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All –
 
Please find attached the following SCL Review Panel meeting materials* for next Tuesday
November 27th:
 

1. Minutes 9/25
2. Minutes 10/9
3. Minutes 10/23
4. Agenda 11/27
5. SCL RP Rate Design Work Plan
6. Outline of Interim Report
7. Rate Design Themes

*Note: we plan to send the Comparative Study & Attachments A and B tomorrow morning after
the consultant has finalized the revised drafts.
 
Please use these links to view the videos for both the October 9th Review Panel Stakeholder
Meeting Oct 9 2018 - YouTube and October 23rd Review Panel Stakeholder Meeting Oct 23 -
YouTube SCL Review Panel & Stakeholder meetings. These links and previous meeting materials
are available on the City Light Review Panel website.
 
As an FYI, attached are the RP Stakeholder handouts, FYI – RP Stakeholder Handouts 1-2 and 2-
2.
 
 
Best Regards,
Kathleen
 
KATHLEEN WINGERS | EXECUTIVE
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF ASSISTANT
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
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Date of Meeting: September 25, 2018   (“Draft”) 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE 
Panel Members: 
Names  Name  Name  
Gail Labanara √ David Allen       √ John Putz X 


Sara Patton √ Patrick Jablonski √      


Thomas Buchanan On phone Leon Garnett √      
Staff and Others: 
Jim Baggs √ Greg Shiring √ Karen Reed (Consultant 


Contractor/RP Facilitator) 
√ 


Leigh Barreca √  Calvin Chow X Richard Cuthbert √ 
Robert Cromwell √ Eric McConaghy √  Jenny Levesque √ 
Paula Laschober √ Michael Maddox √ Josh Czebotar √ 
Maura Brueger  √ Kiersten Grove √ Joni Bosh √ 
Kirsty Grainger √   Alex Tsimerman √ 
Kim Kinney  √     Michael Kars √ 
      Marguerite Richard √ 


 
 
Welcome Introductions.  Patrick Jablonski convened the meeting at 11:05 AM.  Attendees introduced themselves. 
 
Review of Agenda.  Karen Reed reviewed the agenda. 
 
Approval of September 11 meeting minutes.  The minutes were approved as submitted. Later in the meeting, an 
amendment to the meeting summary was approved: under the Chair’s Report, add a sentence that Gail Labanara 
shared that Debra Smith had been nominated for the General Manager position by Mayor Durkan.  
 
Public Comment.  3 individuals spoke to the Panel: 
Alex Tsimerman said that he wants to see something in black and white to respond to in which all City Light 
customers will have money returned to them, given the problems with the billing system. 
Joni Bosh noted that she had submitted comments yesterday on the stakeholder materials discussed at the last 
Panel meeting. 
Marguerite Richard said she is concerned about the Utility’s billing process failures.  She stated she is being subject 
to retribution and atrocities.  
 
Communications to Panel.  Joni Bosh’s comments on the rate design materials prepared for the stakeholder 
meetings were shared with the Panel. There were no other communications to the Panel. 
 
SCL in the news and other updates.  The last confirmation hearing on Debra Smith’s nomination will be held 
October 1.  Full council consideration will likely be scheduled for October 15. Michael Maddux noted she will be 
looking to develop stakeholder engagement plans. 
 
Leigh Barreca shared the RSVP’s to date for the upcoming stakeholder meetings. Karen asked whether Panel 
members have other people they would like to hear from.  Leon Garnett said he would reach out to the low-income 
groups. Patrick shared that Dave Gering from Manufacturing Industrial Council is planning to participate in the 
October 23 meeting. Robert Cromwell confirmed that he will make some calls to connect with other major 
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stakeholders from the strategic planning process from whom we have not yet heard. 
 
Draft Situation Assessment for Stakeholder Meetings.  The group reviewed the revised situation assessment 
document.  Comments and suggestions included:  


• Put a scale on the electricity consumption chart. 
• In the second bulled on page one, say “highest demand” rather than “most stressed”  
• Date the document 
• Add a pie chart showing the amount of power consumption by customer class 
• Identify the year for each pie chart. 
• Move distribution and energy bullets to the left hand side under the cost of service bar chart.  


With these suggestions being addressed, the Panel approved the draft situation assessment for use in the 
stakeholder meetings. 
 
Framework for Rate Design Principles.  Kirsty Grainger presented.  Comments and suggestions on the revised 
document included:  


• Revise preamble to take out “get” and add “for rate design” at end.  
• Provide a glossary, and / or electronic link to a glossary on technical terms in the document, such as energy 


charges. Simplify the language wherever possible.  
• Under “Fairly apportion cost of service”: 


o The first sentence should note that the benefit of conservation “may be” less than it was.  The 
sentence on the value of efficiency should be expanded upon. 


o Remove reference to solar net metering. 
o Note bi-monthly customer charges and rates. 
o Add that there is no fixed “per customer charge” for non-residential customers. 
o Note that single family and multi-family differential costs are not acknowledged in current rate 


structure. 
o Reference to rate policy should be section 3.B, rather than 3.A 


• Under “social justice” the discussion of the Utility Discount Program should note what the current eligibility 
threshold is and include a link to a further explanation of the program. 


