o Report on comparable utilities (prepared by SCL staff) 
o Report on input from stakeholders 
o Draft statement goals and objectives related to SCL rate design 
o Draft problem statement  


• Deliberations on rate design preferred approaches. 
 


January 
 
1 or 2 
meetings 
 


• Deliberations on rate design preferred approaches 


• Develop presentation to Council on interim report 


• Outreach to stakeholders on interim report, process for providing additional input 
if desired. 


• [Interim Report Due to Council by January 15] 


February 
 
1 or 2 
meetings 
 


• Deliberation on rate design preferred approaches 


• Opportunity for Additional Stakeholder input to Panel 
 


March 
 
1 or 2 
meetings 
 


• Review draft report to Council and provide direction to finalize.  


• Develop presentation to Council  on Panel recommendations  
 


April  
 
 


• Present to Council 


• [Final Report Due to Council by April 1] 
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About City Light Rates 
• Residential customers make up the majority of City Light’s customers. The rate design for residents is 


comprised of a small basic customer charge and a two-block rate that charges more for higher 
electricity consumption. 


• Commercial and industrial consumers are divided into Small, Medium, Large and High Demand General 
Service rate classes. Most commercial customers are categorized as Small. Rate classes have 
progressively more complex rate designs for larger customers. Only Large and High Demand rate 
classes have time-of-use rates.


Why Redesign Rates Now? 
• City Light’s current rate structure has been in place without major change for nearly four decades. 


Energy consumption patterns may have shifted in ways that warrant re-examination of these structures. 


• With deployment of Advanced Metering (which will be completed in 2019) there will be opportunities 
to update/deploy new rate tools, time of use rates, standardize rate classes, and offer customers new 
rate options.


Electricity in Seattle
• Despite Seattle’s population boom and economic growth, electricity consumption in Seattle is declining. The 


utility forecasts that this decline is a long-term trend that will put upward pressure on electricity rates since 
most of the utility’s costs are fixed.


• Demand for City Light power peaks in the winter, 
unlike most utilities that see summer peaks due 
to air conditioning demand. The highest 
demand on Seattle’s electrical grid occurs when 
the weather is very cold. 


• Due to Seattle’s mild climate and low AC 
penetration, system peaks in electricity demand 
are relatively modest compared to utilities in 
other parts of the country.


• Hydropower is Seattle’s primary source of 
electricity. Hydro resources are low-cost and 
provide operational flexibility, making it 
relatively easy for City Light to manage 
short-term peaks in demand.


• Customer generation (i.e. solar) currently 
represents less than 1% of the utility’s energy supply. For some utilities, growing customer generation is a 
serious financial issue. It is unclear if or when this will materially impact Seattle. 


seattle.gov/light


RATE DESIGN
PRELIMINARY SITUATION
ASSESSMENT, OCTOBER 2018


Hydro............................. 88%


Nuclear**..................... 5%


Wind .............................. 4%


Coal** .......................... 1%


Natural Gas**.............. 1%


Biogas ........................... 1%


Others* ......................... 0%


Total .............................. 100%


**These fuels represent a portion of the power purchased from Bonneville  
 Power Administration and market purchases.


*Others include biomass, other non-biogenic and petroleum. These fuels 
only accounted to .30 percent.
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Consumption kWh


Residential: 3,137


Medium: 2,368


Large: 1,479


Small: 1,222


High Demand: 1,043


About City Light Rates 
• Residential customers make up the majority of City Light’s customers. The rate design for residents is 


comprised of a small basic customer charge and a two-block rate that charges more for higher 
electricity consumption. 


• Commercial and industrial consumers are divided into Small, Medium, Large and High Demand General 
Service rate classes. Most commercial customers are categorized as Small. Rate classes have 
progressively more complex rate designs for larger customers. Only Large and High Demand rate 
classes have time-of-use rates.


Why Redesign Rates Now? 
• City Light’s current rate structure has been in place without major change for nearly four decades. 


Energy consumption patterns may have shifted in ways that warrant re-examination of these structures. 


• With deployment of Advanced Metering (which will be completed in 2019) there will be opportunities 
to update/deploy new rate tools, time of use rates, standardize rate classes, and offer customers new 
rate options.


Electricity in Seattle
• Despite Seattle’s population boom and economic growth, electricity consumption in Seattle is declining. The 


utility forecasts that this decline is a long-term trend that will put upward pressure on electricity rates since 
most of the utility’s costs are fixed.


• Demand for City Light power peaks in the winter, 
unlike most utilities that see summer peaks due 
to air conditioning demand. The highest 
demand on Seattle’s electrical grid occurs when 
the weather is very cold. 


• Due to Seattle’s mild climate and low AC 
penetration, system peaks in electricity demand 
are relatively modest compared to utilities in 
other parts of the country.


• Hydropower is Seattle’s primary source of 
electricity. Hydro resources are low-cost and 
provide operational flexibility, making it 
relatively easy for City Light to manage 
short-term peaks in demand.


• Customer generation (i.e. solar) currently 
represents less than 1% of the utility’s energy supply. For some utilities, growing customer generation is a 
serious financial issue. It is unclear if or when this will materially impact Seattle. Bill Revenue $M


Residential: $321.9


Medium: $201.0


Large: $128.5


Small: $113.1


High Demand: $75.7


Number of Customers by Rate Class


Residential: 386,883


Small: 43,122


High Demand: 10
Large: 174
Medium: 3,183


Number of Customers by Jurisdiction


Seattle: 360,218


Shoreline: 24,198


Burien: 19,659


Other Suburban: 15,233


Tukwila: 6,839


Lake Forest: 5,450


SeaTac: 1,775
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Cost of Service & Retail Revenue Recovery
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Customer Service
Utility Discount Program *Note: All charts unaudited 2017 data.
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October 2018 


 


1 


 


 


RATE DESIGN FRAMEWORK AND 


 ASSESSMENT OF THE CURRENT RATE STRUCTURE 


 


 


The City Light Review Panel seeks stakeholder input on this framework to identify potential additions and changes. 


 


 


Rate Design Principle Analysis of Current Rate Policies and Structures 


1 
Simple, 


understandable, 


feasible 


Not clear how understandable rates are. Rates (and bills) may not do a 


good job of helping customers understand the relationship between their 


actions and their bill amounts. 


City Light does not offer pricing programs or opt-in rates like some 


utilities do. (Would customers like rate choices?) 


 


 


 


City Light should provide customers clear and understandable information about 


the level and structure of rates and any proposed changes to them. (1.D) 


2 
Rates collect 


revenue 


requirement 


Rates are set biennially at a level intended to collect the revenue 


requirement, based on a forecast of normal hydro production and 


customer consumption.  


 


There is no automatic mechanism to true up revenue when collections 


exceed or fall short of budget. (e.g. decoupling) Shortfalls are managed 


now through the capital budget by either increasing borrowing or 


undertaking fewer projects. 


 


 


 


Electric rates should be sufficient to meet City Light’s annual revenue requirement. 


(2) 


Blue italics denote pertinent existing City Light policies. Unless otherwise noted, policies were adopted in 2012 via 


Resolution 31351, parenthetical indicates resolution section. 


 


 


Questions about rates and rate design? Find a glossary, current rate designs and 


publications at seattle.gov/light/rates, or email scl_rates@seattle.gov 



http://www.seattle.gov/light/rates/rptspubs.asp
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Rate Design Principle Analysis of Current Rate Policies and Structures 


3 
Provide stable 


revenue for utility 


Revenues might be sufficiently stable for now; buffered by bond sizing. 


Revenue uncertainty is modest but increasing due to rising retail rates, 


changing technology, and uncertain heating demand. Disruptive energy 


technologies are a significant enterprise risk and could lead to future 


consumption being very different from projections. 


 


Revenue collection primarily through per kilowatt-hour charges (>90%) 


means that revenue stream is highly dependent on electricity 


consumption. 


 


The Rate Stabilization Account (RSA) addresses variability of wholesale revenues and 


helps stabilize revenues and rates. (There is currently a 1.5% RSA surcharge added to 


customer rates to replenish the RSA.)  Seattle Municipal Code Section 21.49.086 


4 
Provide stable, 


predictable bills 


for customers 


Annual rate increases are significant but fairly stable. Six-year strategic plan 


sets long-term expected rate trajectory. 


Residential customers seem surprised by bills (e.g., winter)—bills may not 


be as predictable as customers want them to be.  


 


 


Gradualism—level of rate, and structure of rates, if changed should change in an 


orderly way over time. (1.C) 


5 
Fairly apportion 


cost of service 


Due to low wholesale energy prices and rising retail rates, the financial 


benefit of conservation may be less than it was in past years.  


Aspects of rates that may not best reflect cost of service: 


• Fixed basic service charge (about $10 bi-monthly) collects a fraction of 


the cost of connected service (about $36 bi-monthly) 


• Using the same rates for single family and multi-family homes.  


• Residential block sizes (10 kWh/day summer, 16 kwh/day winter) 


haven’t been evaluated in decades—they may or may not be sized 


appropriately. 


• Demand charges collect 20% of marginal cost of distribution. 


• No fixed basic service charges for commercial/industrial customers. 


 


Rates should reflect a fair apportionment of the different costs of providing service 


among groups of customers (3.B) 


Conservation costs are a power resource and thus chargeable to all customers (3.C) 


Low income rate assistance costs are allocated to all customers (3.D) 


Rate credits when customers provide their own transformer or metering 


infrastructure (4.D) 


Blue italics denote pertinent existing City Light policies. Unless otherwise noted, policies were adopted in 2012 via 


Resolution 31351, parenthetical indicates resolution section. 
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Rate Design Principle Analysis of Current Rate Policies and Structures 


6 
Promote 


economic 


efficiency 


Energy (per kwh) price signal not aligned with economics, may not 


accurately signal the value of conservation, solar generation.  


Advanced meters and new billing system offer new opportunity to update 


rate class definitions and legacy billing practices. 


 


Structure rates to encourage efficient use of resources needed to provide electrical 


service (1.B) 


Rates based on marginal cost of service (3.A) 


Deploy time of use rates when reasonably feasible (4.E) 


Charge higher rates for higher consumption (ascending block rates) (4.A) 


Demand charges should not decline as power sales to a customer increase (4.B) 


7 Social justice 


Rates have been increasing at over the rate of inflation for many years due 


to large capital investments, declining consumption and higher 


labor/operating costs. This seems likely to continue and, with load 


stagnant or declining, rate increases will be even higher, which is 


something that draws increasing attention from the public. Coupled with 


the rising cost of living, electricity bills may be an increasing burden for 


some customers.  


The Utility Discount Program (UDP) offers a 60% bill discount for 


customers with income below 70% of the state medium. (See 


http://www.seattle.gov/light/assistance/ for more information) Despite 


large increase in participation (30k participants, approximately $18M 


annual subsidy in total), program may still be under-enrolled. No special 


rate design for UDP-all rates are 40% of regular rates. 


Residential first block sized to meet essential needs and priced at or below cost (4.C) 


Low Income rates shall be at least 50% lower than regular residential rates (4.F) 


8 
Environmental 


stewardship 


A small number of programs designed to encourage customers to invest in 


socially-responsible new energy technology (e.g. solar, heat pumps, electric 


vehicles) 


High second block rate incentivizes residential solar installation and dis-


incentivizes residential electric vehicle charging.  


Environmental stewardship is not explicitly identified in rate design policies but is a 


City Light value and is supported by City policies such as Resolution 301677, which 


directs City Light to promote the transition of electricity generation away from 


facilities that burn fossil fuels or use nuclear energy, and Resolution 30144, which 


resolves that the utility will maintain greenhouse gas neutrality, among others. 


Blue italics denote pertinent existing City Light policies. Unless otherwise noted, policies were adopted in 2012 via 


Resolution 31351, parenthetical indicates resolution section. 



http://www.seattle.gov/light/assistance/




image6.emf
4. Review of Electric Utility Rate Design Options Dec2018.pdf


4. Review of Electric Utility Rate Design Options Dec2018.pdf


 


 
 


 


 


Review of Electric Utility  


Rate Design Options  
 


 


 


 


 


 


Prepared for  


Seattle City Light Review Panel 


 


 


 


 


Cuthbert Consulting, Inc. 


Seattle, Washington 98115 


December 17, 2018  







Cuthbert	Consulting,	Inc.	 	 December	17,	2018
	 	  


 


 


 


Seattle City Light Review Panel 
 


 


Review of Electric Utility  


Rate Design Options 
	


 


 


Table of Contents 


Introduction	...................................................................................................................	1 


Rate	Designs	of	Interest	to	the	Review	Panel	.....................................................	2 


Summary	of	Residential	Rate	Designs	Reviewed	..............................................	6 


Summary	of	General	Service	Rate	Designs	Reviewed	......................................	8 


Summary	of	High	Demand/Industrial	Rate	Designs	Reviewed	..................	12 


General	Observations	from	Survey	Review.......................................................	14 


	


	


APPENDIX	A:		Rate	Design	Elements	of	SCL	and	14	Review	Utilities 


APPENDIX	B:		Residential	Rate	Design	Matrix 


APPENDIX	C:		Comparison	Electric	Utilities 


	


 


 







Cuthbert	Consulting,	Inc.	 	 Page	1 


 


 


Seattle City Light Review Panel 
 


Review of Electric Utility  


Rate Design Options 
	


Introduction 


As part of its efforts to develop recommendations on an updated rate design for Seattle City 
Light (SCL), the Seattle City Light Review Panel (Review Panel) along with SCL staff 
requested a review of the rate designs of general interest to the Review Panel and also of the 
main rate designs used by a sample of similarly sized electric utilities and other electric 
utilities in the Pacific Northwest region.  This review was expanded to include several 
electric utilities with innovative alternative rate designs to compare with the typical rate 
designs used by electric utilities in the United States (U.S.).   


SCL engaged Cuthbert Consulting Inc. to work with the Review Panel to prepare a review 
that would examine the rate designs used by eight (8) large municipal electric utilities, four 
(4) large Pacific Northwest investor owned utilities (IOUs), and three (3) other municipal 
utilities that have alternative innovative rate designs.  These 15 utilities are as follows: 


Large Municipal Utilities 
 City of Austin, Texas (Austin) 
 British Columbia Hydroelectric Power (BC Electric) 
 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
 Salt River Project, Phoenix, Arizona (SRP) 
 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
 CPS Energy, San Antonio, Texas (CPS Energy) 
 South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper) 
 Tacoma Power (Tacoma) 


 
Other Municipal Utilities 


 Burbank (CA) Water and Power (Burbank) 
 City of Colorado Springs (Colorado Springs) 
 Glendale (CA) Water and Power (Glendale) 


 
Pacific Northwest Investor Owned Utilities 


 Avista Energy (Avista) 
 Idaho Power Company (Idaho Power) 
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 Portland General Electric (PGE) 
 Puget Sound Energy (PSE) 


 
The focus of this review was on the predominant residential class electric rates as well as the 
rates for general service/commercial and high demand/industrial rate classes, although 
information on several alternative, experimental or pilot project rate design options were 
also obtained.  The review also examined a number of other rate design options that were of 
interest to the Review Panel. 


This report summarizes the results of this rate design review.  It is organized into three main 
sections:  A first section discusses 12 rate design structures that were specifically requested 
to be reviewed by the Review Panel.   A second section provides a summary of the residential 
class rate designs, general service/commercial class rate designs, and high 
demand/industrial class rate designs for the 15 utilities listed above.  This information 
focuses more on rate designs used rather than on the specific level of rates and charges at 
these utilities.   


