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	City Light Review Panel Meeting

Meeting Minutes
	
“ATTACHMENT A”



Date of Meeting:  October 7, 2010
	MEETING ATTENDANCE
Panel Members:

	Name
	
	Name
	
	Name
	

	David Allen
	(
	Matt Lyons
	x
	Debbie Tarry
	(

	Sylvester Cann IV
	(
	Stan Price
	(
	Eugene Wasserman
	(

	Tom Lienesch
	(
	Julie Ryan
	x
	Sue Yuzer
	(

	Staff and Others:

	Phil Leiber
	(
	Tony Kilduff
	(
	Derek Farmer
	( 

	Eric Campbell
	(
	Dan Eder
	x
	Calvin Chow
	(

	Kim Kinney
	(
	Michael Jerrett
	(
	Maura Brueger
	x

	Suzanne Hartman
	(
	Karen Reed
	(
	
	


Call To Order
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m.

Welcome & Introductions
Karen Reed welcomed everyone to the meeting and began with a review and approval of the agenda.  The agenda was approved.
Approval of Minutes

Karen asked the Panel to take a few minutes to review the September 17th draft meeting minutes.  A change was made to the first paragraph of the Presentations/Information section to state that “The Mayor’s office staff indicated that they intend to remain connected to the strategic planning process as it develops”.  The minutes were approved as amended.
Presentations / Information

Karen welcomed the Superintendent of City Light, Jorge Carrasco, to the meeting.  Mr. Carrasco provided an overview of the 2011 – 2012 proposed budget for Seattle City Light.  
Phil Leiber addressed the group and provided an overview on City Light’s 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program.  The Panel requested additional information about the components of SCL’s current & anticipated debt service. 
The Panelists reviewed the Vision/Mission/Values Discussion Draft from the SCL Officers and Superintendent (the E-Team).  The Panelists and council staff provided a series of comments to Karen to be incorporated into a response document for the E-Team’s consideration; she will forward a draft for review by the Panelists before it is finalized.  She will also ask Matt Lyons and Julie Ryan to add any comments they have, since they were unable to attend today’s meeting.  (A copy of the final Response Document is attached to these minutes).
Adjournment
Karen advised that the next Panel meeting is scheduled for November 2nd at 10:00 a.m.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:12 p.m.

Attachments: Response from Review Panel to Vision/Mission/Values Discussion Draft.

Response from Review Panel to Vision/Mission/Values Discussion Draft

Based on Review Panel Discussion, October 7, 2010

Review Panel members offered a range of comments in response to the Discussion Draft.  These are listed below.  The points are not consensus statements.  

1. The need for a strategic plan is highlighted by the current budget process. The strategic plan is an opportunity to explain the cost drivers and build the case for whatever needs to happen: e.g., what is the challenge that is being addressed? The strategic plan should clarify expected outcomes resulting from proposed rate increases and investments.  

2. There is a tension, even a conflict (views differ) in the Mission statement in the goal of having low cost power but still exceeding customer’s expectations and delivering environmentally responsible, safe and reliable power. 

3. For some Review Panel members, the absolute level of the rates is a very important issue: it can be a significant cost driver for businesses and affect their competitiveness in the market.  For other Review Panel members, there is a significant concern about the adequacy of actions (environmental, other) that are cost components to the rate.  In meeting the goal of being “low cost,” it is not clear where the balance is between being efficient, competitive, and addressing other substantive interests.  Because SCL has the benefit of such a large hydropower position, it may well be possible to have low rates, high reliability, excellent customer service, and be environmentally responsible compared to other utilities across the nation.  However, the strategic plan should in any event propose the balance to be struck between these various objectives. 
4. The strategic plan should be less about “picking a rate” and more about meeting SCL’s obligations as a monopoly service provider: the rates should be built from the bottom-up to show how these obligations are being met.

5. As a public utility, low rates are important but so are a lot of other things.  It is important to educate the public and enhance the sense of public ownership of the utility.

6. The strategic plan should identify what proposed investments cost, which are most important, and why.
Discussion Draft ideas specifically called out by Review Panel as ideas they support including in the Strategic Plan: 

1. Clarifying customer desires and how to deliver these.

2. Educating customers.

3. Focusing on employees and addressing internal issues.

4. Distinguishing between public utilities like SCL and investor owned utilities (which have a built-in profit motive): these differences are important metrics for the strategic plan to call out and measure.  

Items noted as “missing” from the Discussion Draft:

1. A discussion of operation and infrastructure investment needs.

Comments offered by Mayor, Council or Budget staff:

1. The rate setting process is in part a political process, where the Council is responding to public pressure about rates while at the same time being asked to be the oversight board on a complex utility operation.
2. It is a challenge to bring new voices to the dialogue between the City/Utility and its customers.  The strategic plan should be used to inform rate and budget proposals—the Council should be able to see specifically how the strategic plan supports proposed rate increases or shifts in budget, etc. 
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