• Under “environmental stewardship” note the larger policy programs here—short bulleted list.   
• The Panel agreed with separating social justice and environmental stewardship into two separate principles 


rather than a general “equity” principle. 


With these suggestions being addressed, the Panel approved the draft framework for rate design principles to be 
shared with stakeholders. 
 
Questions for Stakeholders.  The Panel reviewed the four proposed questions for stakeholders.  Direction 
included: 


• Put the second question first on the list. 
• The fourth question should include reference to decoupling and higher fixed charges.  
• The panel considered but decided against a separate question on decoupling. 


With these changes, the questions list was approved. 
 
David Allen mentioned he had an interesting article “How Big is the Energy Efficiency Resource” from the Rocky 
Mountain Institute. He will email it to Kim Kinney who will distribute it to the Panel. 
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Scope of Comparative Utilities Study. Richard Cuthbert presented.  He developed a list of utilities that he would 
propose surveying – 5 large municipal utilities, nationwide; 6 hydro-based utilities in the Pacific Northwest; and 5 
utilities known for innovative rate design. The Panel agreed with his recommendation.  In terms of what will be 
studied from amongst this group of utilities, the Panel asked that in addition to items proposed, that the study 
include a look at: 


• Interruptible rates 
• Demand response 
• Decoupling 


In terms of other rate structures to be highlighted, Mr. Cuthbert noted that “philosophy” and “value” questions 
probably cannot be ascertained.  The Panel asked that “premium green power rates” be added to the list of other 
rate structures examined.  The focus on the other rate structures will be around the following questions: 


• Why was this innovation implemented? What problem was the Utility trying to solve? 
• What did they do? 
• How was it implemented? 
• Observations about the innovation.  


The Panel approved the comparative utilities study scope as discussed.  They asked to be able to review a draft of 
the report in November. 
 
Letter to Council and Mayor Re: Sales of Utility Property at Below Fair Market Value in Support of 
Affordable Housing.   The Panel agreed to several edits to the letter:  


• removing the third paragraph completely, 
• in the fourth paragraph, first line, adding a reference to “housing affordability;” removing the fourth 


sentence.  


As revised, the Panel agreed to submit the letter.  Karen will finalize and share with Patrick and Gail Labanara 
before submitting the letter. 
 
Kiersten Grove asked for an explanation of what actions the City should take to be more transparent on these 
issues. 
 
Rate Design Research Summary.   Jenny Levesque presented.  The slide deck shared data from earlier polls of SCL 
residential customers, together with results of a national qualitative/focus group type survey of 60 customers.  
 
The top themes from SCL residential customers were cost concerns, alternative energy and infrastructure 
improvements. Customers want to understand what they are being billed for (kWh information is too hard to 
understand) – they want simplified language and messaging. 
 
Jenny advised that the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) rate design results should be available in the next 
couple of months. 
 
The national E Source Research Study presented a number of ideas for rate design, including redesigning how rate 
bills are presented, expanding customer choice, offering rewards for engagement of customers, offering community 
rewards, and viewing energy as a service. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:50 PM. 
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Date of Meeting:  October 9, 2018 (“Draft”) 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE 
Panel Members: 
Names  Name  Name  
Gail Labanara √ David Allen       √ John Putz √ 


Sara Patton √ Patrick Jablonski √      


Thomas Buchanan X Leon Garnett √      
Staff and Others: 
Jim Baggs X Greg Shiring √ Karen Reed (Consultant 


Contractor/RP Facilitator) 
√ 


Leigh Barreca √   Eric McConaghy √ Richard Cuthbert √ 
Robert Cromwell √ Calvin Chow X Jenny Levesque √ 
Paula Laschober √ Michael Maddox √ Josh Czebotar √ 
Maura Brueger  √ Kiersten Grove X Joni Bosh √ 
Kirsty Grainger √ Maria Coe √ Alex Tsimerman √ 
Kim Kinney  √ Vas Duggirala √   Marguerite Richard √ 
Kathleen Wingers √ Jeremy Keller √   Jordan Morse √ 
Jordan Wagner √ Mattelyn Thorpe √   Stan Price √ 
Joe Malaspino √ Dave Gering √   Carsten Croff √ 
Jessica Rose √ Craig DeLalla √   Ben Levie √ 


 
 
Welcome Introductions.  Patrick Jablonski convened the meeting at 11:05 AM. 
 
Public Comment. Two members of the public asked to testify on matters other than rate policy. 
 
Alex Tsimerman said that the City is stealing money from the people due to the problems with City Light bills and 
should give it back.  He said the Panel members are crooks. 
 
Marguerite. Richard said that the City Light has “shredded my life.”  She said that illegal acts are being taken against 
her. She has been complaining about the City for a long time. Her City Light Bill is nearing a $1000 for a small 
apartment and this is extortion. She said she doesn’t understand how these things go on even with the programs in 
place. 
 
Today’s Agenda.  Patrick made opening remarks about the role of the Panel.  He shared that in August, City 
Council asked for a review with interested stakeholders on City Light’s rate design.  He advised that the meeting’s 
focus was more towards a policy level, not towards developing a detailed rate proposal and that the Panel is 
advisory to the Mayor and Council. Panel members and City Light Staff present introduced themselves.  
 