Given a high interest in residential rate options, information on the specific residential class 
rate structures used by the 15 utilities is provided in Appendix A to the report along with 
summaries of the non-residential rate designs for these utilities.  A matrix summarizing key 
residential rate design elements is provided in Appendix B.  Comparative size and financial 
statistics for the 15 utilities are provided in Appendix C.   


Rate Designs of Interest to the Review Panel  
As part of their discussions, the Review Panel requested that a number of less traditional and more 
innovative rate design options be reviewed.   The following paragraph provides a brief review of each 
of these rate designs. 


 Inverted	Block	Rates	 charge a different price for energy at different usage levels.  
Typically a lower price is charged for energy usage up to some monthly threshold level 
and one or more higher energy prices are charged for energy usage above this 
threshold level.  Inverted block rates either can be seasonal or year-round.  This rate 
design has been used by electric utilities in the U.S. for more than 30 years for their 
residential customer classes and less commonly for small general service customer 
classes.  Among the 15 utilities reviewed in this survey, two had an annual inverted 
block rate structure and five had a seasonal inverted block rate structure for their 
residential customer classes.  Only two of the 15 utilities surveyed had an inverted 
block rate structure for their small general service customer classes.   


Inverted block rates were implemented by an increasing number of electric utilities in 
the 1970’s and 1980’s as part of their moving away from declining-block rates to help 
promote higher energy conservation levels.  The incidence of inverted block rate 
structures has seen less prevalence during the last 10 to 15 years as concerns for 
revenue stability in the face of flat or declining energy usage overshadowed the prior 
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focus on energy conservation.  At the same time many electric utilities have reduced 
the number of inverted block rates or changed to uniform (flat) rates as part of this 
change, in part to simplify rates and to improve revenue stability.  Examples of utilities 
in this review with inverted block rates are discussed below and detailed in the rate 
design discussions provided in Appendix A.    


 Time‐of‐Use	(TOU)	Rates	have different charges for energy based on the various time 
of day or seasonal periods.  A higher price is charged during on-peak hours or seasons 
when utility generation or purchased power costs are higher.  Off-peak time periods 
have lower charges that reflect the lower costs associated with lower cost resources 
and lower demands for energy.  TOU rates can provide more informative price signals 
to customers than uniform rates, are more consistent with the utility’s cost of service, 
and better reflect the costs of supplying and delivering electricity.  Research has shown 
that TOU rates are most effective at helping utilities lower their energy costs when on-
peak rates are set very high for short periods of time. 


Examples of utilities included in this review that have TOU rates include (1) SMUD 
which has had optional residential and small general service seasonal, three period 
TOU rate structures along with mandatory TOU rates for medium general service and 
higher demand customer classes, and is planning to make TOU rate its default rates in 
the near future; and (2) SRP which has two standard TOU rate options along with two 
experimental TOU rate options for its residential customer class, optional three season, 
three period TOU energy and demand rate options for all general service customers, 
and similar mandatory TOU rates for large general service (i.e. high demand) customer 
classes.  TOU rates are common in large general service and high demand/industrial 
class rate structures.  Real-time pricing is another TOU option that is mandatory for the 
largest customer classes in New York and New Jersey.  Other examples of utilities in 
this review with TOU rates are discussed below and detailed in the rate design 
discussions provided in Appendix A.    


 Unbundled	Rates	are simply rate designs that separate out various cost of service 
elements associated with a utility’s providing service to its customers into the rates it 
charges to them.  For example, the separated costs for the customer, delivery, 
transmission, generation, fuel, purchased power and other items can be used as a basis 
for developing customer class rates and charges.  Austin, Burbank, LADWP, SMUD and 
PGE are all examples of utilities in this review that have increased the degree to which 
rates are unbundled as part of their rate designs.  More information on these 
unbundled charges is provided in the customer class discussions below and detailed in 
the rate design discussion provided in Appendix A.     


 Delivery	 or	 Access	 Charges	 are rates that unbundle the costs associated with 
delivering power through the utility’s distribution system into separate rates or 
charges to its customers.   These delivery costs are largely fixed cost in nature, varying 
more by the size of the customer’s connection to the utility grid than by the amount of 
energy or demand the customer actually takes.  Delivery or access charges are typically 
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established as either a fixed charge (e.g. $/month) or a separate energy rate ($/kWh) 
for residential and small general service customer, and as a separate demand charge 
($/kW) for larger general service and high demand customers.  Several examples of 
utilities with separate unbundled delivery or access charge are discussed below and 
detailed in the rate design discussion provided in Appendix A.    


 Demand	 Charges	 are rates that charge for the maximum usage of each customer 
measured in kilowatts typically over a one-month period.  Demand rates are charged 
on a dollar-per-kilowatt basis ($/kW) and are common as part of large general service 
and high demand/industrial customer class rates, but until recently have been seldom 
used for residential and small general service customer class rates.  Demand charge 
rates can provide a pricing signal for customers to reduce their peak demand and 
better reflect the utility’s cost of service.  When the charge is based on demands that 
are not coincident with the utility’s peak demand, this is often viewed to be a fair way 
to recover distribution costs that reflect the utility’s cost of service.   Alternatively these 
demand charges are often viewed to be a less fair way to recover transmission and 
generation costs which vary more by the utility’s peak demand level which may or may 
not be at the same time as the customer’s peak demand level.   A two-part demand 
charge (with both coincident and non-coincident peak demand elements) can be 
viewed to better reflect the cost of service and thus be fairer, but also results in more 
complex and less understandable rates for many utility customers.   


As an example, SMUD has two demand charges, one for non-coincident peak demand 
and one based on coincident demand during a short super peak demand period of the 
customer for the rates of its larger customer classes.  SRP has an experimental demand 
rate option available for its residential customer class and mandatory three-season, 
three-period unbundled energy and demand charges for all of its larger general service 
customer classes.  Most recently SRP and the State of Massachusetts both have adopted 
mandatory demand charges for the customers with solar PV systems.     


 Critical	Peak	Pricing	rates are a variation of time-of-use rate design with customers 
charged higher energy rates for several hours during a limited number of days each 
year when the utility’s costs are highest.  The price is predetermined along with the 
allowable time periods, but the actual peak time events are determined and 
communicated to customers only a few hours or days in advance.  The critical peak 
price is typically 5 to 10 times higher than the typical energy price with a limited 
implementation of up to 15 to 20 days per year.  Typically this price differential reflects 
a higher short-term cost of power for generation or wholesale purchases of the utility, 
often purchased from a wholesale energy provider.  Several IOUs in the eastern U.S. as 
well as municipal utilities in Colorado have successfully used this rate design as an 
option for their large general service and high demand/industrial class rates, and as an 
option for residential customers electing time-of-use rates.  It is most appropriate for 
utilities with short periods (e.g., less than 50 hours per year) of very high peak demand 
generation costs or wholesale power costs.   
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 Coincident	Peak	Pricing	rates charge customers demand charges ($/kW) based on 
their peak demand at the time of the utility peak demand each month (i.e. customers’ 
coincident peak demands) as opposed to each customer’s actual monthly peak demand 
level.  This rate structure is most appropriate for utilities with significant monthly 
demand charges from their wholesale power providers or those with short periods of 
very high generation costs.  Typically adopted for large general service and/or high 
demand customer classes, this rate design provides cost-of-service based pricing 
signals to customers that encourage them to shift their peak demand to times when 
lower cost power is available.  This rate structure has been adopted by both the Fort 
Collins (CO) Utilities and Loveland (CO) Water and Power for their large general 
service and industrial customer classes and reflects each utility’s wholesale provider 
peak demand charges to these utilities. 


 Green	Power	Rates	are charges that provide a means for customers to participate in 
the development and support of renewable energy resources of a utility.  Typically a 
customer will elect to have some or all of their electricity needs to be provided from 
the utility’s renewable power resource options (e.g., solar, wind, etc.) and will purchase 
this electricity at a premium rate (e.g. a 2 to 5 cent per kWh premium) above the 
utility’s normal energy rates.  This helps the utility to defray some of the higher costs 
for renewable energy resources and thereby assists the utility in the development of 
additional renewable resources.  Offering customers the option of purchasing green 
power provides a mean for residential and other customers to participate in renewable 
energy developments without needing to make significant upfront investments in 
renewable resources themselves.   Over 850 utilities in the U.S. have green power 
options, including Austin, SMUD, PGE and PSE. 


 Low	Income	Program	Rates	are typically separate charges that provide funds to help 
facilitate the utility discounted electricity rates for qualifying low-income customers.  
Separating this rate from other energy rates helps to lower energy rates and also 
provides greater transparency to utility customers of the cost of service.  More 
information on utilities in this review with low income program rates is provided in 
the utility discussions below and detailed in the rate design discussion provided in 
Appendix A.     


 Decoupling	Charges are rate adjustment mechanisms that modify a utility’s energy 
rates periodically based on fluctuations between actual energy usage and projected 
energy usage so that rates recover no more and no less than the utility’s approved 
revenue requirement.  The decoupling charge is reviewed on a regular basis (e.g. 
monthly, quarterly, etc.) and adjusted based on unanticipated changes in customer 
energy usage levels.   Most of these adjustments are small (typically within a 
+/- 3 percent range) and are viewed as a means to provide greater revenue stability 
and eliminate possible incentives the utility might have to increase energy sales as a 
means to increase revenues.  Decoupling charges have been adopted by at least 29 
investor owned utilities in 14 states as part of their rate designs and have also been 
adopted by LADWP and Glendale to address revenue recovery risks and to remove 
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possible disincentives for promoting energy efficiency and for actions to increased 
energy sales.      


 Distributed	Energy	Resource	Rates	are rates that provide cost-based pricing signals 
to distributed energy resource (DER) providers and recognize the value and benefits 
that DER generation provides.   DERs can include generation provided by a broad array 
of resources, including solar PV, combined heat and power, wind, energy storage, 
demand response, electric vehicles, and energy efficiency.   The challenge of developing 
DER rates involve both fairly valuing the DER energy (including possible 
environmental, capital, operational and fuel savings) and also providing a means to 
fairly charge DER generators for the use of the utility facilities they use.  Rate designs 
with greater transparency but more complexity may be needed to accomplish this, 
separating customer, delivery, generation and fuel cost components as part of the DER 
rate design, with consideration of both coincident and non-coincident demand charges 
along with time-of-use rates.   


As examples of DER rates, Austin Energy and utilities in Maine and Minnesota have 
adopted Value of Solar rates that vary by class and provide pricing signals to solar PV 
generators that are used to determine a credit to a customer’s electricity bill, with that 
bill based on the energy purchases priced at the utilities regular tariff rates and 
charges.  To help minimize revenue recovery shifting to non-DER customers, utilities 
in California and Massachusetts have adopted minimum electric bills to DER customers 
to ensure all customers are paying some portion off utility fixed costs necessary for 
each customer to be interconnected with the utility.   


 Performance‐based	Rates	 are an element of performance-based regulation (PBR) 
which is a new approach to utility regulation with the goal of strengthening 
performance incentives for electric utilities.  Two of the most common forms of PBR 
are award-or-penalty mechanisms and multi-year rate plans, both with mathematical 
formulas that can lower regulatory costs while encouraging better utility performance.  
PBRs have been reviewed in several states and legislation adopting a PBR framework 
for Hawaii electric utilities was adopted in 2018 as a first in the U.S. and with an 
implementation date of 2020 for specific utility proposals on how such a mechanism 
can be effectively implemented in Hawaii. 


Summary of Residential Rate Designs Reviewed  


The following paragraphs summarize the key features of the residential rate designs for the 
15 electric utilities included in the review. 


Key Residential Rate Design Features:   


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  All 15 utilities have some form of fixed cost charges for their 
residential customer classes.  These charges have a variety of names, including Basic 
Charge, Customer Charge, Access Charge and Minimum Charge, and can be charged on 
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a daily, monthly or bimonthly basis.  For the large municipal utilities these charges 
range on a monthly basis from a low of $5.75 (BC Hydro) to a high of $20.30 (SMUD), 
and an average fixed charge of $13.85 per month.  The three other municipal utilities 
all have fixed cost charges within this same range and a similar average fixed cost 
charge level.  For the four Pacific Northwest IOUs, the range of fixed cost charges is 
between a low of $5.00 (Idaho Power) and a high of $11.00 (PGE), and an average fixed 
charge of $7.87 per month. 


 Energy	Charges:		Four types of energy charges are seen among the15 utilities in the 
review of their residential customer classes.  Two utilities have Uniform (Flat) Energy 
Rates (a single $/kWh energy charge applicable throughout the year), two have 
Seasonal Uniform Energy Rates (two or more different $/kWh energy charges varying 
for peak and non-peak seasons), four have Inverted-block Energy Rates (multiple 
$/kWh energy charges that increase with the amount of energy a customer requires 
each month), and seven have Seasonal Inverted-block Energy Rates (multiple $/kWh 
energy charges that increase with the amount of energy a customer uses and also vary 
between two or more seasonal periods during the year).  The four utilities with 
Uniform or Seasonal rate structures are seen at municipal utilities; all four of the 
investor-owned utilities along with seven municipal utilities have either Inverted-
block or Seasonal Inverted-block rate structures.  Generally these utilities have 2- or 3-
block inverted rate structures, although Austin has a 5-block inverted rate structure. 


 Demand	Charges:	 	None of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory demand 
charges ($/kW) for their residential class rates.  One utility (SRP) has an optional 
experimental residential demand charge rate available for residential customers. 


 Time‐of‐Use	Rates:		None of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory time-of-use 
rates for their residential class rates.  Eight of the utilities have optional, experimental, 
or pilot project time-of-use rates for their residential customer classes, including seven 
municipal utilities and one IOU. 


 Unbundled	Charges:		Only three of the 15 utilities in the review have an unbundled 
Energy Delivery or Access Charge for their other Energy Charges.  All three separate 
the delivery or access charge (priced on a $/kWh basis) from the other Energy Charges 
for their residential class rates. 


 Separate	Power	Supply	Adjustment	(PSA)	Charges:		Seven municipal utilities and 
all four (4) IOUs have a separate charge that adjusts for periodic fluctuations in fuel 
and purchased power costs.   These charges are adjusted periodically (e.g. monthly, 
quarterly, etc.) based on fluctuations in the utility’s fuel and/or purchased power costs 
and help ensure the utility does not under recover or over recover these costs.  
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Other Less Typical Rate Structure Elements:   


 Decoupling	Charges:  Five of the 15 utilities have a decoupling charge that helps 
assure the utility collects its revenue requirement.  This charge fluctuates with changes 
in actual energy sales compared with projected energy sales and can be a charge or a 
credit depending on fluctuations in the level of energy sales.  The utilities in the review 
that have a decoupling charge include two municipal utilities and three IOUs. 


 Regulatory	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that collects the 
costs associated with regulation of the utility by its state regulatory commission, board, 
or city council.  This includes three municipal utilities and one IOU. 


 Community	Benefit	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have one or more separate 
charges that collects various costs associated with providing a benefit to the service 
area community.  This includes two municipal utilities and two IOUs.  Among the items 
that these charges collect funds for are street lighting expense, low income assistance 
program costs, and energy efficiency program costs. 


 Low	Income	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that collects the 
costs associated with providing assistance to low income customers.  This includes one 
municipal utility and three IOUs. 


