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RESULTS OF THE 2020 SEATTLE SURVEY OF WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS 
 
Each year, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) asks its wholesale customers to provide information 
on their current water demand (both retail and wholesale), sources of supply (in addition to 
SPU), and their water rates.  A complete set of this data by wholesale customer and by year is 
of critical importance in SPU's efforts to better forecast wholesale demand.  Wholesale 
customers often find the current and historical information provided in this report useful in 
their own analysis and planning.  It also allows them to see how they compare to other 
wholesale customers and Seattle in a number of areas. 
 
This report summarizes much of the data that was collected in the 2020 wholesale customer 
survey and is the 27th year the report has appeared in this format.  SPU appreciates the time 
and effort each wholesale customer has taken in completing and returning the survey.  
Comparative information is presented on water rates, bills and consumption patterns.  Copies 
of current and past reports (back to 2005) can be downloaded from SPU’s website. 
 
Overview 
 
Approximately half the water produced and treated by SPU is sold directly to customers in 
Seattle’s retail service area.  The remainder is sold wholesale to the Cascade Water Alliance and 
17 neighboring cities and water districts.  These wholesale customers are listed below. 
 

Wholesale Customers of Seattle Public Utilities 
 

  Cities        Water Districts  Cascade Water Alliance 
· Bothell ·Cedar River Water & Sewer District ·City of Bellevue 
· Duvall ·Coal Creek Utility District ·City of Issaquah 
· Mercer Island ·Highline Water District ·City of Kirkland 
· Renton ·Northshore Utility District ·City of Redmond 
 ·North City Water District ·City of Tukwila 
 ·Olympic View Water & Sewer District ·Sammamish Plateau W & S District 
 ·Soos Creek Water & Sewer District ·Skyway Water & Sewer District 
 ·Woodinville Water District  
 ·Water District No. 20*  
 ·Water District No. 49  
 ·Water District No. 90  
 ·Water District No. 119  
 ·Water District No. 125 

 
 

*Effective February 2019, Water District 45 was assumed by Water District 20 and no longer exists; data for 
Water District 45 prior to the assumption date has been included in data for Water District 20. 
 
Note that the city of North Bend is not included in the survey though it has contracted with 
SPU to receive untreated mitigation water from the Cedar River watershed.   
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Water Utilities in King County 
 

 
 
While there are almost 1,950 public water systems in King County and an estimated fourteen 
thousand private systems, the 32 largest water utilities serve about 94% of the county’s 
population.  Seattle and its wholesale customers alone provide water to almost 80% of the 
population of King County, as well as more than 15,000 people in southwest Snohomish 
County. 
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Percent of Population Served by Water Providers in King County 
 

 
 
Supply:  SPU has two surface water sources and a small ground water source:  the Cedar 
River system, the South Fork Tolt Reservoir, and the Seattle Well Fields.  Typically, the 
Cedar River system provides 60 to 70 percent of total supply, and the South Fork Tolt system 
delivers the remaining 30 to 40 percent.  Seattle’s two well fields are available to provide 
peak season and emergency water supply.  Total annual average firm yield from the current 
system is estimated at 172 million gallons per day (mgd). 
 
A number of Seattle’s wholesale customers have their own sources of supply, which reduces 
their demand from the SPU supply system.  As shown in the figure below, wholesale customers 
obtained a total of about 17 mgd from their own sources of supply. 
 