Safety Minute.  Robert Cromwell spoke about the process for evacuating the building in an emergency. 
 
Rates Overview.  Kirsty Grainger gave a short overview presentation, speaking to the materials in the meeting 
packets.  She noted that City Light hasn’t done a major rate design change since the 1980s and that this discussion 
is timely now with the deployment of AMI and our new billing system.  This allows us more tools in analyzing where 
we are and how to structure the framework for what we may do in the future.  Robert added that we are interested 
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in hearing from the stakeholders to also state the “why” behind their rate design recommendations in order to 
understand the implications and impacts. 
 
Stakeholder Comments, Q & A. 
 
Stan Price, Putnam Price.  Stan introduced himself noting that he is a former co-chair of the City Light Review 
Panel. More important than rate design in his view is the long term revenue requirement for the utility and its 
trajectory.  Rate design is not a panacea.  It doesn’t impact affordability: that is determined by the revenue 
requirements.  The issue is how can rates transform the utility to be the utility we want for the future.  Current rules 
and rates are 20th century.  No utility will keep these old rules over time.  The current rules reflect a traditional fixed-
variable cost structure.  Any redesign will create winners and losers, which is what makes this so difficult.   
We universally want clean, resilient, reliable, flexible power with the lowest possible revenue requirements.  We must 
resist the allure of just increasing fixed charges – this relieves the utility’s anxiety but doesn’t create transformative 
change.  Instead, use decoupling.  Use AMI to implement Time of Use (TOU) rates. 
Energy Efficiency is important. We have flat demand.  It makes it look like energy efficiency is not valuable.  This is 
old thinking.  Energy efficiency is a key part of a distributed energy management plan which will allow the utility to 
have reduced capital requirements and therefor reduce rates. An optimized capital investment program would help. 
 
Q&A:  
 
Q: We have fixed charges.  At what point do they become not helpful?  A:  Flat load growth is ephemeral. The hydro 
system may change a lot in the next 20 years with climate change.  A clean energy commitment is important. 
Electrification of transportation will also increase demand. 
Q: How will distributed energy work here since we have so little solar power?  A:  We could have avoided the new 
substation investment if we’d been more strategic.  Distributed energy resources could be an alternative to future 
investments like this. 
Q: Why does investing in distributed energy reduce the CIP?  What percentage of City Light’s infrastructure is applied 
to support aging infrastructure. A: (SCL Staff) There is a lot of cost associated with new service connections.  Some 
system expansion costs as well. But in large part the CIP is just maintaining what is there.  
Q:  What other macro opportunities are on the table at this point?  A:  That is a question for people like David Allen. 
The question is how to take these to scale. 
Q:  Can you talk about decoupling opportunities?  Would expanding the use of RSA monies to retail rates help or 
basically replicate decoupling? What do you think about that idea?  A:  RSA funding requirements for covering 
fluctuations in wholesale revenue are very large as compared to the tweaks that would be needed to true up for 
fluctuations in retail sales.  
 
Jeremy Keller, Resident, employed by Amaresco.  Amaresco is an energy efficiency firm.  Jeremy has two main 
points.  First, rate design should be aligned with the City’s sustainability goals.  It should support being carbon 
neutral.  How will rate design incentivize investment in transportation electrification?  Rates should do this.  There is 
not incentive at the higher end of residential electricity use to do this.  You need 4 cent per kWh price to incentivize 
electric vehicles and heat pumps. The high end residential cost is around 13 cents per kWh.   
The second point is that demand charges are bad.  Customers never know when their peak demand happens and 
don’t control it.  Data on this is also very had to get.  You will be able to get this information with AMI – to time the 
limit of power use.  Customers need to know when peak demand charges go into play and at what hours of the day. 
City Light should provide more options for customers. 
 
Mr. Keller would like to see multiple rate options considered and offered by City Light.  Arizona utility was changing 
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from a fixed fee to a minimum fee. This is not a burden.  
 
Additional ideas offered by Mr. Keller included: 
 


• TOU rates should be a default.   This will help incentivize electric cars, which will create load growth in the 
near term. 


• Have a traditional power option with a flat kWh rate.  
•  Offer a market rate package as well – the customers would bear the open market rate risk.  This could help 


with slowing load growth.   
• In the University area, find non-wire solutions to address growth in demand in this area. 
• Stable revenue will be hard to achieve with electrification and climate change.  The Utility will need to be 


flexible and give customers options.  But don’t do pilots: they are too short to allow for any return on 
investment.   


• Finally, SCL needs to address PURPA in its rate structures. 
 


Q&A: 
 


Q: What about peak demand notice to shift use time?  A:  Customers don’t have enough information.  Instead, use 
critical peak pricing.  
Q:  Market tracking rate idea—how would you implement this?  A:  PGE has a market-based rate – you get 2 different 
bills, one for distribution from the Utility and a second from the energy supplier.  
Q:  How do you give people notice? A: This is more for commercial customers, not residential.  It’s an opportunity to 
shave load growth.  This is standard in ISO markets elsewhere in the country.   
Q: How would you rate residential rate payer progress on conservation and what more do they want to do? A: People 
support sustainability and want to do more.  SCL’s 2nd tier residential rate is extremely high at 13 cents per kWh.  
For TOU rates to work, you need a large delta between peak and off-peak prices to drive people to actually use 
TOU rates.  The differential is not big enough now. 


