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	MEETING ATTENDANCE
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	Staff and Others:

	Jorge Carrasco
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	Paula Laschober
	

	Sephir Hamilton
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	X
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	Maura Brueger
	
	Phil West
	
	Nina Sidneva
	

	Kim Kinney
	
	Jim Baggs
	X
	Vanessa Lund
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	DaVonna Johnson
	X
	Nancy Hirsh
	

	Karen Reed
	
	Mike Jones
	
	Marianne Bichsel
	

	Tony Kilduff
	
	Anthony Colello
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Call To Order

The meeting was called to order at 11:00 a.m.

Karen Reed welcomed everyone to the meeting and began with a review and approval of the agenda. The agenda was approved.  

Approval of Minutes

The meeting participants reviewed the draft meeting minutes of November 22, 2013.
The minutes were approved.

Presentations / Information

Chair’s Report:
Stan Price reported that he and Chris attended NWEC brown bag lunch on December 5th. There was a very good turnout with standing room only. The meeting sparked lots of conversation and substantive feedback.  Attendees included energy efficiency consulting firms, low income advocates, climate organizations and some non-profits. They expressed concerns around low income changes, residential program rate structure and changes, messaging, reducing the energy portion of the bill and what that signals to customers, and concerns with how the focus on energy really reflects the value of the city and the ratepayers.

Kim Kinney advised there were 2 emails received to the general mailbox. Mr. Fisk emailed again reinforcing his proposal on a different rate structure and there was one email with respect to a customer billing issue which was sent on to SCL’s Customer Care Director for resolution. Karen will work with the Co-Chairs on a response letter. 

Calendar for Strategic Plan Update and Rate Design: 
Jeff Bishop provided an overview on the upcoming timeline for work on the strategic plan and rate design. City Council approval is needed on both items, scheduled to occur in July.  When outreach is included for both items, the schedules are fairly aggressive and the Panel will need to meet at least once a month for the first few months of 2014.

Rashad advised that the Council lead for the committee overseeing City Light will not be finally decided until January.  The utility will offer briefings for new Councilmembers. Tony Kilduff suggested using the Council Monday morning briefings to have a few primer meetings for the entire Council on both the strategic plan update and rate policy issues, and to remind them that  approving the Strategic Plan means endorsing a 6-year rate path. There will also be new people in the Mayor’s Office to brief. 

Speaking to the update of the Strategic Plan, Jorge said that the Utility is assuming we will be staying on the current preferred path for the next 2 years, rather than shift to one of the alternate paths identified in the Strategic Plan. Issues like the Denny Substation cost increases may require changes in the underlying investments included in the preferred path.

Second Phase of Outreach on Rate Policy:
Sephir Hamilton spoke on the upcoming phase 2 outreach on rate policy.  A handout of scheduled outreach forums was circulated to the Panel, still a work in progress.  Dates will be sent out to the Panel as they are confirmed.  A question was raised on how to do more outreach to residential ratepayers.  Staff agreed to look at what more they can do here; during the last public outreach, there wasn’t a big turnout by the residential customers at the general community meetings. The utility will communicate back to the Review Panel on how they will augment outreach to residential customers. A member suggested using live webinars.
 
2013 Load Forecast and Integrated Resource Plan Presentation:
David Clement provided a presentation on the 2013 system load forecast. During his presentation, he described the various factors contributing to the slow growth recovery (slide 3). 2013 should average about 1.7 GDP growth, while 2014 is expected to improve by almost 1%.  Our long term population growth is only about 1% per year. 

David described weather-adjusted actual load compared to 2011 and 2012 forecasts. Slide 10 (green line) showed that we’re right on with our forecast. He said in the next forecast however, we will probably need to lower the growth rate a bit as we’re a tiny bit over forecasting right now. He advised that we’re projecting half the amount of load growth projected two years ago. Even though we have a lot of construction activity going on (with cranes everywhere & new connections), it doesn’t always translate into new load. They are simply moving load from one part of our service area to another service area.

The big driver of our load growth is the commercial sector. It is growing at about 0.7% on a long term basis per year. Residential load has been declining at about 0.3% (reason: light bulbs, appliance efficiencies, building codes).

Eugene Wasserman asked for some historical information on several factors:  population growth, average consumption of the population, and residential, commercial, and industrial consumption per customer (meter). David will send this information to Eugene.

David then moved on to discussing the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). The IRP is really about three long-term questions – (i) how much conservation and power resources (ii) when and (iii) what kind? The IRP objectives are sufficient power supply for reliability of service and consistency with city energy policies. He advised that the utility needs to produce an IRP every 2 years by state law. We can choose to produce a progress report (an update) every four years. 
Panel Members asked if a carbon price forecast is included and that they’d be interested in a gas price forecast as well. David commented that the IRP does include a carbon price, as well as a natural gas price forecast. 
 
They had discussion in Council on the relative merits of the top three selected proposed portfolios. There’s a lot of conservation in the portfolios. CO2 emissions was something objectionable in the natural gas portfolio, even though CO2 offsets were purchased for the natural gas portion. They ended up selecting the Base Conservation as the Preferred Portfolio Renewables.  David mentioned that what is now called “Base” Conservation was previously the “High” Conservation portfolio in the 2010 IRP.  