 Green	Energy	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to pay an extra charge to participate in renewable energy projects 
developed by the utility and that cost more than the utility’s standard energy resources.  
This includes one municipal utility and two IOUs.   


 Electric	Vehicle	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to recognize environmental benefits to the community of having an electric 
vehicle.  This includes one municipal utility and two IOUs and includes availability of 
lower cost energy in off-peak periods.    


 Service	Size	Charges:  One of the 15 utilities reviewed (Burbank) has two separate 
charges that vary by the panel size of customer (i.e., greater or lesser than 200-amp 
service) and recognizes the higher delivery costs associated with a larger service size.  


Summary of General Service Rate Designs Reviewed 


The following paragraphs summarize the key features of the general service or commercial 
rate structures for the 15 electric utilities included in the review.  All 15 of these utilities 
have at least two General Service classes (e.g. small and large) and four have three General 
Service Rates.  The divisions between small and other general service classes occurs at 
different demand or energy levels, and for the sample typically range between 10 kW and 
65 kW demand levels.  Given the significant differences between Small General Service 
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(which are generally similar to residential class rates) and Medium/Large General Service 
rate structures, this discussion is separated into these two grouping. 


Key Small General Service Rate Design Features:  


 Customer	Class	Definitions:  The distinction of small general service classes from 
medium and/or large general service classes at all 15 utilities represents the point at 
which the transition between not having a demand ($/kW) charge and having a 
demand charge is established.  Small general service classes typically only have one or 
more fixed charges (e.g. Basic Charge) and one or more energy charges (e.g. Energy 
Charge, Delivery Charge, etc.) but have no demand charges.  The small general service 
customer classes have a wide range of demand levels, including customers with less 
than 5 kW/month to as high as 65 kW/month.  Most of the utilities set their small 
general service class level at between 20 kW/month and 30 kW/month, with general 
service customer classes above this level having demand charges. 


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  All 15 utilities have some form of fixed cost charges for their 
small general service customer classes.  Like residential rate structures, these charges 
have a variety of names, including Basic Charge, Customer Charge, Access Charge and 
Minimum Charge, and can be charged on a daily, monthly or bimonthly basis.  For the 
large municipal utilities these charges range on a monthly basis from a low of $7.00 
(LADWP) to a high of $46.35 (SRP), and an average fixed charge of $19.77 per month.  
The three other municipal utilities all have fixed cost charges within this same range 
and a similar average fixed cost charge level.  For the four Pacific Northwest IOUs, the 
range of fixed cost charges is between a low of $5.00 (Idaho Power) and a high of 
$20.00 (Avista), with an average fixed charge of $12.95 per month. 


 Energy	Charges:	 	Six types of energy charges are seen among the 15 utilities in the 
review of their small general service customer classes.  Four utilities have Uniform 
(Flat) Energy Rates (a single $/kWh energy charge applicable throughout the year), 
two have Seasonal Uniform Energy Rates (two or more different $/kWh energy charges 
varying for peak and non-peak seasons), three have Declining Block Energy Rates (two 
$/kWh energy charges where there is a lower rate for higher amounts of energy usage), 
two have Inverted-block Energy Rates (with two $/kWh energy charges that vary by 
the amount of energy a customer requires each month), two have Seasonal Inverted-
block Energy Rates (two $/kWh energy charges that vary by the amount of energy a 
customer uses and also between two or more seasonal periods during the year), and 
two have one set of time-of-use energy rates throughout the year.  


 Demand	Charges:	 	None of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory demand 
charges ($/kW) for their small general service class rates.  However, one utility 
(LADWP) has a $/kW facility charge for its small general service class which operates 
similar to a demand charge and collects the facility costs for energy delivered to 
customers (transformers, wires, etc.).   
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 Time‐of‐Use	Rates:		Two of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory time-of-use 
rates for their small general service class rates.  Four of the utilities have optional, 
experimental, or pilot project demand rates for their small general service customer 
classes, including three municipal utilities and one IOU. 


 Unbundled	 Charges:	 	Only one of the 15 utilities in the review (Tacoma) has an 
unbundled Energy Delivery or Access Charge for their other Energy Charges.  It 
separates the delivery charge (priced on a $/kWh basis) from the other Energy Charges 
for their small general service class rates. 


 Separate	Power	Supply	Adjustment	(PCA)	Charges:  Seven municipal utilities and 
all four IOUs have a separate charge that adjusts for periodic fluctuations in fuel and 
purchased power costs.   These charges are adjusted periodically (e.g. monthly, 
quarterly, etc.) based on fluctuations in the utility’s fuel and/or purchased power costs 
and help ensure the utility does not under recover or over recover these costs. 


Key Larger General Service Class Rate Design Features:  


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  Fourteen of the 15 utilities have some form of fixed cost charges 
for their large general service customer classes.  Like residential and small general 
service rate structures, these charges have a variety of names, including Basic Charge, 
Customer Charge, Access Charge and Minimum Charge, and can be charged on a daily, 
monthly or bimonthly basis.  For the large municipal utilities these charges range on a 
monthly basis from a low of $7.61 (BC Hydro) to a high of $285.00 (SRP), with an 
average fixed charge of $94.44 per month.  The three other municipal utilities all have 
fixed cost charges within this same range and a similar average fixed cost charge level.  
For the four Pacific Northwest IOUs, the range of fixed cost charges is between a low of 
$5.00 (Idaho Power) and a high of $5,200.00 (PGE), with an average fixed charge of 
$1,526.19 per month. 


 Energy	Charges:		Five types of energy charges are seen among the 15 utilities in the 
review for their larger general service customer classes.  Five utilities have Uniform 
(Flat) Energy Rates (a single $/kWh energy charge applicable throughout the year), 
two have Seasonal Uniform Energy Rates (two or more different $/kWh energy charges 
varying for peak and non-peak seasons), three have Declining-block Energy Rates 
(with two or more $/kWh energy charges where there is a lower rate for higher 
amounts of energy usage), two have non-seasonal time-of-use energy charges year 
round, and two have seasonal, time-of-use energy charges.   


 Demand	Charges:	 	Fourteen of the 15 utilities in the review have demand charges 
($/kW) as part of the rate design for their larger general service class rates.  Seven have 
a uniform demand charge, four have demand charges that vary by season, and three 
have seasonal, time-of-use demand charges for their larger general service classes. 
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 Time‐of‐Use	Rates:		Five of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory time-of-use 
rates for their larger general service class rates.  Another four of the utilities have 
optional time-of-use rates for their large general service customer classes. 


 Unbundled	Charges:		Seven of the 15 utilities in the review have a separate unbundled 
Energy Delivery or Access Charge as part of their Demand Charges.  It separates the 
delivery charge (priced on a $/kW basis) from the other Demand Charges for their 
larger general service class rates. 


 Separate	Power	Supply	Adjustment	(PSA)	Charges:		Eight municipal utilities and all 
four IOUs have a separate charge that adjusts for periodic fluctuations in fuel and 
purchased power costs.   These charges are adjusted periodically (e.g. monthly, 
quarterly, etc.) based on fluctuations in the utility’s fuel and/or purchased power costs 
and help ensure the utility does not under recover or over recover these costs. 


Other Rate Design Elements of General Service Customer Classes:   


 Decoupling	Charges:  The same five of the 15 utilities that have a decoupling charge 
for residential customer classes also have a general service decoupling charge for 
larger customer to help assure the utility collects its revenue requirement.  The utilities 
in the review that have a decoupling charge include two municipal utility and three 
investor owned utilities. 


 Regulatory	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that collects the 
costs associated with regulation of the utility.  This includes three municipal utilities 
and one investor owned utility. 


 Community	Benefit	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have one or more separate 
charges that collect various costs associated with providing a benefit to the service area 
community.  This includes two municipal utilities and two investor owned utilities.  
Among the costs that these charges collect are street lighting expense, low income 
assistance program costs, and energy efficiency program costs). 


 Low	Income	Program	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that 
collects the costs associated with providing assistance to low income customers.  This 
includes one municipal utility and three investor owned utilities. 


 Green	Energy	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to pay an extra charge to participate in renewable energy projects that cost 
more than the utility’s standard energy resources.  This includes one municipal utility 
and two investor owned utilities.   


 Electric	Vehicle	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to recognize environmental benefits to the community of having an electric 
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vehicle.  This includes one municipal utility and two investor owned utilities and 
includes availability of lower cost energy in off-peak periods.    


Summary of High Demand/Industrial Rate Designs Reviewed 


The definitions of high demand or industrial rate classes vary significantly among the 15 
utilities surveyed, typically varying by maximum demand levels, by monthly energy usage, or 
by delivery voltage level.  Some have only one high demand class while others have several 
separate classes, often separated by delivery voltage level.  The following paragraphs 
summarize the key features of the high demand or industrial rate structures for the 15 
electric utilities included in the review.  


Key High Demand/Industrial Service Class Rate Design Features:  


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  Twelve of the 15 utilities reviewed have some form of fixed cost 
charges for their high demand or industrial service classes.  Like residential and 
general service rate structures, these charges have a variety of names, including Basic 
Charge, Customer Charge, Access Charge, Minimum Demand and Minimum Charge, and 
can be charged on a daily, monthly, bimonthly or annual basis.  For the large municipal 
utilities these charges range from a low of $20.00 per month (LADWP) to a high of 
$5,200.00 per month (PGE).  The three (3) other municipal utilities all have fixed cost 
charges within this same range.  For the four Pacific Northwest IOUs, the range of fixed 
cost charges is between a low of $299.00 (Idaho Power) and a high of $5,200.00 (PGE) 
but neither Avista nor PSE have a single basic charge for their high demand customer 
classes. 


 Energy	Charges:		Five types of energy charges are seen among the 15 utilities in the 
review for their high demand or industrial service classes.  Four utilities have Uniform 
(Flat) Energy Rates (a single $/kWh energy charge applicable throughout the year), six 
have seasonal, time-of-use energy charges, one has a Seasonal Uniform Energy Rate 
(two or more different $/kWh energy charges varying by season), two have Declining-
block Energy Rates (with two or more $/kWh energy charges where there is a lower 
rate for higher amounts of energy usage), and two have time-of-use energy charges.   


 Demand	Charges:		All 15 utilities in the review have demand charges ($/kW) as part 
of the rate design for their high demand or industrial service classes.  Seven have a 
uniform demand charge, four have seasonal, time-of-use demand charges, two have 
seasonal demand charges, and two have non-seasonal time-of-use demand charges. 


 Time‐of‐Use	Rates:		Six of the 15 utilities in the review have mandatory time-of-use 
rates for their high demand or industrial service classes.   


 Unbundled	Charges:		Seven of the 15 utilities in the review have a separate unbundled 
Energy Delivery or Access Charge as part of their Demand Charges.  It separates the 
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delivery charge (priced on a $/kW basis) from the other Demand Charges for their high 
demand or industrial service classes. 


 Separate	Power	Supply	Adjustment	(PCA)	Charges:		Eight municipal utilities and all 
four IOUs have a separate charge that adjusts for periodic fluctuations in fuel and 
purchased power costs.   These charges are adjusted periodically (e.g. monthly, 
quarterly, etc.) based on fluctuations in the utility’s fuel and/or purchased power costs 
and help ensure the utility does not under recover or over recover these costs. 


Other Less Typical Rate Structure Elements:   


 Decoupling	Charges:  The same five of the 15 utilities that have a decoupling charge 
for residential and general service customer classes also a decoupling charge for their 
high demand customer classes.  The utilities in the review that have a decoupling 
charge include two municipal utilities and three investor owned utilities. 


 Regulatory	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that collects the 
costs associated with regulation of the utility.  This includes three municipal utilities 
and one investor owned utility. 


 Community	Benefit	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have one or more separate 
charges that collects various costs associated with providing a benefit to the service 
area community.  This includes two municipal utilities and two investor owned 
utilities.  Among the costs that these charges collect are street lighting expense, low 
income assistance program costs, and energy efficiency program costs). 


 Low	Income	Charges:  Four of the 15 utilities have a separate charge that collects the 
costs associated with providing assistance to low income customers.  This includes one 
municipal utility and three investor owned utilities. 


 Green	Energy	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to pay an extra charge to participate in renewable energy projects that cost 
more than the utility’s standard energy resources.  This includes one municipal utility 
and two investor owned utilities.   


 Electric	Vehicle	Charges:  Three of the 15 utilities have an option available to their 
customers to recognize environmental benefits to the community of having an electric 
vehicle.  This includes one municipal utility and two investor owned utilities and 
includes availability of lower cost energy in off-peak periods.    
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General Observations from Survey Review  
In all rate design options, there are trade-offs involved in selecting an appropriate rate design for 
each of a utility’s customer classes.  Many pros and cons are associated with varying levels of 
complexity and unbundling of rates that can help reflect a utility’s cost of service to its customers.  
The following discussion is provided as a tool to assist the Review Panel with the evaluation of 
possible residential and non-residential rate design options for SCL.  It is in no way a complete or 
exhaustive discussion of the rate design options that would best meet SCL and its customers interests 
and needs. 


Residential Rate Design:   


 Unbundled	Rates:		SCL currently does not unbundle its energy charges to separate out 
many of the necessary costs associated with providing electricity to its customers.   
Greater unbundling of residential rates and charges could provide greater 
transparency and better reflect SCL’s cost-of-service to its customers.  Increased rate 
unbundling of the rate design potentially also could provide more choice of services to 
customers, especially to customers with DER generation.  These advantages would 
need to be evaluated against the reduction in rate simplicity and customer 
understanding of rates and charges.      


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  With a residential Basic Charge of $5.00 per month, SCL’s fixed 
cost recovery is at the low end of the range of fixed cost recovery charges for the 15 
utilities included in the review and is lower than any other municipal utilities.  In recent 
years, many electric utilities have increased their fixed cost charges to be more in line 
with cost-of-service estimates and to help promote revenue stability.  Increasing SCL’s 
Basic Charge or instituting a Minimum Charge to be within a range of $10.00 to $15.00 
per month would be more consistent with the fixed charges of other municipal utilities 
but may be viewed by some as reducing the incentive for customers to conserve 
energy. 


 Energy	Charges:	 	 	SCL’s seasonal, 2-block inverted rate structure for its residential 
customers is consistent with the rate design used by most of the 15 utilities in the 
review.  SMUD and Tacoma are examples of large municipal utilities that have moved 
away from inverted block rate structures to rate designs based more on uniform 
energy charges.  Changing to seasonal uniform energy rates would be more in line with 
cost-of-service estimates and would help promote revenue stability but could be 
viewed by some as weakening pricing signals that promote conservation.   


 Unbundled	 Delivery,	 Access	 and	 Demand	 Charges:	 	 SCL does not currently 
unbundle its energy charges to separate out the more fixed costs associated with both 
investment and maintenance costs for facilities necessary for customers to connect 
with and be served by the SCL distribution system.  Four of the surveyed municipal 
utilities do unbundle a portion of these costs and provide better pricing signals to 
customers regarding costs that are necessary independent of the amount and timing of 
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the energy they use.  An unbundled fixed delivery charge would be more in line with 
SCL’s cost-of-service information and would help promote revenue stability.  It also 
could be a transitional step towards eventually establishing greater unbundling of 
SCL’s rates, including possible demand charges and/or time-of-use rates for residential 
customers.   