 
At this point the group took a 15 minute break. 
 
Joni Bosh, Northwest Energy Coalition.  Joni said she supported Stan Price’s comment that the revenue 
requirement is paramount.  This discussion is an opportunity to get granular on the data to analyze what will work.  
NWEC has submitted comments that identify the analyses they believe the City should conduct.   
 
The priority goals in rate design should be promoting a clean, efficient, flexible utility.  
 
Technology change continues.  NWEC recommends: 
 


• A different approach on addressing the debt service ratio with decoupling.  The RSA is important—extend it 
to other categories and reduce the debt service requirement of the utility (suggested moving to a 1.5 debt 
service ratio. 


• Doing separate rate analysis for single family and multi-family and a third for suburban versus urban 
ratepayers.  Apply a discount to City residents.  SCL is a service.  City voters should get the benefits of it.  
SCL Customers are paying less than all classes of PSE customers. 


• Apply PSE rates to City Light customers to unearth the size of subsidy in current rates. 
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• Oppose large fixed charges.  There is no necessary connection of fixed costs to fixed charges in the rate 
structure. Increasing fixed charges hits low and moderate income customers and discourages distributed 
energy and conservation. 


• The basic customer charge should only include the true customer costs.  It should exclude things like 
collection costs—that is a volumetric item. 


• TOU and decoupling should get a granular analysis. 


Q&A  
 
Q: What costs should go into customer charge?  A:  Costs that change based on the number of customers. 
Joni went on to recommend: 


• A review and enlargement of the lowest block of power, a capped 2nd block, and adding a critical peak 
block to incentivize customers to move to heat pumps and energy efficiency.  The critical peak block 
should be narrowly defined. 


• Oppose demand charges of any sort for residential customers.  They cannot figure out their peak demand 
and manage it. 


• Be hyper sensitive to low income impacts. 


Q: Do you support expanding the RSA to cover fluctuations in retail revenue?  A:  I don’t know, would have to analyze. 
 


Jessica Rose, Sound Transit. Sound Transit has adopted a goal of being carbon neutral by 2050.  This means 
electrifying their entire fleet.  They want to see rate options for vehicle fleets, for example, having an electric vehicle 
rate for large fleets.  Sound Transit will be evaluating how to transition its fleet in the next few years.  The current 
SCL rates are not a good fit.  Should explore options for customers with consistent load profiles (like light rail).  They 
do not have the ability to use TOU rates, since they operate around the clock.  Rates should continue to promote 
carbon neutrality. 


 
Q&A 
 
Q: What specifically do you want?  A:  There are options.  California is phasing in demand charges over 5-10 years.  
Turnkey installation of electric vehicle infrastructure is helpful.  Contracted rates are good.  Have an EV rate.  We 
need about half a megawatt to charge a bus in the middle of its route. 
Q: (for SCL) Have you explored the ability to install these large bus chargers?  A:  No. It would be expensive. Co-
location is key, since batteries in these buses do not last a day.  We don’t want to compromise efficiency of bus 
system just to put in battery stations en route. Something like that would have to be carefully mapped out. 
Q: Are there additional load estimates from converting Sound Transit’s fleet to all electric buses?  A: Estimate roughly 
60-80 million kWh/year for Sound Transit’s fleet; King County Metro Transit’s fleet is 5 times the size of Sound 
Transit’s fleet. 


 
Dave Gering, Manufacturing Industrial Council (MIC).  The manufacturing and industrial sector remains a strong 
and important part of Seattle’s economy.  We are exporting a lot of fish-- that creates wealth.  It’s all from 
hydropower.  There’s a construction boom, this supports high paying jobs.  There are 106,000 jobs in manufacturing 
inside the City limits.  It’s a large sector.  How do we keep this sector?  Expanding apprenticeship programs.  MIC 
has a curriculum with 50 high schools in state. They have had great success with some Rainier Beach graduates 
going through their program.  SCL should get into apprenticeships more.  Do not apply decoupling to the 
manufacturing sector. 
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Q&A 
 
Q: Your key message is not to decouple rates for the manufacturing sector?  A: Yes.   
Q: Why?  A:  It creates unpredictability in rates which is bad.  You cannot treat manufacturers as captive customers. 
They will leave the area. 
Q:  Who is SCL competing with, in terms of electricity costs?  A:  It’s global.  But in fact, the local manufacturing base 
has been very stable here over the last 15-20 years.  They haven’t left.   
Q: Do you have rate design suggestions to address the risk of load change from manufacturing sector shifts?  A:  Ask 
Nucor.  
 