Water Obtained from Own Sources of Supply:  2019 
 

 

Seattle Wholesale, 41%

Seattle Retail, 37%

Lakehaven , 5.4%

Kent, 3.2%

Auburn, 2.7%

Covington, 2.0%
Lake Meridian, 0.9%
Enumclaw, 0.7%
Snoqualmie, 0.6%
NE Sammamish, 0.4%

Other Group A Water Systems, 3.2%
Group B Water Systems, 0.7%

Private Systems, 2.0%

Total 
Seattle System

78%

0.07

0.1

0.2

0.4

1.5

1.6

2.8

3.9

6.9

0 2 4 6 8

Cedar River

Skyway*

Olympic View

W.D.90

Highline

Issaquah*

Redmond*

Sammamish…

Renton

Annual MGD*  Members of Cascade Water Alliance



 

 4 Seattle Public Utilities 

Demand:  Seattle and wholesale water demand totaled 141.3 mgd in 2019, down by 1.5 mgd 
from 2018.  Of the 141.3 mgd total, 123.9 mgd came from the SPU supply system and 17.4 mgd 
was obtained from wholesale customers’ own sources of supply.  Various components of Seattle 
and wholesale demand are shown in the chart below1.  Seattle demand was 62.1 mgd including 
7.6 mgd of non-revenue water.  Total wholesale demand of 79.3 mgd consisted of 61.8 mgd 
from Seattle (60.6 mgd purchased and 1.2 mgd transmission losses) and 17.4 mgd obtained from 
other sources.  Included in wholesale demand, but not shown separately on the chart, is about 6.5 
mgd of non-revenue water in their distribution systems.  
 

 

Components of Seattle and Wholesale Water Demand in MGD:  2019 

 
 
The graph below illustrates how Seattle system water consumption has changed over time.  
While population has risen steadily since 1975, total water demand leveled off during the 
1980s at about 170 mgd, before dropping off sharply due to the 1992 drought.  During the rest 
of the 1990s, the combined effects of rising water rates, the 1993 plumbing code, conservation 
programs, and improved system operations kept total consumption at or just under 150 mgd – 
well below pre-drought levels.  In the following decade, increasingly efficient appliances and 
fixtures and the impact of the regional water conservation program further extended the 
downward trend.  By 2010, the amount of water provided by the SPU supply system 
bottomed out at about 118 mgd.  Since then, continued conservation investment through the 
regional water conservation program and improvements in appliance/fixture efficiencies have 
been enough to offset the recent spurt in population growth.  The result has been a leveling off 
of water demand during the current decade. 
 
There appears to have been an uptick in water demand over the past several years that is due 
largely to the weather and, specifically, a spate of hot, dry summers.  Every summer starting 
in 2013 has been warmer than average.  The summer of 2015 was the hottest on record but 

 
1 Components may not add to total due to rounding. 
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others were close.  Looking at daily high temperature averaged over each year’s hottest 3-
month period, there are only seven years on record (since 1949) with 3-month averages at 78° 
or higher (normal is 74.4°).  Five of those seven have been in the last 7 years (2013-2018 
excluding 2016).  Another way to confirm the current flat demand trend is to focus on winter 
base consumption which eliminates summer variability.  While base consumption dropped 40 
mgd over the last 2½ decades, it appears to have bottomed out at approximately 100 mgd 
where it’s been for the past several years. 
 
In percentage terms, total Seattle system water consumption has declined 27% since 1990 
while population has increased 37%.  As a result, total consumption per capita is 47% less 
than it was in 1990.  Wholesale demand from the Seattle water system grew by two thirds 
from 40 mgd in 1975 to 67 mgd in 1991.  Following the 1992 drought though, wholesale 
demand leveled off (averaging 66 mgd) for the next decade and a half before dropping to 
around 60 mgd the last nine years.  Seattle retail demand was essentially flat between 1975 
and 1991 (averaging 80 mgd) but trended steadily downward before leveling off at about 55 
mgd after 2010.  Finally, non-revenue water was cut by more than half due to actions taken by 
Seattle just before and during the 1992 drought.2  Seattle’s now-completed program to cover 
all its in-city reservoirs further reduced non-revenue water to an average of about 7 mgd (5%). 
 

Population* and Components of Annual Water Demand in MGD 
Seattle Regional System:  1975-2019 

 
*  Population has been adjusted downwards to reflect that some wholesale customers have other sources of supply in addition to 

what they purchase from SPU.   