Panel Members asked if a carbon price forecast is included and what the forecast is for natural gas prices.  David noted that the IRP does not assume additional hydro resources and that the City Council selected a resource portfolio that does not include any natural gas. This choice didn’t impact the Strategic Plan Baseline since no resources are assumed to be added during the planning period. 

Discussion ensued and the following comments and questions were raised:

· What are the assumptions for customers adding self-generation or decentralized generation?  David noted that approximately 900 solar systems are in service now and SCL anticipates addition of another 600 such systems in 2014.  If that materializes, we’ll be up to 1 megawatt of generation. He said that it is not significant now, but it’s something we do need to keep an eye on. In terms of decentralized generation, the utility does not see much of this now—they don’t pencil out. 
· If we saw adoption rate for solar and other such decentralized systems like CA has seen, what would that do to the Utility? 
· What are the projections on adoption of electric vehicles? David said that overall, the utility has not seen impact yet (maybe 1 to 2 megawatts out of 1,150), but we’ll need to keep an eye on this item.
David spoke about the IRP update report that the utility can do every four years as an alternative to a full IRP. This update is a chance for the utility to answer: Do our assumptions still hold water, etc? There is an advantage in taking this path because it’s a lot less intensive to do. David advised that a full blown IRP is a large undertaking with many regulatory requirements and an update has few defined requirements. 

David said that of the initial 8 portfolios, 2 of them had natural gas in them. We bought offsets or renewable energy credits if needed for the two natural gas portfolios. We do that as a matter of policy because that is what our policymakers want. Despite the addition of the CO2 and REC costs, one of the natural gas portfolios remained the lowest cost.  However, it was not deemed the preferred portfolio by the IRP Stakeholders and City Council because of its CO2 emissions.  This is part of the public input process.  There are many tradeoffs and a future resource portfolio may not be chosen just because a simulation model says it will be the lowest cost.

Denny Substation Project Presentation:
Phil West spoke on the Denny Substation project and some of the increased cost issues. There were additional civil engineering costs to design the substation for a better fit into the neighborhood, additional street vacation costs, as well as extra transformer and 6 extra feeder costs. Phil said that the total project cost increased from $111M in 2011 to $173M currently. 

Phil spoke to how the Utility will offset the increased costs.  They are pushing out the schedule for replacing a few power transformers.  They will reduce the cable injection program by about $2M per year (amending a Strategic Plan Initiative).  Some utility property will be sold. Other utility objectives have also been adjusted.  Jeff Bishop distributed a handout on the Denny project showing a breakdown of $69.3M of cost increases that are proposed to be offset.

A question was asked as to how SCL tracks its progress on this project? Anthony Colello commented on the re-org of the budget reflects the impact of this project in the out-years. He advised the group that City’s budget includes the detail. 

Karen Reed asked if staff could connect the dots between the cost increases here and which Strategic Plan initiatives are impacted, as part of the update process? Phil said they could do this. 
Tony observed that the Council will want to know how the cost overruns on the project are being handled and if there is a rate impact. 

Strategic Plan Update 
In discussion about the upcoming sessions to review and update the Strategic Plan, a number of questions and suggestions were posed:

· Can SCL clearly identify (by number) the Strategic Plan Initiatives that are proposed to be adjusted to account for the Denny cost overruns? 
· Can SCL flag things in the baseline to reflect any changed assumptions & major changes in the next 2 years?
· Prepare a “what’s changed” summary – i.e. what’s happened since the first plan?
· Show an update of the efficiency savings
· Show material changes to the initiatives.  Frame up those changes and possible re-prioritization.
· More information on AMI.
· Discuss opportunities  that might increase demand
· Discuss Net Wholesale Revenue forecast fix (how we’re using “too rosy” of a forecast). It would be good for more people to know the reality of the NWR and how that plays into what we’re doing and possible RSA surcharges.
· What expected assumptions did not happen in the baseline, etc. (and can you explain what was done about it)?
· What is the impact on rates hypothetically from the Denny overruns?
· What opportunities are there for more electrification of our system (cars, etc.) Can the utility provide more information regarding these type of emerging technologies?

Jorge noted a reminder to folks on the cost overrun on Denny: in a highly urbanized area like this, the mitigation requests are a little more than the norm.  Stan commented that who pays these extra costs and the cross-subsidy is another matter altogether, for now we should remain focused on the cost of the project itself.

Jorge said the utility is targeting to stay on the rate path proposed in the Strategic Plan. If the Review Panel has topics they wish further discussion and analysis on, he encouraged them to let staff know. 

Jeff Bishop will revise the timeline document (addressing both rate policy and the strategic plan) presented today. 

Rashad Morris thanked the Review Panel for all of their hard work, noting that he may not be attending future meetings.  Councilmember O’Brien is likely to sit on the Committee overseeing City Light next year. 

Action Items

· Additional outreach to ratepayers on Rate Policy.
· David will send Eugene information on population growth and consumption.
· Update timeline for rate policy and strategic plan.

Adjournment

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m.
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