Patrick asked if there were any other people who would like to speak. There were none.  He noted the next 
stakeholder input session will be on October 23.  This is the first touch point with stakeholders; there will be a 
second one in the winter.  Robert Cromwell said that attendees and speakers should feel free to submit additional 
comments. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:10 PM 
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Date of Meeting:  October 23, 2018 (“Draft”) 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE 
Panel Members: 
Names  Name  Name  
Gail Labanara √ David Allen       √ John Putz √ 


Sara Patton √ Patrick Jablonski √      


Thomas Buchanan x Leon Garnett √      
Staff and Others: 
Debra Smith √ Greg Shiring √ Karen Reed (Consultant 


Contractor/RP Facilitator) 
√ 


Leigh Barreca √   Eric McConaghy √ Richard Cuthbert x 
Robert Cromwell √ Calvin Chow x Jenny Levesque √ 
Paula Laschober x Michael Maddox √ Josh Czebotar √ 
Maura Brueger x Vas Duggirala √ David Broustis √ 
Kirsty Grainger √ Sabrina Villanueva √ Alex Tsimerman √ 
Carsten Croff √ Kirk Engle √   Glenn Atwood √ 
Kathleen Wingers √ Rachel Brombaugh √   Stan Price √ 


  Mikel Hansen √ John Sasser √   Kerry Meade √ 
Michael Karp √ Jaime Page √   Kim Kinney √ 
Marcos Wanless √ Kiersten Grove x   Caylyn Rolph-Tate √ 


 
 
Welcome.  Patrick Jablonski, Chair of the Panel, convened the meeting at 11:03 AM. He called for comments from 
the general public not dealing with rate design. One person offered comment.  
 
Public Comment. Alex Tsimerman spoke.  He said that in thirty years he has found no honest people in 
government.  City Light has over $100 billion and is stealing money from the public.  The new director and old 
director of City Light have a salary of $340,000. He attends all public forums he can.  The question in his view is 
whether we can change or not.  
 
Introductions, The Panel and the Rate Design Project. Panel members introduced themselves.  Patrick then 
spoke briefly to the structure of the Panel and its advisory role. 
 
Safety Minute. Robert Cromwell spoke to how to leave the building in the event of an emergency. 
 
City Light employees introduced themselves. 
 
Patrick spoke to the rate design project scope of work. He thanked everyone for coming and helping to inform the 
Panel. 
 
Kirsty Grainger spoke to the meeting packet materials. She noted that the structure of City Light’s rates hasn’t 
changed much since the 1980’s.  With the deployment of AMI there are new opportunities for the City to consider 
in rate design, so this effort is timely.  City Light has a large heating load in winter and a lot of hydroelectric 
generation, two things that distinguish us from most other utilities nationally.  The rate framework document in the 
materials shows proposed rate principles as a starting point. 
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Rate Design Stakeholder Comment 
 
Mike Hansen and John Sasser, Sabey Corporation.  Mr. Hansen noted that Sabey has data center facilities in 
Seattle and Tukwila.  Mr. Sasser stated that for industrial customers, demand charges are very low and energy 
charges are relatively high compared to other utilities nationally. The effect of this is to penalize high load factor 
customers and incentivize low load factor customers. He would support realigning these charges to better reflect 
actual cost to the utility.  Sabey has paid for some feeders to connect to their substation in Tukwila, so no 
infrastructure investment was required on the part of City Light.  This also is not recognized in the rate structure. 
Sabey believes it is being double taxed. The 6% franchise fee the City collects is not supposed to increase our rates 
paid in Tukwila over what they are in Seattle, but Sabey believes this does happen. 
 
Q: Do you mean the Utility tax?  A: Yes, the equivalent. 
 
The data center business is important to our local economy.  City Light has been a valuable asset for our economy.  
The value of City Light declines as rates get more expensive. 
 
Q:  How would you take advantage of higher demand charge?  A:  It would lower our operating expenses and keep 
us competitive. 
 
Q:  What is your perspective on time of use rates?  Could you use them?  A: No.  We have a flat load profile.  
We’re looking at putting power back on the grid. 
 
Q:  Like solar?  A:  Yes.   
 
But there is a bill-back problem so we didn’t install the solar. We’d like to charge our tenants for that solar power at 
the same rate we pay City Light but City Light’s rules do not allow that. 
 
Q:  Are you saying that your tenants would shop for the cheapest cost power?  A:  Yes. For a data center, electricity 
is one of their highest expenses and if they don’t have a competitive electricity rate, customer may choose to go to 
another place like Hillsboro instead of Seattle. 
 
We are good customers for the City.  We generate taxes and don’t impose infrastructure burdens.  A fairer electric 
rate in terms of actual cost of service would help us. 
 
Q: Why would a customer prefer a data center in Tukwila versus Seattle?  A:  Work force and connectivity to other 
services are considerations.  Adjacency is attractive to many of these companies.  We will leave written comments 
with Leigh Barreca. 
 
Michael Karp, The Energy Project.  He is submitting written comments in addition to his testimony.  The Energy 
Project represents low income households throughout the state and has done so for 25 years.  They are a 
partnership with the state Department of Commerce and local community action agencies.  A recent University of 
Washington study concluded that there is an estimated pool of eligible customers of 109,000 households for City 
Light’s Utility Discount Program (UDP), but the program only enrolls 19% of that number.  Low income households 
pay more of their income on energy, so the price of the first block is critical.  Housing structures are also important 
factors in cost.  The weatherization program is very important.   
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Mr. Karp recommends confirming the Utility’s commitment to stable, low bills for low income people.  He 
encouraged the Panel to work with the inter-departmental taskforce (IDT) Low Income Steering Committee. This 
committee is charged with evaluating the Utility Discount Program progress and making recommendations for 
program improvements. This committee could host a workshop to develop recommendations to City Light on rate 
design. The Review Panel should examine fixed versus variable costs, as well as the size and price of the first block.  
He also recommends holding learning sessions at Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) facilities. 
People don’t understand how rates affect their bills.  Additional recommendations mentioned by Mr. Karp include: 
 


• Consider changing the eligibility criteria for the UDP and the amount of the discount.   
• Prioritize whole-house weatherization as part of rate design. 
• Explain that flat revenue and SCL’s CIP are contributing to the increase in rates. 
• Provide resources to educate the public on rates versus bills. 
• Don’t pit low income household needs against environmental interests; we see this in many places. 