 
2 These actions included reducing in-city reservoir overflows, eliminating regular flushing of Green Lake, relining leaky 

reservoirs, changing reservoir washing practices, and rehabilitating and replacing other reservoirs. 
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Water Rates 
 
Residential and commercial rates in effect during 2020 for each wholesale customer and 
Seattle are summarized in Tables 1.1 and 1.2.  While a variety of rate levels and structures are 
evident, the individual rate structures do not change frequently.  All wholesale customers levy 
a commodity charge and a fixed monthly base service charge (BSC) or meter charge which, in 
four cases, also includes a minimum level of consumption of 1 to 2.5 hundred cubic feet (ccf) 
per month.  There are three basic commodity rate structures and one hybrid: uniform rates, 
seasonal rates, and inclined block rates, plus combination of seasonal rates with inclined 
blocks.  Fixed monthly charges on a ¾” meter, the usual size for residential meters, average 
$22.33 per month with a range of $14.91 per month to $45.00 per month.  The range of fixed 
monthly charges on 2" meters, typical of commercial accounts, is higher:  $28.22 per month 
to $265.39 per month.   
 
Utility Taxes:  All water utilities pay a state utility tax of 5.029% applied to total revenue 
from providing retail water service.  Almost half the wholesale customers plus Seattle are 
assessed additional taxes and fees by their local municipal government(s).  The average local 
tax rate for all subject wholesale customers is 8.5% of total retail revenue.  Seattle has the 
highest total tax rate with 20.6% of its retail revenue going to state and city taxes.  Note that 
some wholesale customers do not include taxes and fees in their published water rates and 
instead itemize them separately on their customers’ bills.  In order to make rates and bills 
comparable between utilities, those taxes and fees have been added back into the rates as 
shown in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 and into the bill calculations. 
 
Residential Rates:  For more than 10 years, neither Seattle nor any of its current wholesale 
customers have had a uniform rate structure,3 i.e., a single rate per ccf for all volumes and 
times of the year.  Only one wholesale customer (Tukwila) has straight seasonal rates:  a 
single rate in the winter and a single higher rate in the 4-month summer season.  Sixteen 
wholesale customers have simple inclined block rates with from two to five blocks.  The size 
of the blocks is indicated in the "Block Thresholds" column of the tables.  For example, Water 
District 49 has three blocks:  the first from 0 to 5 ccf per month, the second from 6 to 8 ccf per 
month and the last for 9 or more ccf per month.  There is considerable variation in the number 
and size of the blocks and in the rates themselves.  Finally, eight wholesale customers and 
Seattle use various combinations of seasonal and block rates.  Olympic View, Woodinville, 
and Water Districts 90 and 119 have block structures that shift to higher rates in the summer.  
So does Soos Creek, except there is no higher summer rate in the first block.  Similarly, 
Mercer Island has multiple blocks but no higher summer rates in the first two blocks.  Seattle 
and Highline have single winter rates with blocks only in the summer.  
 
The diversity of residential rate structures results in very different price signals to customers 
during the peak season.  Residential customers of wholesale utilities face marginal summer 
rates ranging from $3.30 to $22.57 per ccf.  The average summer end-block rate (including 
Seattle) is $8.07 per ccf.  Three wholesale customers (Bellevue, Issaquah and Mercer Island) 
plus Seattle now have end-block rates exceeding $10 per ccf.  Issaquah has the highest 
summer end-block rate:  $22.57 per ccf for consumption exceeding 25 ccf per month. 
 

 
3 Two former wholesale customers, Lake Forest Park and Edmonds, still have uniform rates 
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Commercial Rates:  Six wholesale customers apply the same rates and rate structures to both 
their commercial and residential customers.  Tukwila maintains the same seasonal structure 
but changes the rates.  Olympic View keeps the same rates but changes the block sizes.  The 
remaining sixteen plus Seattle change rates and structure, usually shifting from inclined block 
and hybrid structures to uniform or seasonal rates, but occasionally just reducing the number 
of blocks.  The highest rate is $10.54 per ccf and the average summer end block rate 
(including Seattle and uniform and seasonal rates) is $5.83 per ccf. 
 