 Time‐of‐Use	(TOU)	Rates:		About half of the utilities reviewed have some form of TOU 
rate option available for residential customers, but none have mandatory TOU 
residential rates.  Generally the utilities that offer TOU rates are summer peaking 
utilities that have significant air conditioning loads and very high peaking costs during 
short periods of time in the summer period, and these costs are reflected in high on-
peak energy charges.  Given the significant flexibility that SCL has with its largely 
hydroelectric based resources, TOU rates could provide better pricing signals to 
customers but with much greater complexity of the rate structure.  Offering TOU rates 
as an option might be a worthwhile first step in this direction to help SCL better judge 
customer interest and acceptance of a TOU rate structure. 


 Complexity	of	Rate	Structure:		Currently SCL has one of the least complex residential 
rate structures among the 15 utilities reviewed.   Many utilities unbundle and separate 
out charges for power supply costs, community benefit services, regulatory costs, low 
income assistance programs, and other costs.   Although these unbundled charges add 
to the complexity of the utilities’ rates, this unbundling of rates lowers energy rates, 
provides greater transparency of SCL’s costs to provide service to customers, and may 
be worth considering. 


Non-Residential Rate Design:   


 Number	 of	 Customer	 Classes:  Currently SCL has four general service classes 
separated by customer demand levels, with network rates for customer located in 
areas served predominantly by the underground network system.  This level of 
separation of the customer classes is consistent with the number of customer classes 
seen at most other utilities included in this review.  These customer and rate classes 
have increasingly complex rates at the higher demand levels which is appropriate.  
Increasing the number of customer classes might have value as part of a strategy to 
increase rate unbundling and instituting more time-of-use rates.   


 Fixed	Cost	Charges:  SCL’s fixed cost recovery is predominately accomplished with 
minimum charges for each of its general service classes along with demand charges for 
customer in the Medium General Service and larger classes.  Generally these minimum 
charges are at the low end of the range of fixed cost recovery charges for the 15 utilities 
included in the review and is lower than most of the municipal utilities.  Similar to 
residential rate design changes, many electric utilities have increased their fixed cost 
charges in recent years to be more in line with cost-of-service estimates and to help 
promote revenue stability.  Increasing SCL’s Minimum Charges for its non-residential 
classes would be more consistent with the fixed charge recovery of most other 
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municipal utilities but may be viewed by some as reducing the incentive for customers 
to conserve energy. 


 Energy	Charges:	 	 	 SCL’s uniform rate structure for its small and medium general 
service customer classes is consistent with the rate design used by most of the 15 
utilities in the review.  Similarly charging time-of-use rates for its large and high 
demand general service classes is consistent with the rate design of other utilities in 
the review.  One energy charge rate design change that may be valuable for SCL to 
consider for its general service classes would be to increase the use of time-of-use 
energy rates for small and medium general service customer classes.   


 Unbundled	 Delivery,	 Access	 and	 Demand	 Charges:	 	 Currently SCL does not 
explicitly unbundle its energy and demand charges to separate out the more fixed costs 
associated with both investment and maintenance costs for facilities necessary for 
customers to connect with the SCL distribution system.  Seven of the surveyed 
municipal utilities do unbundle a portion of these costs and provide a better pricing 
signal to customers regarding necessary costs that are independent of the amount and 
timing of the energy they use.  A specific unbundled fixed delivery charge on either a 
fixed monthly charge or a $/kW charge based on non-coincident customer demand 
level would be more in line with SCL’s cost-of-service information and would help 
promote revenue stability.  The separation of the demand charge for large and high 
demand general service customers into non-coincident and coincident charge 
components may also have value for greater transparency and better reflecting cost-
of-service information.   


 Time‐of‐Use	(TOU)	Rates:		Nine of the 15 utilities reviewed have some form of TOU 
rate option available for non-residential customer classes, and about half have 
mandatory TOU as part of their large general service and high demand rate designs.  As 
discussed previously, most of the utilities that offer TOU rates are summer peaking 
utilities that have significant air conditioning loads and very high peaking costs during 
short periods of time in the summer period, and these costs are reflected in high on-
peak charges.  Given the significant flexibility that SCL has with its largely hydroelectric 
based resources, TOU rates could provide better pricing signals to customers but with 
much greater complexity of the rate structure.  Offering TOU rates as an option for 
small and/or medium general service customer might be a worthwhile first step in this 
direction to help SCL better judge customer interest and acceptance of TOU rate 
structures. 


 Complexity	of	Rate	Structure:	 	Currently SCL has one of the less complex general 
service rate structures among the 15 utilities reviewed.   Many utilities unbundle and 
separate out charges for power supply costs, community benefit services, regulatory 
costs, low income assistance programs, and other costs.   Although these unbundled 
charges add to the complexity of the utilities’ rates, this unbundling of rates would 
lower energy rates, would provide greater transparency to customers of SCL’s costs to 
provide service, and may be worth considering.  
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APPENDIX A:  Rate Design Features of SCL and 14 Review Utilities  
 


  







Seattle City Light Rates
October 2018


Residential ‐ In City (Monthly):


Basic Service Charge: 5.00$         
Energy Charge (per kWh)


Winter 0‐480 0.0768$     
> 480 0.1306$     


Summer 0‐300 0.0768$     
>300 0.1306$     


RSA Surcharge: 1.5%


Small General Service ( < 50 kW) ‐ In City (Monthly):


Minimum Charge: 9.60$         
Energy Charge (per kWh) 0.0946$     
Demand Charge (per kW) ‐$           
RSA Surcharge: 1.5%


Medium GS (50 to 1,000 kW) ‐ Non‐Network In City (Monthly):


Minimum Charge: 24.00$       
Energy Charge (per kWh) 0.0726$     
Demand Charge (per kW) 3.44$         
RSA Surcharge: 1.5%


Large GS (1,000 ‐ 10,000 kW) ‐ Non‐Network In City (Monthly):


Minimum Charge: 851.10$     
Energy Charge (per kWh)


On‐peak 0.0834$     
Off‐peak 0.0551$     


Demand Charge (per kW)
On‐peak 3.12$         
Off‐peak 0.27$         


RSA Surcharge: 1.5%


High Demand GS (>= 10,000 kW) In City (Monthly):


Minimum Charge: 1,821.30$ 
Energy Charge (per kWh)


On‐peak 0.0777$     
Off‐peak 0.0513$     


Demand Charge (per kW)
On‐peak 3.12$         
Off‐peak 0.27$         


RSA Surcharge: 1.5%
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City of Austin TX Electric Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Customer Charge of $10 per month
2 Inverted block energy rates structure with 5 blocks
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
5 Residential Time‐of‐Use rate option is currently suspended
6 Has several Community Benefit Charges, including:
7    ‐ separate charge for Service Area Lighting
8    ‐ separate charge for Energy Efficiency Service improvements
9    ‐ separate Customer Assistance Program costs


10 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs
11 Has separate Green Energy charge option
12 Has various Customer Assistance Program discounts


Residential Rates ‐ Summer Period ‐ Inside City ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Customer Charge: 10.00$           
Delivery Charge: ‐$                
Energy Charges (per kWh)


0‐500 0.02801$       
501‐1,000 0.05832        
1,001‐1,500 0.07814        
1,501‐2,500 0.09314        
>2,500 0.10814        


Power Supply Adjustment Charge (Summer) 0.03007        
Community Benefit Charges:


Customer Assistance Program 0.00172        
Service Area Lighting 0.00138        
Energy Efficiency Services 0.00251        


Regulatory Charge (per kWh) 0.01362        


General Service Rate Design (Secondary Service < 12.5 kVa)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at 10kW, 300kW, and >300kW 
2 Basic Customer Charge of $18/$27.50/$71.50 per month
3 Uniform energy rate structures
4 Delivery charges of $0.00/$4.50/$4.50 per kW
5 Demand charges of $0.00/$4.19/$6.40 per kW
6 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Three time‐of‐Use rate options are currently suspended
8 Has several Community Benefit Charges, including:
9    ‐ separate charge for Service Area Lighting


10    ‐ separate charge for Energy Efficiency Service improvements
11    ‐ separate Customer Assistance Program costs
12 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs
13 Has separate Green Energy charge option
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Large General Service Rate Design (Primary Service > 12.5 kVa)


1 Three Large General Service rates at <3,000kW, 3,000‐20,000‐kW, and >20,000kW 
2 Also has a High Load Factor class with demands > 20,000kW
3 All service options are at Primary Voltage levels
4 Basic Customer Charge of $2,200 per month for > 10,000 kW
5 Uniform energy rate structures
6 Delivery charges of $4.50/$4.50 per kW
7 Demand charges of $7.00/$9.17/$10.37 per kW
8 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
9 Has one time‐of‐Use rate option that is currently suspended


10 Has several Community Benefit Charges ($/kWh), including:
11    ‐ separate charge for Service Area Lighting
12    ‐ separate charge for Energy Efficiency Service improvements
13    ‐ separate Customer Assistance Program costs


Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs ($/kW)
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British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority  (BC Hydro) Electric Rates 
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Customer Charge of 19.56 cents/day ($5.95 per month)
2 Inverted block energy rates structure with 2 blocks
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
5 No Time‐of‐Use rate option
6 Has two sets of rates for 2 service zones (same rate design)


Standard Residential ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Charge: 5.95$              
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including Adjustments


0 ‐ 675 kWh 0.08840$       
> 675 kWh 0.13260        


General Service Rates (Secondary Service < 60kVa)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at 35kW, 150kW, and >150kW 
2 Basic Customer Charge of $10.38/$7.61/$7.61 per month
3 Inverted block energy rate structure for Small GS/uniform energy rate for larger 
4 No Delivery charges
5 Demand charges of $0.00/$5.07/$11.55 per kW
6 No Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 No time‐of‐Use rate options
8 No other charges


Transmission Service Rate Design (Primary Service > 60kVa)


1 Both Standard and time‐of‐use rate options
2 Monthly minimum charge of $8.139 per kVa of billed demand
3 Two step inverted rate based on Customer Baseline Load 
4 4 season/2 time period TOU rates
5 No Delivery charges
6 Demand charge of $8.139 per kVa
7 No Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
8 No time‐of‐Use rate options
9 No other charges
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Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)  Electric Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Minimum Charge of $10 per month plus 3 cost adjustments
2 Power Access Charges based on energy usage (3 levels)
3 Inverted block energy rates with 3 blocks
4 No Demand or delivery charges
5 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
6 Has Residential Time‐of‐Use rate option, 2 seasons, three block rates
7 Has 7 separate cost or energy adjustments 
8 Has Decoupling charge
9 Rates vary for 2 Zones of the City


Residential Service ‐ Zone 1 ‐ Summer Rates (Monthly):


Power Access Charge
0‐350 kWh 1.75$             
Next 700 kWh 6.25              
Greater than 1,050 kWh 18.50            


Minimum Charge ($/month plus Adjustment Factors) 10.00$           
Energy Charge ‐ Summer (per kWh) Including Adjustments


0‐350 kWh 0.16479$       
Next 700 kWh 0.21312        
Greater than 1,050 kWh 0.28922        


Adjustments:
Energy Cost Adjustment (per kWh) 0.05690        
Electric Subsidy Adjustment (per kWh) 0.01470        
Reliability Adjustment (per kWh) 0.00300        
Variable Energy Adjustment (per kWh) 0.00132        
Capped Renewable Portfolio Standard Energy Adjustmen 0.00472        
Variable Renewable Portfolio Standard Energy Adjustmen 0.01413        
Incremental Reliability Cost Adjustment 0.00496        


General Service Rate Design (Secondary Service < 80 kW)


1 Two sets of General Service rates < 30kW and >30kW to 80kW
2 Service Charge of $7.00/$20 per month
3 Facilities charges of $5.36 per kW
4 Demand charges of $0.00/$4.19/$6.40 per kW
5 Uniform Energy Charge for <30kW general service
6 Time‐of‐Use rates required for > 30 kW; customer with own generation
7 2 season, three time period time‐of‐Use rates 
Has 2‐season Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
Has Electric Vehicle discount option


Primary, Sub‐Transmission and Transmission Service Rate Design (>30 kW)


1 Has Primary Service (<34.5 kVa), Sub‐transmission (34.5 kVa), and Transmission (138 kVa) options
2 Service Charge of $7.00/$20 per month
3 Facilities charges of $5.36/$4.56/$0.00 per kW
4 Demand charges vary by TOU, 2 season, three time periods
5 Time of use energy charge:  2 season, three time periods
6 Time‐of‐Use rates required for > 30 kW; customer with own generation


Appendix A


Cuthbert Consulting, Inc. Appendix A - Page 5







7 2 season, three time period time‐of‐Use rates 
8 Has 2‐season Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
9 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above


10 Has Electric Vehicle discount option
11 Has Experimental Real‐Time Pricing option for service >250 kW
12 Has Experimental Contract Demand Service option for service > 334.5 kVa
13 Has separate rates for Customer Generation Primary Service at various delivery levels
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Salt River Project (SRP) Electric Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Monthly Service Charge (4 components) of $20 per month
2 Inverted block, 3 season energy rate structure with 3 blocks
3 Energy block is unbundled into 10 components (including Distribution,
4    Transmission, Ancillary Services, System benefits, etc.)
5 No Demand or delivery charges
6 Has 2‐season Fuel/Purchased Power Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Has 6 Residential Time‐of‐Use rate options, including
8    ‐ Standard time‐of‐use option (three season, two TOU periods)
9    ‐ Time‐of‐use with Super Peak option


10    ‐ time‐of‐use with Super Off‐peak for Electric Vehicles
11 Has 4 experimental or pilot project rate options, including:
12    ‐ Residential Demand charges
13    ‐ Prepay service
14    ‐ Customer general rate option


Standard Residential Service ‐ (E‐23)


Monthly Service Charge (4 elements): 20.00$           
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including Adjustments


0‐700 0.11570$       
701‐2,000 0.11690        
> 2,000 0.13200        


Adjustments
Fuel and Purchased Power 0.02840        
Energy Generation 0.05360        
Distribution Delivery 0.02240        
Transmission Delivery 0.01740        
Environmental Program Costs 0.00550        


General Service Rates 


1 General Service rates for energy usage <= 300,000 kWh per month
2 Basic Customer Charge of $46.35 per month (covers first 5 kW of demand)
3 Declining 4‐block energy rate structures
5 3‐Season Demand charges for all demand over 5 kW)
6 Has 2‐season Fuel/Purchased Power Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Has Standard Time‐of‐Use rate option with:
8 3‐Season, 3 period energy rate structures
9 3‐Season, 2 period Demand charges for all demand over 5 kW)


10 Has 2 alternative or experimental rate options, including:
11    ‐ Experimental Super Peak Time‐of‐Use rate option
12    ‐ Prepay service


Large General Service Rate Design
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1 Large General Service rates for energy usage > 300,000 kWh per month
2 Separated rates by Secondary, Primary, Substation, and Interruptible sub‐classes
3 Basic Service Charge of $523.71 per month
4 Uniform Facilities Charge of $2.67/kW
5 3‐Season, 3 period Time‐of‐Use energy rate structures
6 3‐Season Demand charge based on On‐Peak KW demand
7 2‐season Fuel/Purchased Power Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
8 Has Experimental Critical Peak Pricing option
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Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) Electric Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 System Infrastructure Fixed Charge of $20.30
2 Has 2‐season uniform energy rate charges
3 No demand or delivery charges
4 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
5 Has time‐of‐use option (two season, three TOU periods)
6 Has several Community Benefit Charges, including:
7    ‐ separate charge for Service Area Lighting
8    ‐ separate charge for Energy Efficiency Service improvements
9    ‐ separate Customer Assistance Program costs