SCL is a poster child for a needs-based UDP and other programs.  Support for these efforts is sliding now.  SCL 
should be a model again. 
 
Q&A 
 
Q:  Studies show that energy use by low income households is all over the map. What should we look at? A: Look at 
the earlier study.  Increasing base charges doesn’t help low income households. 
 
Q: Would you support a sliding scale eligibility for UDP? All these programs are being subsidized now.  A:  I think 
sliding scale is a credible idea, but the Panel should also do outreach with these stakeholders to learn more.  Reach 
out to the Low Income ITD and do workshops with low income customers. 
 
Q: What is the conflict between environmental and low-income interests?  A:  Nationally, we see this conflict, so we 
would like to avoid it.  Ranking principles leads to low income people getting short shrift. 
 
Q: How would you improve the 19% enrollment rate in UDP?  A:  Outreach investments.  SCL hasn’t looked at the 
breakdown of income in the 19%.  We want to see the lowest income participants for the program get the greatest 
benefit. 
 
Q: Why do you think the Utility is backsliding in this area?  A: The rate design issue is important.  Customers are 
unaware.  I am focused on empowering low-income people. I am not making rate design recommendations.  I am 
recommending that the Panel support and engage in the process. I would like to see City Light provide more 
serious investment in resources to do enhanced outreach in different ways to reach more of the low-income 
population.  In addition, whole-house weatherization should include new appliances. 
 
Comment:  It’s very complicated to combine all the funding sources to accomplish whole house weatherization. 
 
At this point the group took a short break. 
 
Marco Wanless, Seattle Latino Metropolitan Chamber.  I understand the importance of securing the Utility’s 
revenue requirements.  City Light is a member of our Chamber of Commerce.  A problem for Seattle is that our 
members are getting squeezed out.  Starting a new business in Seattle is very expensive.  How can the government 
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support small businesses in Seattle?  It is most important that the Panel have the vision for supporting small 
business growth.  City Light could establish 3-year incentives for small firms and provide them with free energy for 
the duration of the agreement.  We need government programs to help small business to be successful here.  Rates 
and utilities costs are going up too much.  I can provide more data if the Panel would like.  If our economy is too 
dependent on a few large businesses, it can be significantly disrupted if they leave.  It is more stable to have a 
strong base of small and medium businesses. 
 
Q&A 
 
Q:  The state constitution prohibits gifts of public funds, excluding for support of the poor and infirm.  How can we 
help your members?  A:  Grants. Loans. Find a path. 
 
Q:  What types of businesses are you thinking of where electricity is an important cost?  A:  All businesses.  A pastry 
maker or an ice cream maker for example. 
 
Q:  You are proposing many sectors work on promoting small business and want us to lead?  A: Yes. 
 
Comment:  It would be difficult to administer a small business 3-year electricity grant.  A:  I will work with you on 
the specifics on what has worked in other cities and in the international arena if you are interested. 
 
Dave Broustis, King County Dept. of Natural Resources and Parks.  King County uses over one million kilowatt 
hours per year.  SCL’s demand charges are very low. This means there is no price signal to reduce peak use.  Your 
demand charges are much lower than other utilities.  You need to consider the price signal to reduce demand.  
There needs to be financial incentives for customers to pursue deep energy efficiency.  Don’t rely too much on per 
customer charges—they reduce the price signal too much.   
 
For customers in the middle, those hovering between medium and large schedules, they avoid conservation 
investments in order to keep the lower rates of the large customer’s schedule.  Look to see what others have done 
in these situations.  King County is a high demand customer.  Metro adjusts its power usage to ensure it still 
qualifies for the lower large customer rates; if we didn’t it would cost us an extra $250,000 a year.  We would like 
more predictability here.   
 
Mr. Broustis offered several potential ideas for addressing the challenge Metro faces:   
 


• Change the kwh triggers to qualify for the medium rate schedule. 
• Make a lower price differential between the two rate schedules.   
• Implement a new rate schedule for that in-between medium and large.   
• Make the qualifier hitting the peak in 3 months rather than 6.   
• Offer public agency rates.   


There is a lot to think about and he is making no specific recommendation.  Metro wants to conserve, but the risk is 
that it will jack up our power costs which removes the incentive for us to invest here.  In terms of time of use rates, 
Metro doesn’t have much use for this, but it would be great to offer to customers; it will help SCL, the grid and the 
region.  
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Q&A 
 
Q: How would you fix this simply?  A:  A smaller gap between the two rate schedules; a grace period on 
conservation investments (would have to be several years).  Ratchet rates down.  There are many options.  But look 
carefully at the impact on large customers. 
 