Customer Bills:  Figures 1.1 through 1.4 and Tables 1.3 and 1.4 compare monthly residential 
bills across wholesale customers.  Three consumption levels, defined below, are used 
throughout: 

Monthly Consumption Levels Used in Calculating Bills 
 

Level of Household 
Consumption 

 
Winter 

 
Summer 

Average 
Annual 

Low 3.5 ccf/mo 5 ccf/mo 4 ccf/mo 
Medium 6 ccf/mo 9 ccf/mo 7 ccf/mo 

High 12 ccf/mo 21 ccf/mo 15 ccf/mo 
 
Note that as of the 2016 survey, these consumption levels have been lowered from what had 
been used in all previous survey reports.  Medium consumption had been defined as 8 ccf/mo 
in the winter and 12/ccf/mo or 9.33 ccf/mo on an average annual basis.  This reflected typical 
residential consumption in the mid-1990s for wholesale customers.  However, average 
consumption has declined significantly since then and appears to have leveled off at about 7 
ccf/mo (see Table 2-4). The new low, medium, and high consumption levels used for bill 
comparisons are more representative of current consumption patterns. 
 
Figures 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 graphically display monthly residential bills by wholesale customer at 
low, medium, and high levels of consumption at 2020 rates.  The figures also rank wholesale 
customers (including Seattle) by the size of their bills revealing two interesting facts.  One is 
that there are big differences in what households pay for water among different utilities.  
Monthly bills from utilities with the highest rates are more than two times as large as those 
from utilities with the lowest rates.  Average monthly bills range from $23.28 to $58.76 at the 
low level of consumption and $63.04 to $135.53 at the high level of consumption. 
 
A utility’s average residential water bill is a function of both its rates and its average 
residential consumption.  A problem with most comparisons of water bills across utilities 
(including the comparisons in Figures 1.1 through 1.3) is that the comparisons use a single 
level of consumption to calculate the bills.  But if the chosen level of consumption is typical 
for one utility, it may not be for another.  Consider two utilities having exactly the same rates.  
One could have higher average bills than the other because its average consumption is higher.  
To correctly compare average bills across utilities, each utility’s bill should be calculated at its 
average level of consumption.  This has been done in Figure 1.4.  Average monthly residential 
consumption in 2019 ranged from 5.0 ccf per month in Seattle and Skyway to 7.6 ccf per 
month in Sammamish Plateau.  In Figure 1.4, Redmond has the lowest average residential bill 
while Water District 119 tops the list.  Water District 119’s volume rates are below the 
average but it has the highest residential meter charge. 
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There are many possible explanations for the wide variation in residential rates and bills.  
These include utilities having: 

• different financial policies, 
• different levels of taxes and fees, 
• different levels of investment in new and replacement infrastructure,  
• different proportions of rate revenue, non-rate revenue, and debt, 
• different proportions of residential and commercial customers, 
• different cost allocations between customer classes, 
• different customer densities, 
• and different rates of customer and service area growth. 

 
The other phenomenon revealed by the graphs is how much wholesale customer rankings can 
change at different levels of consumption, i.e., the wholesale customer with the highest bill at 
one level of consumption may be far from the highest at other levels of consumption.  For 
example, Mercer Island has the highest bill at high consumption, but drops to sixth and eighth 
highest at medium and low consumption, respectively. Sammamish Plateau is a good example 
of the opposite pattern, moving up from the fifth lowest bill at high consumption to fifth 
highest bills at low consumption.  Finally, others, such as Coal Creek, Water District 49 and 
Water District 90, are in the middle for all levels of consumption.  (Table 1.4 summarizes the 
different rankings from Figures 1.1 through 1.3.) 
 