10 Has a Solar Surcharge charge
11 Has a Hydro Generation Adjustment charge
12 Has Energy Assistance Program discounts
13 Has 3 Green Pricing Options


Residential Service ‐ Schedule R (Monthly):


System Infrastructure Fixed Charge: 20.30$           
Delivery Charge:
Standard Rate‐Electricity Usage Charges (per kWh)


Winter (Oct 1 ‐ May 31) 0.10310$       
Summer (June 1 ‐ Sept 30) 0.16490        


TOU Rate to be effective default rate January 2019 (*):
Winter (Oct 1 ‐ May 31)


Peak (5‐ 8pm) 0.13380$       
Off‐Peak 0.09690        


Summer (June 1 ‐ Sept 30)
Super Peak (5‐ 8pm) 0.28350$       
Peak (Noon ‐ 5pm + 8pm‐midnight) 0.16110        
Off‐Peak 0.11660        


(*) Residential Customers may elect Standard Rate


General Service Rate Design (Service <1,000 kW)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at <20kW, 20‐300kW, 300‐500kW and  <1,000kW 
System Infrastructure Fixed Charge $20.20,$24.55, $107.95, and $285.00


2 Site Infrastructure Charge of $0.00/$0.00/$7.58/$2.85/$2.07 per kW
3 Uniform energy rate structures, in Winter, 2 period TOU rates in Summer for >300kW
Time‐of‐Use rates with 2 seasons, 3 time periods for >500kW


4 No other delivery charges
5 Summer Super Peak Demand Charges for secondary and primary services
6 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Has 3 separate Green Energy charge options


Large General Service Time‐of‐Use Rate Design (Demands >1,000 kW)
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1 Three levels of service (secondary, primary, and sub transmission)
2 All service options are at Primary Voltage levels
3 Basic Customer Charge of $2,200 per month for > 10,000 kW
4 Uniform energy rate structures
5 Delivery charges of $4.50 per kW
6 Demand charges of $9.17 per kW
7 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
8 Has 3 separate Green Energy charge options
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San Antonio (CPS Energy)
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Service Availability Charge of $8.75 per month
2 2 season, inverted energy rates structure with 2 blocks
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 Has separate Fuel Adjustment charge
5 No time‐of‐use rate option
6 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs


Residential Service ‐ (Monthly):


Service Availability Charge 8.75$         
Energy Charge (per kWh)


Winter 0‐480 0.06910$  
Summer 0‐600 0.06910    


>600 0.08890    
Minimum Bill 8.75$         
Fuel Adjustment (per kWh) 0.01840    
Regulatory Adjustment (per kWh) 0.01095    


General Service Rate Design (Service <1,000 kW)


1 Two sets of general service rate options
2 Service Availability Charge of $8.75 and $175.00 per month
3 Declining block energy rate structures
4 No separate delivery charges
5 2 season demand charges
6 Has unit fuel cost factor adjustment


Extra Large Power Service Rate Design (Demands >1,000 kW)


1 All service options are at Primary Voltage levels
2 Service Availability Charge of $1,000.00 per month
3 Declining block energy rate structures
4 No separate delivery charges
5 2 season demand charges
6 Has unit fuel cost factor adjustment
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South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper) (SCPSA)
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Customer Charge of $19.50 per month
2 2 season, uniform energy rates structure
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 Has Fuel Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
5 2 season, 2 period time‐of‐Use rate option


Residential General Service (RG‐17)


Customer Charge 19.50$       
Energy Charge (per kWh)


Winter (October to May)
   All Usage 0.0997$     
Summer (June to September)
   All Usage 0.1197      


Fuel Adjustment Charge (per kWh) 0.0364      
Minimum Charge 19.50$       


General Service Rate Design (Service <1,000 kW)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at 50kW, 300kW, and >300kW 
2 Customer Charge of $25.00/$26.00/$26.00 per month
3 2 season, uniform energy rate structures
4 Demand charges of $0.00/$23.42/$26.60 per kW
5 No separate delivery charges
6 No time‐of‐Use rate options 
7 Has Fuel Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs


Large Light and Power Rate Design (Primary Service >1,000 kW)


1 All service at Primary Voltage or higher levels
2 Customer Charge of $3,400 per month
3 2 period time‐of‐use uniform energy rate structure
4 No separate delivery charges
5 2 period time‐of‐use demand charges of $31.26/$19.26 per kW
6 Has Fuel Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Requires service agreement
8 Transmission voltage discount available
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Tacoma Power Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Customer Charge of $16.50 per month
2 Uniform energy rate
3 Separate uniform delivery rate
4 No time‐of‐use rate option


Residential ‐ In City (Monthly):


Customer Charge: 16.50$        
Energy Charge (per kWh) 0.045351$ 
Delivery Charge (per kWh) 0.034435$ 


General Service Rates (Secondary Service <8,000 kW)


1 Two sets of General Service rates at <65kW and >65kW 
2 Customer Charges of $22.50/$76.00 per month
3 Uniform energy rate structures
4 Delivery charges of $0.034587 per kWh / $8.35 per kW
5 No separate demand charges
6 No Power Supply Adjustment Charge
7 No time‐of‐Use rate options


High Voltage General Service Rate Design (Primary Service voltage level)


1 Customer Charge of $1,175.00 per month
2 Uniform energy rate structure
3 Delivery charge of $4.63 per kW
4 No separate demand charges
5 No Power Supply Adjustment Charge
6 No time‐of‐Use rate options
7 Customer > 8,000 kW must have a Power Service Agreement
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City of Burbank Electric Rates 
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Customer Charge of $8.61 per month
2 Service Size Charge varies with service panel size (<200A, >200A)
3 Inverted block energy rates structure with 2 blocks
4 No Demand or delivery charges
5 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
6 Has Optional time‐of‐use rates for Electric Vehicle Owners
7 Has separate Green Energy charge option
8 Has Lifeline Service Rate options


Standard Residential ‐ (Monthly):


Customer Service Charge: 8.61$              
Service Size Charge:


Small (2 or more meters; typically Multifamily) 1.36$              
Medium (Panel size <= 200A) 2.73               
Large (Panel size > 200A) 8.19               


Energy Charges (per kWh) 
0 ‐ 300 kWh 0.0039$         
> 300 kWh 0.0570          


Energy Cost Adjustment Charge (ECAC) (per kWh)
0 ‐ 300 kWh 0.0731$         
> 300 kWh 0.1060          


Minimum Charge:
Small (2 or more meters; typically Multifamily) 9.97$              
Medium (Panel size <= 200A) 11.34             
Large (Panel size > 200A) 16.80             


General Service Rate Design (Service <1,000 kVa)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at 20 kVa, 250kVa, and >250kVa
2 Basic Service Charge of $9.78/$11.55/$117.51 per month
3 2‐season, 3 period time‐of‐use energy charges
4 Distribution Demand charges of $0.00/$10.68/$10.99 per kVa
5 Reliability Service Demand charges of $0.00/$0.00/$8.18 per kVa
6 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs


Extra Large General Service (Service > 1,000 kVa)


1 Four different voltage level options available
2 Customer Service Charge of $117.51 per month
3 2‐season, 3 period time‐of‐use energy charges
4 Distribution Demand charges of $10.99 per kVa
5 Reliability Demand charges of $8.18 per kVa
6 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
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Colorado Springs Utilities Electric Rates 
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Access Charge of $0.5103 per day ($15.52 per month)
2 Uniform energy charge (Electric cost adjustment)
3 Delivery charge (Electric Capacity Charge)
4 No Demand charge
5 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
6 Has 2 period uniform time‐of‐use rate option


Standard Residential (E1R) ‐ (Monthly):


Access Charge ($/month) 15.52$           
Access Charge (per kWh) 0.0777$         
Electric Cost Adjustment Charges (per kWh)  0.0201$         
Electric Capacity Charges (per kWh)  0.0047$         


Commerical Service Rate Design (Service <1,000 kWh/day and <500 kW)


1 Access Charges of $0.5103/$0.7943 per day ($15.52/$24.16 per month)
2 Access Charges of $0.0777/$0.0662 per kWh
3 Uniform energy charges (Electric cost adjustment)  (per kWh)
4 Unbundled Electric Capacity Charges (per kWh)
5 No Demand charge in Standard Option
6 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 Has 2 period TOU energy charge options (Electric Cost Adjustment)
8 Has 2 period TOU demand charge options


Industrial Service Rate Design (Service >1,000 kWh/day and >500 kW)


1 Four different levels (at 500 kW, 4,000 kW, at >75% load factor, at =>115 kV)
2 Access Charges of $3.1816/$21.0248/$43.00064/$42.7178 per day)
3 2 season Access Charge Option (based on $/kWh and $/kW)
4 2 period TOU Access Charge Option (based on $/kkWh and $/kW)
5 2 period TOU energy charge options (Electric Cost Adjustment)
6 2 period TOU demand charge options
Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
Has Electric Capacity Adjustment Charge to adjust for demand costs
Has Primary voltage discount
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Glendale (CA) Water and Power Electric Rates
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Customer Charge of $0.37 per day
2 Seasonal, inverted block energy rates structure with 3 blocks
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 Residential seasonal, 2‐period time‐of‐Use rate option
5 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for fuel and purchased power costs
6 Has Public Benefits Charge
7 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs
8 Has separate Revenue Decoupling charge


Standard Residential Service Rate (L‐1‐A) ‐ (Monthly):


Monthly Customer Charge: 11.25$           
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including Adjustments


Summer (July through October)
0‐300 0.16130$       
301‐600 0.19990        
> 600 0.23870        


Winter (November through June)
0‐300 0.13520$       
301‐600 0.16520        
> 600 0.20660        


Adjustments included in above rates:
Energy Cost Adjustment Charge ‐                 
Regulatory Adjustment Charge ‐                 
Revenue Decoupling Charge ‐                 
Public Benefits Charge ‐                 


Small and Medium Business Rate Design (Service <500 kW)


1 Two sets of rates at <5,000 kWh and 20kW and between 20 kW and 500kW
2 Customer Charge of $0.62/$4.47 per day ($18.85/$135.96 per month)
3 2 season, uniform energy rate structures
4 2 season Demand charges for Medium Class based on highest demand over 12‐month period
5 No separate delivery charge
6 Has 2 season, 2 period time‐of‐use rate option
7 Has separate higher Customer‐owned Generation rates
8 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for fuel and purchased power costs
9 Has Public Benefits Charge


10 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs
11 Has separate Revenue Decoupling charge


Large Business Rate Design (Service >500 kW)


1 Customer Charge of $37.77 per day ($1,148.84 per month)
2 2 season, 2 period time‐of‐Use rates
3 2 season Demand charges based on Maximum 12‐month period
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4 No separate delivery charge
5 Has separate higher Customer‐owned Generation rates
6 Has Energy Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for fuel and purchased power costs
7 Has Public Benefits Charge
8 Has a separate charge for Regulatory costs
9 Has separate Revenue Decoupling charge
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Avista Utilities ‐‐ Electric Service
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Charge of $8.00 per month
2 Inverted block energy rates structure with 3 blocks
3 No Demand or delivery charges
4 No time‐of‐use rate option
5 Above rates adjusted for multiple factors periodically
6 Has Low Income Rate Assistance Program discounts


Residential Service (Schedule 1) ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Charge: 8.00$              
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including adjustments:


0‐800 kWh 0.08269$       
801‐1,500 kWh 0.09501        
> 1,500 kWh 0.11012        


Minimum Charge: 8.00$              
Adjustments


Power Cost Surcharge (Sch 93) ‐$                
Residential & Farm Energy Rate (Sch 59) (0.08100)       
Renewable Energy Credit Rebate (Sch 98) (0.03400)       
Temporary Tax Cut Benefit Credit (Sch 74) (0.00142)       
Decoupling Mechanism Charge (Sch 75) 0.00445        
DSM Rate Adjustment (Sch 91A) 0.00433        
Low Income Rate Assistance (sch 92) 0.00115        


General Service Rates (Service <3,000 kVa)


1 Two sets of General Service rate options
2 Basic Charge of $20.00 and $0.00 per month
3 2‐block declining block energy rate structures
4 No separate delivery charges
5 Demand charge of $6.50 per kW on demand greater than 20 kW
6 Minimum Charges of $15.00 and $500.00 per month
7 Primary Voltage discount available
8 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above


Extra Large General Service Rate Design (Service > 3,000 kVa)


1 No separate Basic Customer Charge
2 3‐block declining block energy rate structures
3 No separate delivery charge
4 Demand charge of $5.50 per kVa
Minimum Charge of $829,950 per year
Three separate Primary Voltage discounts


5 Adjustments similar to Residential class
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Idaho Power ‐‐ Electric Service
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Service Charge of $5.00 per month
2 2 season, inverted block energy rates structure with 3 blocks
3 No separate demand or delivery charges
4 Has 2 season, 2 period time‐of‐use rate option with uniform rates
5 Above rates adjusted for multiple factors periodically
6 Has Low Income Rate Assistance Program discounts


Residential Service (Schedule 1) ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Charge: 5.00$              
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including adjustments:


Summer (June 1 to August 31) 0.085318$     
0‐800 kWh 0.102590$     
801‐1,500 kWh 0.121871$     
> 1,500 kWh


Winter (August 31 to May 31) 0.079275$     
0‐800 kWh 0.087398$     
801‐1,500 kWh 0.096792$     
> 1,500 kWh


Minimum Charge: 5.00$              
Adjustments


Power Cost Adjustment (Sch 55) ‐$                
Residential & Farm Energy Rate (Sch 99)
Energy Efficiency Rider (Sch 91)
Fixed Cost Adjustment (Sch 54)


General Service Rates (Service <1,000 kW)


1 Three sets of General Service rates (<2,000 kWh/mo., secondary, and primary service
2 Service Charges of $5.00/39.00/$299.00 per month
3 Small GS has inverted block energy rate structure with 2 blocks
4 Larger secondary GS have 2 season, declining block energy rate structures
5 Larger primary GS have 1 season, 3 period time‐of‐use energy rate structures
6 No separate delivery charges
7 2 season, 2 period TOU demand charges, no charge for first 20 kW 
8 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above


Large Power Servic Rate Design (Service > 1,000 kW)


1 Three sets of Large Power Rates (at secondary, primary and transmission voltages)
2 Service Charges of $39.00/$299.00 per month
3 2 season, 3 time‐of‐use period energy rates
4 2 season, 2 time‐of‐use period demand rates
5 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above


Appendix A


Cuthbert Consulting, Inc. Appendix A - Page 19







Portland General Electric (PGE) ‐ Electric Service
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Charge of $11.00 per month
2 Inverted block energy rate structure with 2 blocks
3 Separate Distribution and Transmission charges ($/kWh)
4 Has time‐of‐Use Electric Vehicle rate option 
5 Has multiple demand response pilot projects
6 Above rates adjusted for multiple factors periodically
7 Has Low Income Rate Assistance Program discounts
8 Has Renewable Portfolio Rate option adders
9 Has Decoupling charge adjustment


Residential Basic Service Rate Design (Schedule 7) ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Charge: 11.00$           
Delivery Charges:


Transmission Services Charge (c/kWh) 0.00209$       
Distribution Charge (c/kWh) 0.04311        


Energy Charges (per kWh) including adjustments:
0 ‐ 1,000 kWh 0.06510$       
> 1,000 kWh 0.07232        