Q:  Are there other large electric uses at King County beyond West Point Treatment Plant?  A: Yes. Large office 
buildings.  But West Point is the only high demand user. 
 
Kerry Meade. Northwest Energy Efficiency Council.   Kerry noted she took over her position from Stan Price who 
was formerly the Co-Chair of the Panel.  There is a lot of disruption occurring in the electric utility industry.  Looking 
at rates is an important opportunity to shape our future.  In the energy efficiency industry, we think a lot about the 
utility of the future.  Rates help you recover the revenue requirement.  But what is the value of the Utility?  SCL 
pursues a capital investment mentality in their structure to recover their costs.  Historically, customers wanted the 
City to make large investments in power.  Now, we are seeing things decentralized around energy generation.  
Today, customers are interested in solar opportunities and selling to their tenants. We support providing customer 
choice. There are opportunities that utilities can do to enable new business models in the state and more customer 
choice in how they consume their energy. 
 
Q: What do NEEC’s constituents want?  A:  They have no single perspective.  Energy Efficiency companies are 
looking to transform themselves.  Customers are becoming more involved in decision making around power.  The 
Utility could enable new things—peer to peer energy sales, for example.  This is happening now in Brooklyn. 
 
Q:  Unclear what the “utility of the future” is.  We hear it is about 15 years out until we will see significant 
deployment of distributed storage and electric vehicles.  What about in the next five years?  What should the Utility 
do?  A: Answers vary.  SCL could facilitate smart buildings.  It could move to promoting smaller scale customer 
investments to offset the need to invest in larger public infrastructure projects in the future.  Look at micro-grids. 
 
Q:  Examples?  A:  Take a building with solar panels and offer energy storage nearby:  micro-grids.  “Behind the 
meter management” of power to reduce demand in a particular area. 
 
Rachel Brombaugh, King County Energy Partnership Specialist, County Executive’s Office.  The County has 
adopted a goal of reducing carbon emissions of all governments in King County.  Electrification of the Metro bus 
fleet by 2040 is one ambitious part of that.  It will reduce greenhouse gas emissions, noise and particulates.  This will 
increase City Light’s load.  We will deploy next batch of buses with an equity lens – putting the buses in areas that 
have the worst air quality.  We are interested in exploring new rate structures –we don’t want to create spikes in 
demand that require gas resources to be fired up to serve us.  Battery bus charging would help us, but hopefully 
help SCL as well.  Tukwila is our first area where we plan to deploy these buses.  We have good partnerships with 
SCL. 
 
Q&A 
 
Q:  How dependent are you on new technology success for power storage this goal of electrification and how soon 
is that technology coming?  A:  I don’t know.  We’re looking at using old bus batteries in emergency situations.  
One of our challenges is that we’re on the leading edge of bus technology.  There are no sixty-foot articulated 
electrical buses available on the market yet for us to test.  We are pushing the bus market.  
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Q: Have you talked to City Light about managing bus charging?  A: At a high level, yes.  We are looking at low load 
times for powering up buses. 
 
Q:  Congratulations to King County for its work on Electric Vehicles.  Does the County have other fleets that might 
be able to become electric?  A:  Yes, our non-revenue fleet of cars.  Also, electrification of the paratransit fleet—
those are privately operated. 
 
Q:  Whose responsibility is it to take down the lines that support today’s electric buses if we convert?  A:  There is a 
lot of sunk cost in that infrastructure, which also supports the trolley.  Changing this out is a low priority for us; we 
are focusing on the highly polluting diesel buses to transform first. 
 
This concluded the stakeholder testimony. 
 
Patrick invited Debra Smith, the new City Light CEO/General Manager, to speak.  She shared that the testimony she 
heard was interesting and continued:  We need to look at who we want to be in the future and what the revenue 
requirement will be for that.  This won’t happen in the next year.  How do we restructure revenue to allow us to 
become the utility our customers want us to be?  That is the work we need to do now.  Electrification of public 
transit is out there and that could be a different, and positive, future for us.  We need to determine how to manage 
this change. 
 
Patrick adjourned the meeting at 1:03 PM. 
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CITY LIGHT REVIEW PANEL MEETING 
Tuesday, November 27, 2018 


11:00 AM – 2:00 PM 


SMT, 32nd floor Conference Room 


 


Proposed Agenda 


Item                       Lead  


1. Welcome, Introductions (5 min.)          Patrick Jablonski   


 


2. Remarks by Debra Smith, City Light General Manager (15 min.)  Debra Smith 


 


3. Standing Items: (20 min.)                   Karen Reed 


a. Review of agenda 


b. Action: Review and approval of meeting minutes 


i. September 25 


ii. October 9 


iii. October 23 


c. Public Comment (maximum 3 minutes per person) 


d. Chair’s Report  


e. Panel vacancies—update/next steps 


f. Communications to Panel 


g. SCL in the news and other updates 


h. Other communications/information updates 


 


4. Panel discussion: Stakeholder Input (1 hour 15 min.) (break in middle)            Kirsty Grainger 


a. Re-cap of rate design work plan (3 min.) 


b. Issues and Themes from stakeholder input—review staff draft  


summary document (10 min.) 


c. All:  key points of agreement/ disagreement heard from 


stakeholders (10 min.) 


d. Questions for Panel members (45 min.) 


i. Overall “takeaways” from the stakeholder sessions 


ii. Priority items/issues to explore— 


1. What do you see as the “problem(s)” that rate design should be 


solving? 