Adjustment Rate (20 including the following): (0.01600)$     
Regional Power Act Exchange Credit (Sch 102)
Energy Efficiency Funding Adjustment (Sch 109)
Low Income Assistance (Sch 115)
Renewable Resource Adjustment (Sch 122)
Decoupling Adjustment (Sch 123)
Annual Power Cost Update (Sch 125)
Demand Response Adjustment (Sch 135)
Environment Remediation Adjustment (Sch 149)


Nonresidential Standard Service Rate Design (Service < 4,000 kW)


1 Three sets of rates at 30kW, 200kW, and >200kW 
2 Basic Charge of $17.00/$30.00/$5,200.00 per month
3 Distribution Charges based on both Maximum Demand and On‐Peak Demand
4 Transmission Service Charges based On‐peak kW Demand
5 2‐period TOU energy rate structure options
System Usage Charge at uniform energy rate
Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above


6 No time‐of‐Use rate options
7 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
8 Has separate Green Energy charge option
9 Has Daily Pricing Option


10 Has Plug‐in Electric Vehicle TOU Option
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Large Nonresidential Standard Service Rate Design (Service > 4,000 kW)


1 Basic Charge of $5,200 per month
2 Distribution Charges of $1.38/kW for first 4,000 kW, $1.07/kW > 4,000 kW
3 plus $2.60/kW of on‐peak Demand
4 Transmission Service Charges of $0.63/kW of On‐Peak Demand
5 2‐period TOU energy rate structure
6 System Usage Charge at uniform energy rate
7 Demand charges of $5.48 per kVa
8 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
9 No time‐of‐Use rate options


10 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
11 Has separate Green Energy charge option
12 Has Daily Price Option
13 Has Plug‐in Electric Vehicle TOU Option
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Puget Sound Energy ‐‐ Electric Service
October 2018


Residential Rate Design:


1 Basic Charge of $7.49 per month
2 Inverted block energy rates structure with 2 blocks
3 No separate demand or delivery charges
4 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
5 No time‐of‐use rate option
6 Above rates adjusted for multiple factors periodically
7 Has Low Income Rate Assistance Program discounts
8 Has Decoupling charge adjustment


Residential Service (Schedule 7) ‐ (Monthly):


Basic Charge: 7.49$              
Delivery Charge:
Energy Charges (per kWh) including adjustments (1):


0‐600 kWh 0.087336$     
> 600 kWh 0.106297      


Energy Exchange Credit (0.007406)    
Other Charges and Credit Adjustments (2) 0.002407      
Adjustments
  (1) Low Income Assistance (Sch 129)
  (1) Property Tax Tracker (Sch 140)
  (1) Expedited Rate Filing Adjustment (Sch 141)
  (1) Decoupling Adjustment Mechanism (Sch 142)
  (2) Power Cost Adjustment (Sch 95)
  (2) Federal Wind Power Credit (Sch 95A)
  (2) Electric Cons. Program Charge (Sch 120)
  (2) Merger Credit (Sch 132)
  (2) Renewable Energy Credit (Sch 137)


General Service Rate Design (Secondary Service <4,400 kW)


1 Three sets of General Service rates at 50kW, 350kW, and >350kW 
2 Basic Charge of $9.80/$52.30/$105.74 per month
3 2 season, uniform energy rate structures
4 No separate delivery charges
5 Demand charges of $0.00/$9.42/$11.91 per kW in Winter Period
Demand charges of $0.00/$6.29/$7.94 per kW in Summer Period


6 Has 2‐season Power Cost Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 No time‐of‐Use rate options
8 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
9 Has separate Green Energy charge option
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High Voltage General Service Rate Design (Service > 4,400 kVa)


1 All service options are at Primary Voltage levels
2 No basic Customer Charge
3 Uniform energy rate structure
4 No separate delivery charges
5 Demand charges of $5.48 per kVa
6 Has 2‐season Power Supply Adjustment Charge to adjust for changing fuel costs
7 No time‐of‐Use rate options
8 Has multiple other adjustments similar to residential rates above
9 Has separate Green Energy charge option
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 Rate Design Themes – Public Feedback  


(Includes input from stakeholder meetings, focus groups and third-party research) 


 


FROM 10/9/18 AND 10/23/18 STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS: 


Theme  Suggestions (Source)  Discussion  


Offering Customer Choice  


  


Offer multiple rate options like default Time of use (TOU), traditional flat kWh rate, market 
rate etc (Ameresco) 
Offer choices to customers -Northwest Energy Efficiency Council (NEEC) 


Offer Market or Energy Imbalance Market (EIM) pricing (Ameresco) 


Gradualism with options for early adopters (Ameresco)  


Don’t offer short pilot projects because these don’t support financing (Ameresco) 


Offer demand response/interruptible rate – Manufacturing and Industrial Council (MIC) Offer 


green premium power option – Building Owners and Managers Assn (BOMA) 


Try rate pilots? (How long?) Should 
we offer opt-in pricing?  
What pricing options to consider? 
TOU, flat rate, market rate, super 
green, etc.  
   


Time-based Rates  


  


Expand use of TOU rates - Price, King County (KC)  


TOU rates should be default rate (Ameresco) 


Introduce critical peak pricing - Ameresco, NW Energy Coalition (NWEC)  


Need bigger gap between off peak and peak rates to incentivize heating and charging off peak 
(4¢ off-peak, 15¢ peak/off-peak gap) (Ameresco) 
TOU rates don’t help us because we have a flat load profile (Sabey) 


I don’t know if time of use rates are appropriate for SCL (BOMA) 


Offer TOU rates?   


For some customers or all?  


  


  


Look at tradeoffs between TOU 


and demand charges?  


Demand Charges  


  


Demand charges very low and energy charges are high compared to other places (Sabey, KC) 


Demand charges are bad. People don’t understand, hard to translate to behavior/investment  


(Ameresco) 


Differentiate flat and variable commercial loads, flat load profile customers should get lower 


rates (Sound Transit (ST)) 


  


Residential Block Rates  


  


Make first block bigger, reconsider size (NWEC, The Energy Project (TEP))  


Cap second block and add third block (NWEC) 
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Two-block residential rate disincentivizes residences from switching fuel to electricity 


(Ameresco) 


Fixed Charges  Resist allure of high customer charge, not transformative (Price) 


Customer charge should only cover costs related to customers- analyze costs included (NWEC)  


Consider changing fixed charges to min charge like Arizona (Ameresco) 


Keep basic customer charge low because high fixed charges hurt low income (NWEC, TEP) 


  


Higher fixed charges may solve a short-term problem, but they increase long run marginal costs 


because they reduce energy efficiency (EE) and distributed generation (DG). SCL does not need 


to increase fixed charges to protect itself from competition (BOMA) 


 


Decoupling  


  


Expand Rate Stabilization Account (RSA) to residential (Price, NWEC) 


RSA for commercial/decoupling for residential (Price, NWEC, BOMA) 


The best way to get stable rates is decoupling and aggressive EE (BOMA) 


No decoupling, especially not for industrials (MIC) 


  


Change Customer Classes   General service rate class divisions cause inefficient behavior. Consider creative policy (e.g. 
narrow gap, grace period, rachet) to eliminate this barrier to customers making efficiency 
investments (KC) 
Consider cost of service (COS) difference between single- family (SF) and multi-family (MF), 


should they be separate rate classes? (NWEC) 


  


Incentive   


Decarbonization/  


Electrification  


  


Two-block residential rate disincentivizes switching to electricity from fossil fuels - Ameresco 


Rate design should incentivize electrification, e.g. lower rate for adopters of electrification, 


e.g. heat pump (Ameresco) 


Transit rate, e.g. fleet buses – encourage transportation electrification (ST) 


Rates to facilitate transportation electrification and decarbonization (Price) 


Align rate design principles with climate goals for city: carbon neutrality (Ameresco) 


Current rate design shelters customers from what is going on, customers want to do more  


(Ameresco) 


  


Incentivize  


Economic/Social(?)  


Outcomes   


Rates to encourage small businesses (e.g. free energy for 3 years) (Latino Chamber) 
Public agency rate (KC) 
Competitive rates needed for industrials to be competitive in global market (MIC) 
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FROM 2/26/19 STAKEHOLDER MEETING: 


Theme  Comments (Source)  Discussion  


Stable/Predictable Businesses need certainty and predictability in their utility bills (BOMA) As rates raise the payback period for energy efficiency 


efforts is extended 


Transparency Transparency on bills will be valuable to customer (Sabey)  


Affordability This can be achieved through other means than discounting rates 


(NWEC) 


Opposed to pre-pay subscription models for low income (NWEC) 


Offer small and medium business rates to encourage growth in 


economy (Latino Chamber) 


 


TOU TOU not useful to users with flat loads (Sabey) 


TOU should be voluntary.  Opposes flat rates. (NWEC) 


 


Service Availability Charge Cautions the panel against allure of raising this charge.  It should not 


include all fixed utility costs (Price) 


Fixed charges not equivalent to customer charges (NWEC) 


Should only cover meter, wire drop and billing (NWEC) 


What should be in this charge?  Not distribution costs as 


that reduces the price signal too much.  Utility needs 


incentive to reduce costs in the long term. 


Demand Charges Customer education isn’t enough.  Need to provide information in bill 


about timing of peaks.  Very hard to track and manage 15-minute peaks 


(Ameresco) 


Best practices are clear.  No need for pilot. (NWEC) 


 


Decarbonization Utility should promote transportation decarbonization (Price) 


Load will increase as result of transportation electrification (NWEC) 


There is a trade-off between decarbonization and efficiency (NWEC) 


 


Decoupling This should be included in rate design (NWEC)  
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RATE DESIGN STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK PARTICIPANTS: 


 


Organization  Participant  Oct 9  Oct 23  Feb 26 Written 


Comment 


Ameresco  Jeremy Ameresco  X      X 


Putnam Price Group  Stan Price  X    X   


NWEC  Joni Bosh  X      


Amy Wheeless  X       


Nancy Hirsh   X  


Northwest Energy Efficiency Council (NEEC) Kerry Meade  X   


A&R Solar  Bonnie Hemphill         


Sound Transit  Jessica Rose  X       


Sabey Corporation  Mikel Hansen    X   X X 


John Sasser    X     


Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC)  Dave Gering  X       


MOSAIC Consulting Jordan Morse X    


Seattle Latino Metro Chamber  Marco Wanless    X   X  


Kidder Mathews  Joe Malaspino  X       


Sound Transit  Jordan Wagner  X      


Mattelyn Tharpe X    


Craig DeLalla X    


Jessica Rose X    


King County  David Broustis    X     


Rachel Brombaugh  X   


City of Shoreline  Christina Arcidy         


The Energy Project   Michael Karp   X     
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Seattle Public Utilities  Cameron Findlay  X       


Maria Coe  X       


Convenient Opportunities  Rob Harmon       X 


Building Owners and Managers Association 


(BOMA) 


Rod Kaufman   X  


Clise Properties Sabrina Villanueva  X   


Kirk Engle  X   


Westin Building Jaime Page  X   


Forterra Thomas O’Keefe    X 


The Mountaineers James Adcock    X 
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FEBRUARY 13, 19 AND 20, 2019 FOCUS GROUP RESULTS: 


Purpose: 


• The three focus groups explored: 


o Behaviors designed to reduce electricity bills 


o Understanding of the electric bill content and format and attitudes about them 


o Attitudes toward City Light’s goals for rate design 


o Attitudes toward specific means/options for rate design 


Method: 


• Participants were selected from those who had indicated interest in participating in City Light-specific research when they responded to the 


survey for the 2019 – 2024 Strategic Plan in the fall of 2017. 


• Groups were designed to capture input from a broad range of customers but with more of a focus on areas in north and south Seattle.  


• The two English language focus groups (February 13th and 19th) were held at the PRR focus group facility in downtown Seattle. The Spanish 


language focus group was held on February 20th at Estelita’s Library in North Beacon Hill. 


• Each group had between six and nine participants.  


• In all groups, the reported genders were nearly equal, and other characteristics, such as age, income, race, renter vs. owner, and size of electric 


bill were fairly evenly distributed.  


• Each English language focus group also had at least one person who owns an electric vehicle.  


Participant Profile: 


• 23 participants 


• 11 females, 10 males, 2 non-binary 


• Ages ranged from 18 to 74 


• Self-identified as Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian or Asian American, and Hispanic or Latina/o 
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• Incomes ranged from less than $25K to $200K or more 


• 9 home owners and 14 renters 


• 3 own an electric vehicle 


• Had been customers anywhere from 2 to 51 years 


• 15 heat their home with electric, others with gas or oil, and 3 also use an oven or portable electric heater 


Top Ranked Rate Design Goals: 


1. Transparency 


2. Affordability 


3. Decarbonization 


4. Stable and predictable 


5. Customer Choice 


Preferred Rate Design Means: 


1. Would like a range of options 


2. A combination of rate structures such as TOU and flat rare is a preferred solution 


3. Desire for choice (control), ability to keep costs down and concerns about equity 
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Outside Scope of Rate Redesign Initiative or Phase II (proposed)  


Valuation of efficiency and  


DER  


Study non-wire solutions (including from 3rd parties) to address system improvement needs 
(UDistrict) - Ameresco  


Revalue energy efficiency as a foundation for a distributed energy resource future - Price 


Consider micro grids - Brombaugh  


  


Prepare for disruption and 


decentralized grid  


Look to behind the meter services - Northwest Energy Efficiency Council (NEEC) 


Public/private partnership - NEEC  


Prepare for distributed energy resources (DERs) - Price  


Allow those generating power to sell it directly to other customers - Sabey, NEEC  


  


Suburban Franchise Cities  Higher Tukwila rates should be same as Seattle - Sabey    


 Are franchise city customers being double taxed? - Sabey  


Suburban rates should subsidize Seattle City rates - voters should get lion’s share of benefits of 
public utility - NWEC  
Cost of service in Suburbs might be higher, they should get a higher rate - NWEC  


 


Consider impact on low 


income households  


Rate design could have negative impacts on low income - TEP  


Do not pit low income against DG and environmental interests - TEP  


Redesign the Utility Discount Program (UDP), sliding scale - TEP  


Prioritize whole house weatherization - TEP  


  


Other  Seattle should be a leader on rate design (?)  


Analyze why Puget Sound Energy (PSE) rates are different (Res 85% of PSE, Industrial 76% of  


PSE)  


  


Communication/education  Education is essential element if one wishes to help folks understand that when the weather 


changes, so will their energy bills - Harmon  


  


Managing capital and 


financing  


1.5x debt coverage ratio - NWEC  


Lower capital requirements - Price, TEP  


  


Managing revenue 


requirement  


Long-term revenue requirement is more critical than rate design - Price    
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Industrial installation 


charges  


Paid for feeders back to substation, not recognized in rates? (Sabey)    


Rooftop solar policy  Offer large scale net metering (Sabey)    


RSA sizing (liquidity)  Reduce the size of the RSA (MIC)    


Efficiency programs  Decoupling does not solve the “lost unit” issue with EE and DG. MEETS (EEaas) does solve those 
issues and should be expanded significantly and soon. (Harmon)  
  


  


 


OTHER INFORMATION RATE DESIGN RESEARCH SUMMARY ESOURCE DATA (PRESENTED TO PANEL ON 9/25/18)  


Feedback on Rate Design (Residential Customers)   


1. Greed and mistrust drives prices: electricity is perceived as a basic necessity with limited competition. As a result, many utility customers believe 


price fluctuations are driven by greed.  


2. Dedicated deal hunters. Many participants had a strong deal-hunting mentality. They believe that “every penny counts” and are willing to put in 


some extra effort in order to find the best deal.   


3. Power outages are increasingly disruptive. More disruptive, costly, and painful today than in the past because our work and play is increasingly 


digital.   


4. Fairness of energy pricing is polarizing. Some consumers believe they’re being charged clearly and fairly for energy. However another group lacks 


clarity and understanding on how energy pricing works.   


5. Willing to partner with utilities to save. Customer are willing to sacrifice some level of convenience or put in extra effort to save money. The 


general idea of helping energy utilities conserve in exchange for savings was universally popular.   


6. Spotlight on peak time energy programs. Customer don’t like the idea of peak-time programs because they have to give up too much control, 


especially those who stay home during the day.   


7. Spotlight on TOU programs. TOU programs piqued interest because they provide more control over how/when savings occur. Some would like to 


see “flash sales” where they could partake in an energy “sale”. (But wouldn’t be tied to the program 24/7)  


8. Resistance and hesitation to try new rate design. Some people are enrolled in special rate programs but feel the process of how it works was not 


properly explained to them; or they don’t clearly see how they benefit or a direct impact on their bill.  


  







Page | 10  


  


FROM 9/25/18 RATE DESIGN RESEARCH SUMMARY PRESENTATION 


 


City Light Specific Customer Feedback  


1. No relationship with my utility: autopay, basic  


2. Relationship is a bill to be paid  


3. Don’t have my best interest at heart  


4. Make people feel bad for using electricity (cold weather)  


5. Good when they help me save energy/money  


6. Pretty quick with outages  


7. Billing: want email/less paper, autopay, wish I could use a credit card  


8. Want to know where my electricity is coming from  


9. Simplify language, messaging, line items  


10. Wish it were cheaper  


 


Rate Design Concepts  


1. Bill redesign. How can we create a bill that contains information consumers find valuable/informative?  


2. Choice design. Customers resent utility monopoly, feel they can’t do anything about the rates we set. How might we design billing options to 


help customers feel empowered?   


3. Rewards for rate or bill engagement. Can we reward customers for behaviors that are valuable? (e.g. reward programs)  


4. Community rewards. How can we create communities around energy?  


5. Energy as a service. Sell end use, cell phone model, leverage data. (Warm house, cold beer)  


  


ROCKY MOUNTAIN INSTITUTE ARTICLE ON RATE DESIGN  


https://rmi.org/blog_2016_05_17_moving_to_better_rate_design/  
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PURPOSE


• Rate design, like many things in our lives, is more complicated than it might seem. City Light sought input from 


customers to inform possible rate design changes.


• These three focus groups explored:


o Behaviors designed to reduce electricity bills


o Understanding of the electric bill content and format and attitudes about them


o Attitudes toward City Light’s goals for rate design


o Attitudes toward specific means/options for rate design


• This report summarizes the findings from the three focus groups and provides recommendations based on the 


findings.
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METHODS


• We held three in-person focus groups among individuals residing in the City 


Light service area. The groups were designed to capture input from a broad 


range of customers but with more of a focus on areas in north and south 


Seattle. The third focus group was conducted in Spanish.


• The two English language focus groups (February 13th and 19th) were held at 


the PRR focus group facility in downtown Seattle. The Spanish language focus 


group (February 20th) was held at Estelita’s Library in North Beacon Hill.


• City Light staff observed all of the focus groups. The English language focus 


groups were video-recorded while the Spanish language group was audio-


recorded.


• Each group had between six and nine participants. In all groups, the reported 


genders were nearly equal, and other characteristics, such as  age, income, 


race, renter vs. owner, and size of electric bill were fairly evenly distributed. 


Each English language focus group also had at least one person who owns an 


electric vehicle. See Appendix A for participant profiles for each group.


• In collaboration with City Light, PRR prepared a moderator guide to direct the 


discussions (see Appendix B). 


• PRR prepared high-level summaries (brain dumps) following each group. These 


were used to inform the City Light staff who could not observe the focus 


groups about the preliminary findings, as well as to make any necessary 


adjustments to the moderator guide before the next focus group.


Participant Profile


• 23 participants


• 11 females, 10 males, 2 non-


binary


• Ages ranged from 18 to 74


• Self-identified as Caucasian, 


Black or African American, 


Asian or Asian American, and 


Hispanic or Latina/o


• Incomes ranged from less than 


$25K to $200K or more


• 9 home owners and 14 renters


• 3 own an electric vehicle


• Had been customers anywhere 


from 2 to 51 years


• 15 heat their home with 


electric, others with gas or oil, 


and 3 also use an oven or 


portable electric heater
Limitations


• Although research of this type is not designed to measure the attitudes or opinions of a particular group with statistical 


reliability (such as demographic differences), it is valuable for providing insights about the values and beliefs that 


underlie attitudes and opinions; in this case regarding electricity rate design. 







KEY FINDINGS
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KEY FINDINGS


Electricity Saving Behaviors


• Participants from all three focus groups could easily identify things they do to conserve electricity. However, in general these behaviors seemed 


motivated more by habit (such as shutting off lights when leaving a room) than by conscious concerns with lowering their electric bill, conserving 


natural  resources, or reducing environmental impacts. The major exception to this was in regard to electric heat, which all respondents realized 


was the biggest user of electricity. Many participants also seemed to take the initiative in identifying ways to conserve electricity (such as 


searching on the internet for the kWh usage of typical appliances).


Use of Electric Bills


• All look first and foremost at the total amount due, especially to see if the amount is remarkably different than what they’ve paid in the past. 


About half reported looking at some of the details, especially in order to compare/contrast to previous billing cycles and sometimes to their 


neighbors to see how they can change their behavior. 


Bill Content Understanding


• Seems like most of the detailed information was relatively clear for most, although they tend to not pay attention to much of it. The most trouble 


people had was with understanding the two-tier rate system. The Spanish-language group wanted an option to receive the bill in Spanish.


• Participants in all three groups were not aware of how much of the bill covers customer service, how much is for the electricity they use, and 


other costs such as conservation programs and UDP program.


• Most understood that part of their bill is paying for the infrastructure to generate and deliver electricity. 


• Some assumed that staff costs and overhead costs were included, with some being a bit suspicious/worried about how much of their bill goes to 


paying for these things as opposed to the actual cost of the electricity. 


Rate Design Goals


• There was a recognition that some of the goals are interconnected and 


potentially in conflict with each other (i.e., some are trade-offs).


• Top ranked goals:


1. Transparency


2. Affordability


3. Decarbonization


4. Stable and Predictable


5. Customer Choice


Optimum Rate Deign Means/Options


• In general, participants wanted to be able to have more 


than one of the options.


• Overall, the combination of time of use (TOU) and a flat 


rate seemed to be the most popular.


• These choices were driven by a desire for customer 


choice (control), the ability to keep costs down, and 


concerns about equity.







INITIAL RESULTS
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HOW DO ELECTRICITY COSTS INFLUENCE BEHAVIOR?


Heat-Related Behaviors


• Dressing warmer


• Lowering heat when not home


• Programming thermostat


• Don’t heat home unless very cold


• Tried to upgrade heating system


• Use blankets and socks to reduce heating costs 


• Taping windows or blocking drafts from old 


windows and doors


Other Behaviors


• Shutting off lights when out or during daylight


• Buy appliance efficiency upgrades 


• Drying clothes either outdoors on a clothes line or 


on a rack indoors


• Unplug a lot of things (especially when on 


vacation) or have on a power strip


• Use smart outlets that can measure power usage. 


(Most were not aware of smart outlets, possibly 


driven by an overall comfortableness with the size 


and stability of their electric bills.)


• Use LED lights


• Install dimmers


• Participants from all three focus groups could easily identify things they do to conserve electricity. However, in general 


these behaviors seemed motivated more by habit (such as shutting off lights when leaving a room) than by conscious 


concerns with lowering their electric bill, conserving natural  resources, or reducing environmental impacts. The major 


exception to this was in regard to electric heat, which all respondents realized was the biggest user of electricity. Many 


participants also seemed to take the initiative in identifying ways to conserve electricity (such as searching on the 


internet for the kWh usage of typical appliances). Participants in the Spanish language group agreed that in the 


summer, costs influence behavior less.
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HOW DO CUSTOMERS USE THEIR ELECTRIC BILL?


• Reactions when they get the bill


o All look first and foremost at the total amount due


o Most were not afraid to open the bill because the bill is fairly stable. The exceptions were one person in the 


Spanish-language group (who noted that their bill can vary considerably month to month, and one person from 


an English-language group who has a very large home, large family, has a lower income, and is not on the 


budget plan).


o About half reported looking at some of the details, especially in order to compare/contrast to previous billing 


cycles to see how they can change their behavior or if the amount is remarkably higher than what they’ve paid in 


the past. A few people in the Spanish-language group noted that the spacing between bills makes this 


comparison difficult, especially given the recent record-setting snow events in Seattle this year.


o A few like to compare their usage to neighbors, either for their own knowledge or to support their neighbors. In 


the Spanish language group, a few people talked about wanting to be sure their neighbors and community are 


being charged fairly, and that discrepancies are not due to a possible metering problem.


o Some people in the Spanish language focus group also discussed how their Seattle City Light electricity bill offers 


a form of transparency that sets it apart from their experiences in their home countries. For these people, their 


Seattle City Light bill offers a trustworthy and welcome departure from corrupt utilities they are familiar with 


abroad.
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HOW DO CUSTOMERS USE THEIR ELECTRIC BILL?


• Bill content understanding


o Seems like most of the detailed information 


was relatively clear for most; although, they 


tend to not pay attention to much of it.


o Several people in all of the groups had 


problems understanding the two-tier rates and 


caps.


o Two people were concerned that it doesn’t 


make it clear if it’s an accurate reading or an 


estimate.


o Some wanted a definition/explanation of KWh. 


o A few wanted to know what things in their 


home were the biggest energy users, while 


others just need to know the usage of ‘typical’ 


appliances and “energy vampires,”  but not 


their specific appliances.


o All participants in the Spanish-language group 


wanted a choice of the language the bills are 


provided in. Some noted that providing the 


more technical language in Spanish may still be 


unclear or may be translated in a way that feels 


unnatural.


o Several in the Spanish-language group 


mentioned the importance of interpreters when  


calling customer service.
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HOW DO CUSTOMERS USE THEIR ELECTRIC BILL?


• Understanding what their bill is paying for


o Most understood that part of their bill is paying for the infrastructure to generate and deliver electricity.


o Some assumed that staff costs and overhead costs were included, with some being a bit suspicious/worried about how much of their


bill is for paying for these things.


o A few also mentioned the cost to subsidize the Utility Discount Program (UDP).


o Participants in all three groups were not aware of how much of the bill covers customer service and delivery (correct answer is 50% --


delivery 28% plus metering/billing is 22%), and how much is for the electricity they use (correct answer is 42%). Other costs include 7% 


for covering conservation programs and the UDP, of which no participants were aware of either.


o In the second English-language focus group, there was some surprise and concern when they learned that electricity was not the 


largest cost percentage on their bill.


• Importance of knowing how much energy they are using


o In the second English-language focus group and in the Spanish-language focus group, the importance of knowing how much energy 


they are using was explored, with a recognition that it is important to know for customers to be able to adjust and save. Knowing rates, 


however, is not enough because rates change. “You could be using less, but being charged more.”


• Preference for a simpler or more detailed bill


o The overall takeaway is that detail is nice but not essential since most bill amounts are relatively stable.


o Some thought that more information is better, as long as it is clear. Not many are going to understand more information without 


details on what the information means. Spanish-language focus group participants noted that technical details may be unclear in 


Spanish, especially if the translations are done by non-native Spanish speakers or automated services such as Google Translate. One 


person noted that their cable bill is a good example of a bill that comes with a choice of language and includes technical information.


o One person in the first English-language group noted that putting details on the website would likely not help since customers may not 


want to go to the website for that detail, while another person in the same group thought an educational pamphlet sent with the bill 


would be helpful.
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WHAT ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT RATE DESIGN GOALS?
• Participants completed the Rate Design Goals Ranking Form (see Appendix C) by 


ranking their top three most important goals and identifying the least important goal.


• Top ranked goals
1. Transparency (ranked in the top 3 by 15 participants)


2. Affordability (ranked in the top 3 by 15 participants)


3. Decarbonization (ranked in the top 3 by 12 participants)


4. Stable and Predictable (ranked in the top 3 by 10 participants)


5. Customer Choice (ranked in the top 3 by 9 participants) [Originally the lowest priority in the 


Spanish-language group, but after discussion with City Light representative about what this goal 


might entail, was determined to be important as well, though less so than their top 3.]


Rate Design Goals


• Cost-Based


• Revenue Sufficiency


• Decarbonization 


• Efficiency


• Stable & Predictable


• Affordability


• Transparency


• Customer Choice


• Reasons for top rankings


English-language groups


o “Personal, relates to people or the individual. For example, transparency is knowing how they are using electricity, decarbonization often 


indicates someone’s values, and affordability is based on a person’s personal finances/income.”


o “Making sure we’re getting money’s worth. It’s why customer choice is important.”


o “Top goals are interconnected. For example, need transparency in order to give people choices.”


o “Transparency because it can help with other goals. It can lead people towards climate action and understanding the revenue sufficiency.”


o “Stable and predictable are important because older people are preparing to retire and you need to be able to predict, and for those starting 


out they need it to be able to budget.”


Spanish-language group


o “Transparency because it is important to know what you’re paying for- and, speaking of language it’s important to be in your language in 


order to be transparent. Because, language can be a barrier.” 


o “Transparency is related to culture, in my home country we don’t trust much in the electricity company. So, it’s important for me,”


o “It’s useful to know what cost are based on my usage versus delivery so I can know what I can control.”


o “At the end of the day, it’s important to me that as consumers we’re making ecological choices so that companies can make good products, 


services, and codes of conduct. So, instead of buying carbon-based energy, choosing water, solar or wind.”
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ARE THERE TRADE-OFFS AMONG RATE DESIGN GOALS?


• When asked if they saw any of the goals as being in conflict with each other, the first English-language group did not 


immediately see conflicts. When presented with the potential conflict below and asked to indicate with a colored dot 


where they personally were on the continuum, most were toward the middle or somewhat more to the right of middle. 


This indicates they are willing to pay a bit more for these benefits. However, customers also want to know where their 


money is going (transparency). [Please note that the dot exercise was not conducted in later groups.]


• The second English-language group immediately identified the conflict between affordable costs and efforts to reduce 


greenhouse gases. There was also a recognition in this group that some of the top goals are interconnected. For 


example, you need transparency in order to give people choices. 


• One person in the second English-language group also raised the conflict of investing in new technologies, which may 


soon be obsolete. “If we put money in now and the tech will be obsolete in 10 years. But if you do, you’re going to have to 


raise money and will be a burden for those with lower incomes.” 


• In the Spanish-language group, several people discussed how people may have to pay more money to have cleaner 


energy. Though participants also discussed that given how wealthy Seattle is, this may not be necessarily true – that 


perhaps there are other ways of making electricity affordable since so many billionaires live here. That way, vulnerable 


people and people with children do not need to pay as much of the brunt for this change.


Low cost- we want to 


deliver value and 


services to our 


customer at an 


affordable price but…


We also want our 


electricity to be 


clean/green/progressiv


e/very reliable, and all 


these things add cost. 
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WHAT ARE THE PREFERRED RATE DESIGN OPTIONS?