2. What goals/outcomes do you think rate design should seek to 


accomplish? 


(cont’d). 
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3. If you could pick one or two problems to fix, or goals to achieve, 


through rate design, what would those be?  


4. Are there problems/goals for which rate design is not the solution?  


5. What potential rate design issues would you like to hear more 


about?  


6. Are there any items raised in the stakeholder meetings that you think 


we should not pursue?  


e. Confirm data/follow up items for staff (5 min.) 


 


5. Presentation, Q & A:  Draft comparative utility rate design   Richard Cuthbert 


  report (45 min.)         


a. Follow up items 


b. Next steps 


 


6. Introduction/Discussion:  Outline of Interim Council Report       Karen  


(10 Min.) 


a. Timing of advance briefing to Mayor’s office 


 


7. Next Meeting Agenda (December 13) (2 min.) 


a. Continue rate design discussion 


b. Draft policy statements -Including mechanisms to achieve goals as well as 


feasibility/implementation timeline 


c. Presentation of follow-up data requests 


d. Interim Council Report—review expanded outline, provide direction 


 to staff to prepare draft for review in January 


8. Adjourn 








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] 
 


 


 


 








Interim Report to Council on Rate Design Project 


 


Draft outline (v. 10.25.18) 


 


1. Introduction 


a. Purpose of report 


  


2. Project work to date; next steps 


 


3. Summary of input from stakeholders: key themes and issues raised 


a. Panel thoughts on what has been presented 


b. Questions the Panel is continuing to explore  


 


4. Report on comparable utilities (Cuthbert Report) 


a. Major findings summarized 


b. Panel thoughts on the report, questions still being explored. 


 


5. Draft situation assessment 


a. Purpose of document 


b. How (if at all) modified from August version 


 


6. Draft Rate Design Framework and Principles 


a. Purpose of document 


b. How (if at all) modified from August version 


 


7. Conclusion/Next Steps 


 


Attachments: 


1. Draft situation assessment document  


2. Draft Framework /Principles document 


3. Current City Light Rate Design Resolution 31351 


4. Summary matrix of input from stakeholders 


5. List of stakeholders who participated in outreach 


6. Report on Comparable Utilities Rate Design 
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Rate Design Themes – Public Feedback 


 


Theme Suggestions (Source) Discussion 


Offering Customer Choice 
 


Offer multiple rate options like default Time of use (TOU), traditional flat kWh rate, market 
rate etc - Keller 
Offer choices to customers -Meade  
Offer Market or Energy Imbalance Market (EIM) pricing - Keller 
Gradualism with options for early adopters -Keller 
Don’t offer short pilot projects because these don’t support financing - Keller 
Offer demand response/interruptible rate – Manufacturing and Industrial Council (MIC) 
Offer green premium power option - Harmon 


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 - Keller 
Introduce critical peak pricing - Keller, 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) -  Keller 
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 - Harmon 


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 -
Keller 
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, Karp 
Cap second block and add third block - NWEC 
Two-block residential rate disincentivizes residences from switching fuel to electricity -Keller 


 


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 - Keller 
Keep basic customer charge low because high fixed charges hurt low income - NWEC, Karp 
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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 - Harmon 


Decoupling 
 


Expand Rate Stabilization Account (RSA) to residential - Price, NWEC 
RSA for commercial/decoupling for residential - Price, NWEC, Harmon 
The best way to get stable rates is decoupling and aggressive EE - Harmon 
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 - Keller 
Rate design should incentivize electrification, e.g. lower rate (1st block) for adopters of 
electrification, e.g. heat pump - Keller 
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 - Keller 
Current rate design shelters customers from what is going on, customers want to do more - 
Keller 


 


Incentivize 
Economic/Social(?) 
Outcomes 
 


Separate rates for industrial (?) 
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 


 


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 (U-
District) - Keller 
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 - Meade 
Public/private partnership - Meade 
Prepare for distributed energy resources (DERs) - Price 
Allow those generating power to sell it directly to other customers - Sabey, Meade 


 


Suburban Franchise Cities Higher Tukwila rates should be same as Seattle - Sabey  
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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 - Karp 
Do not pit low income against DG and environmental interests - Karp 
Redesign the Utility Discount Program (UDP), sliding scale - Karp 
Prioritize whole house weatherization - Karp 


 


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, Karp 


 


Managing revenue 
requirement 


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


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) 
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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. 


City Light Specific Customer Feedback (From 9.25.18 Rate Design Research Summary presentation) 


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 
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Rate Design Concepts (From 9.25.18 Rate Design Research Summary presentation) 


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) 


 


 


https://rmi.org/blog_2016_05_17_moving_to_better_rate_design/ 


 


More sources of info coming: 


EPRI Research 


Cuthbert Utility Survey  


LPPC RDWG Meeting (Nov 29-30) 


 









































































































































































 
 