• Itemized charges


o In the two English-language groups, when asked if itemizing the bill to reflect the separate costs for energy, 


delivery, and customer service was something they are in favor of, most, if not all, were indifferent. The Spanish-


language group noted that itemized charges would demonstrate transparency. A couple of people mentioned 


that it might be helpful for customers to know how much of their bill they can control directly.


o Several in the English-language groups noted that it would only make them ask more questions, while others felt 


that it was only something that would be nice (not essential) to know, particularly in visual form. However, In the 


Spanish-language group, participants said that they see it as part of transparency. 


o Participants in the Spanish-language group talked about the value of being able to compare their usage with 


neighbors, partially as a part of peer/group pressure, but also to feel more connected to their community. One 


person discussed how such information sharing could help neighbors discover leaks or look out for each other. 
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WHAT ARE THE PREFERRED RATE DESIGN OPTIONS?


• Time of use


o Most agreed that time of use (TOU) rates are a good idea (10 out of 23), although a couple participants would 


like to see the pro/cons of this, not just for individuals, but system-wide for the city as a whole.


o One concern raised in one of the English-language groups was that TOU couldn’t work in apartment/condos 


because there often aren’t separate meters and electricity is lumped in with rent. In the Spanish-language focus 


group, some participants lived in apartments and discussed questions about how metering works under the 


current system.


o One person in an English-language group and one person in the Spanish-language group discussed how they 


once lived in a place where they were billed using a system similar to the TOU pricing. It was a choice that the 


consumer could make, to be billed based on peak usage and it helped to  keep their costs down.
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WHAT ARE THE PREFERRED RATE DESIGN OPTIONS?


• Budget plan


o In the first English-language group, most seemed against the budget plan in the first group because some had 


experienced budget plans for utilities where the monthly estimates had been miscalculated, resulting in large bills 


at the end of the budget year.


o In the second English-language group. most were in favor of the budget plan and there was little, if any, concern 


about getting large bills at the end of the year because the budget amount had been miscalculated up front. As a 


result of the discussion, one person was now very interested in getting on the budget plan. In both English-


language groups, many participants knew little or nothing about this billing option.


o Everyone in the Spanish-language group was in favor of the budget plan, and a few people talked about wanting 


this option on their current bill. Two people discussed how this would be especially beneficial to people on fixed 


incomes, such as those on unemployment, maternity leave, or lower-income people. When the City Light 


representative explained how budget billing, UDP, and Energy Advisors work, participants responded favorably. 
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WHAT ARE THE PREFERRED RATE DESIGN OPTIONS?


• Block rates vs. flat rate


o Many in the first English-language group were unable to decide about eliminating the two-tier system. Those in 


favor of a flat rate were less enthusiastic about it without also having other options such as TOU.


o In the second English-language group there seemed to be a leaning toward a flat rate because of the inherent 


“unfairness” of the tiered structure. Two participants used the term “punished” to describe those who end up in 


the second tier. Similar to the first English-language group, in the second English-language group, few were 


enthusiastic about a flat rate without also having other options such as TOU. 


o Initially, all participants in the Spanish-language group were in agreement that the two tier system was fair, and 


that it was reasonable to charge people more money for using more energy. They noted that it helps with making 


people more conscious of their own usage. They thought it was important for the limit for Tier 1 not to be set too 


low so that it covers the basic costs for most people and so that most people are not moving into Tier 2 (or at 


least few people are reaching the higher Tier 2 rates). After discussing how the two tier system also may means 


that some households, for example families with more people, may pay more under this system, participants 


discussed how this was less desirable. Ultimately, they wanted a system that would also protect vulnerable 


people with larger families from paying too much money.
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WHAT ARE THE PREFERRED RATE DESIGN OPTIONS?


• Optimum rate design combinations


o In general, participants wanted to be able to have more than one 


of the options presented:


1. Itemization


2. Choice of pricing plan (budget plan or time of use)


3. Changing basic pricing structure to a flat rate


o In the first English-language group, some people wanted 


itemization and didn’t think it would be that hard to implement. 


Others wanted time-of-use and a flat rate. Doing so seemed 


feasible to them. 


o In the second English-language group, none chose itemization, 


and most wanted a combination of time of use and a flat rate, 


with some also voicing their desire for the budget plan.


o Initially, in the Spanish-language group, participants seemed to 


favor customer choice, but when asked about the options one at a 


time, the answers changed. In the end, participants were evenly 


split across the three choices. 


• Values Behind Choices


o Transparency – knowing what 


the bill is paying for, and an 


option to get the bill in Spanish


o Control – empowering 


customers to make choices that 


work best for them


o Keeping costs down -- Time of 


use helps with large households
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WHAT DO THEY THINK OF CITY LIGHT?


Participants think that City Light:


• Is very informational (on the website and in billings)


• Ranks high among top-of-mind utilities


• Makes them feel lucky it’s a non-profit unlike privatized utility 


companies from the East Coast or Latin America


• Made a good decision having focus groups to think about 


customers better


• Is unable to collect information accurately, leading to 


unjustifiable spikes in billing (English-language participants 


only)


• Should provide more multi-lingual materials and customer 


service (Spanish-language participants only)


• Genuinely takes customers seriously, since they sent important 


Seattle City Light staff for the Spanish focus group
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WHAT WOULD THEY TELL THE HEAD OF CITY LIGHT?


Participants noted the importance of 


• Equity


• Accessible customer service


• Consideration for low-income customers


• The actual design of the bill 


• Understanding why administrative costs are so high


• Incentives for upgrades


“Why [are] the 


administrative 


costs for billing so 


high compared to 


infrastructure?” 


“There needs to be more 


accessibility to customer 


service individuals that can 


provide a better 


explanation when you have 


an issue with your bill “


“It’s a whole lot of people 


in Seattle that live check to 


check…Somebody’s always 


one check away from not 


having Seattle Lights.”


“I would actually 


like to know how 


the base service 


charge was 


decided…was that 


done fifty years 


ago?”


“Think about 


equity in this city 


and what that 


really means.”


“Direct incentives 


to the property 


owners of multi-


family buildings.”


“I’d ask them to 


make this (the bill 


itself) more 


readable. Hire a 


designer.”







RECOMMENDATIONS
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RECOMMENDATIONS


• Additional Research


o Conduct statistically valid survey research with customers (currently scheduled for completion by June 2019) to measure support for:


• Eliminating tiered block rate design and instead use of a flat rate


• Providing time of use rate option


• Pilot studies


o Based on survey results, conduct pilot studies (in an experimental design format) to assess customer experience and support for:


• Flat rate


• Time of use rate


• Combination of flat rate and time of use rate


• Bill content and format


o Consider redesign of the bill to meet customer needs for easier to understand bill and for transparency about what they are paying for


o Consider rate and bill design solutions that present or appear to present greater options for choice and control


o Conduct usability testing to inform the bill redesign


o Create an interactive “How To Read Your Bill” section of  the website to further meet customer need for transparency, including an 


explanation of how much of the bill typically pays for customer service, for the electricity they use, and other costs such as conservation 


programs and UDP program.


o Consider an option to receive bill in Spanish


• Budget plan


o Create a campaign about the budget plan with testimonials from actual users, especially to allay fears of big end of budget year bills







APPENDICES
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT PROFILES


Group 1 – 2/13/19


English Speaking


• Gender
o 4 females, 4 males


• Age
o Range: 25-74, with about half in 


their 40’s or 50’s


• Ethnicity
o Hispanic or Latino origin: 1


• Race
o White/Caucasian: 3


o Black or African American: 3


o Asian or Asian American: 1


o Mixed/Other: 1


• Household Income
o Ranged from less than $25K to 


‘$150K to less than $200K’


• Own vs. Rent
o 3 homeowners, 5 renters


• EV Owner
o 2 own an electric vehicle


• Tenure being a Customer 
o Ranged from 4 to 45 years, with 


half less than 10 years


• Methods for Heating Home
o 5 heat their home with electric, 


others with gas or oil


Group 2 – 2/19/19


English Speaking


• Gender
o 3 females, 3 males


• Age
o Range: 25-64


• Ethnicity
o Hispanic or Latino origin: 1


• Race
o White/Caucasian: 3


o Asian or Asian American: 1


o Mixed/Other: 2


• Household Income
o Ranged from less than ‘$50K to 


less than $75K’ to ‘$150K to less 


than $200K’


• Own vs. Rent
o 4 homeowners, 2 renters


• EV Owner
o 1 owns an electric vehicle


• Tenure being a Customer
o Ranged from 3 to 42 years, with 


half less than 9 years


• Methods for Heating Home
o 4 heat their home with electric, 


others with gas or oil


Group 3 – 2/20/19


Spanish Speaking


• Gender
o 4 females, 3 males, 2 non-binary 


• Age
o Range: 18-64


• Ethnicity
o Hispanic or Latino origin: 9


• Race
o Hispanic, White: 1


o Hispanic, Indigenous: 1


o Mexican American: 1


o Mexican: 1


o Latina/Latino: 3


o Afro-indigenous, Asian: 1


o Mestizo: 1


• Household Income
o Ranged from less than ‘$25K to less 


than $75K’ to ‘$200K or more’


• Own vs. Rent
o 2 homeowners, 7 renters


• EV Owner
o 1 owns an electric vehicle


• Tenure being a Customer 
o 2 to 20 years, with five less than 9 years


• Methods for Heating Home
o 6 heat their home with electric, 2 with 


gas, and 3 also heat their home with an 


oven or portable electric heater
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APPENDIX B: MODERATOR GUIDE
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APPENDIX B: MODERATOR GUIDE (continued)
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APPENDIX B: MODERATOR GUIDE (continued)
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APPENDIX C: RATE DESIGN GOALS RANKING FORM


*Note: Ranking form was distributed to Focus Groups 1 and 2 in English, and Group 3 in Spanish







OUR MISSION
Seattle City Light is dedicated to delivering customers affordable, reliable and 


environmentally responsible electricity services.


OUR VISION
We resolve to provide a positive, fulfilling and engaging experience for our employees. We 


will expect and reinforce leadership behaviors that contribute to that culture. Our workforce 


is the foundation upon which we achieve our public service goals and will reflect the 


diversity of the community we serve. 


We strive to improve quality of life by understanding and answering the needs of our 


customers. We aim to provide more opportunities to those with fewer resources and will 


protect the well-being and safety of the public.


We aspire to be the nation’s greenest utility by fulfilling our mission


in an environmentally and socially responsible manner.


OUR VALUES
Safety, Environmental Stewardship, Innovation, Excellence, Customer Care






image9.emf
7. Roadmap to 2021 March2019.pdf


7. Roadmap to 2021 March2019.pdf


WORKING DRAFT


Road to January 1, 2021


JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC


1 Stakeholder Outreach


2 Final Report (Due 4/1/19)


3 Rate Design Resolution


4 Ordinance: 2020 Rates (Burien + authorization for pilots)


5 Potential Rate Pilot: King Co Metro


6 Potential Rate Pilot: Large Customer Demand Response


7 Potential Rate Pilot: % of income rate


8 Potential Rate Pilot: EV Owners TOU


9 Design 2021 Rate Structure


10 Customer Comms/Education re: rate options


11 Cost of Service Third Party Benchmark Study


12 Utility Assistance Strategy (IDT/SLI response)


Strategic Plan


13 Draft Revenue Requirement for 2021 - 2026


14 Strategic Plan Outreach


15 Draft Strategic Plan


16 Strategic Plan Review and Approval 


2021-2022 Rate Process


17 Cost of Service Study & Allocation


18 Rate Design Modeling


19 Rate Ordinance 2021-2022


20 Rate Implementation for Jan 2021


Customer Technology (Seattle IT dates are estimates)


21 CCB/MDM Upgrade  


22 New Rate structure in billing system (CIS)


23 Bill Redesign 


24 Communications re: Bill Redesign


25 Online Portal (Rate options calculator 12/19) 


26 AMI IT Infrastructure upgrade


27 AMI Full Integration REQUIRED FOR TOU BILLING


Purpose: Define process and deliverables to ensure City Light customer bills reflect new rate structure beginning 1/1/21.


Q2 Q3 Q4


2019 2020


Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1


Rate Design


Internal Deliverable = 


Council/ Mayor's Office Submission = 


Council Action = 


Customer-facing Deliverable = 


City Light Process = (Solid line)


3/27/2019







1 Stakeholder Outreach Convened stakeholder input sessions and customer focus groups to gather data for final report


2 Final Report (Due 4/1/19) Final report on rate design prepared by City Light Review Panel and the City Light General Manager/CEO for the Seattle City Light per Council resolution 31819 


3 Rate Design Resolution Resolution establishing new rate policies, would supersede rate policy resolution 31819 dated 2012 


4 Ordinance: 2020 Rates (Burien + authorization for pilots) Ordinance establishing general authorization for rate pilots and minor Burien rate update effective January 1, 2020


5 Potential Rate Pilot: King Co Metro TOU rate pilot for King County Metro to incentivize charging electric buses during off-peak times


6 Potential Rate Pilot: Large Customer Demand Response Demand response rate pilot that offers a cost-based rate discount to large customers who agree to curtail energy use when supply is constrained


7 Potential Rate Pilot: % of income rate Pilot variation of the UDP program that offers low income customers a rate based on verified percentage of the customer's income


8 Potential Rate Pilot: EV Owners TOU TOU rate pilot for residential customers, potentially targeted at electric vehicles owners


9 Design 2021 Rate Structure Use policy framework from resolution to structure new rate design for 2021-2022, including fixed charge methodology, TOU periods, blocks, etc.


10 Customer Comms/Education re: rate options Extensive outreach and communication effort to inform customers of pending rate changes and increased rate options


11 Cost of Service Third Party Benchmark Study Hire consultant to benchmark current cost of service and cost allocation processes against best practice


12 Utility Assistance Strategy (IDT/SLI response) Incorporation of the recommendations stemming from the City's interdisciplinary team's work on UDP into City Light's 


13 Draft Revenue Requirement for 2021 - 2026 Drafting of the revenue requirements that form the basis of the rate path for each strategic plan


14 Strategic Plan Outreach Stakeholder outreach to inform update to strategic plan as defined by resolution 31463


15 Draft Strategic Plan Draft plan developed by City Light and reviewed by Review Panel


16 Strategic Plan Review and Approval Plan is delivered to Mayor; pending approval it is presented to City Council for adoption via resolution


17 Cost of Service Study & Allocation Allocate revenue requirement (as determined by Strategic Plan revenue requirement) across customer classes based on cost of service


18 Rate Design Modeling Build models (with new rate structure) to compute 2021-2022 rates


19 Rate Ordinance 2021-2022 Draft ordinance codifying 2021-2022 rates 


20 Rate Implementation for Jan 2021 Enter and test new rates effective January 1, 2021, in billing system


21 CCB/MDM Upgrade  Upgrade enables full advanced meter integration and allows storage of customer communication preferences


22 New Rate structure in billing system (CIS) Time required for development and configuration of the billing system enabling new rate options


23 Bill Redesign Redesign bills to be clearer and more transparent


24 Communications re: Bill Redesign Extensive outreach and communication effort to inform customers about changes in their utility bill


25 Online Portal (Rate options calculator 12/19) Provides customers with utility online self-service and 24/7 account access


26 AMI IT Infrastructure upgrade IT hardware required to support the storage of interval consumption data


27 AMI Full Integration  Full integration of AMI data into billing system is required for TOU billing


Roadmap Descriptions


2021 - 2022 Rate Process


Strategic Plan


Rate Design


Customer Technology