There are two factors that explain the shifts in relative rankings of wholesale customer bills at 
different levels of consumption.  One is different rate structures.  For example, a steeply 
inclined block structure tends to favor low volume users while a flatter rate structure favors 
high volume users.  The second factor is the relative magnitudes of the fixed and variable 
components of the rates.  Higher meter charges relative to volume charges result in higher 
bills for low volume users and proportionally lower bills for high volume users.  The 
combined impact of these factors can be seen in Table 1.4.  In general, wholesale customers 
with relatively high meter charges and relatively low volume charges move down in the 
rankings (their bills get smaller compared to other wholesale customers) as consumption 
increases.  Wholesale customers with lower meter charges and higher or steeply inclining 
volume charges tend to move in the opposite direction, placing higher in the rankings as 
consumption increases.  In many cases, the "meter charge effect" offsets the "rate structure 
effect" so that the wholesale customer maintains its ranking across all consumption levels. 
 
Table 1.3 displays monthly bills at the medium level of consumption (graphed in Figure 1.2) 
and the difference between winter and summer bills by wholesale customer.  Note that the 
summer/winter differential is not the differential in rates but in bills.  Many wholesale 
customers have a differential of less than 50% even though bills are calculated with 50% more 
consumption in summer than in winter.  This means that the average rate charged per ccf by 
these wholesale customers is actually less in the summer than in the winter.  This seemingly 
contradictory result is due to the impact of the meter charge which is spread over a greater 
number of ccf in the summer.  This effect diminishes as the level of consumption rises and the 
meter charge represents a smaller and smaller proportion of the total bill.  Issaquah, 
Woodinville, Tukwila, and Soos Creek have differentials of more than 50%, a sign that the 
average rate charged per ccf in the summer is greater than in the winter.  This is because they 
tend to have relatively low monthly meter charges and/or very steeply inclined block 
structures and/or seasonal rates with significant increment between peak and off-peak rates.   
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Consumption Patterns 
 
Annual Consumption:  Figures 2.1 and 2.2 display annual water purchases from SPU and 
annual retail water sales by wholesale customer for 2019.  Tables 2.1 and 2.2 provide a 
historical perspective by displaying 15 years of data on annual retail consumption by 
wholesale customer and wholesale purchases from Seattle.  Note that annual purchases from 
SPU are often very different than wholesale customers' retail demands.  Purchases from SPU 
are less than the actual demand of wholesale customers who have their own sources of supply 
or who buy from others.  And while most Cascade members still obtain water directly from 
SPU’s transmission system, they no longer purchase it directly from SPU.  Instead, the 
Cascade Water Alliance pays SPU for what is owed and then bills its members.  Some water 
purchased by Cascade is wheeled to members who may not have direct connections to the 
Seattle system such as Issaquah and Sammamish Plateau (for example, some of the water 
shown in Figure 2.1 as “purchased” by Bellevue ends up in Redmond, Issaquah, or 
Sammamish Plateau). 
 
Consumption Trends:  Figure 2.3 shows the growth, or in over half the cases, the decline in 
total retail water consumption for Seattle and each of the wholesale customers over the 24-
year period 1995 to 2019.  Six utilities, most in expanding and faster growing areas, have 
experienced positive water demand growth since 1995.  Two utilities – Soos Creek and 
Kirkland – have had almost no change.  The rest are using less water than they did 24 years 
ago.  Total 2019 water demand for all wholesale customers is less than it was in 1995.  The 
largest decreases have been in North City and Skyway, where water demand has dropped by 
28% to 29% (1.2% - 1.5% a year).  This indicates that for Seattle and over half of its 
wholesale customers, the combined effect of conservation programs, fixture and appliance 
codes, and rising water rates has more than offset the impact of growth in the customer base.  
(Note that the apparent even larger decline for Coal Creek (45%) is due to the annexation of 
much of its service territory by Bellevue in 2003.  The decline in demand for Coal Creek and 
Bellevue combined is just 11.9% over the last two decades.) 
 
Non-Revenue Water:  Figure 2.4 ranks wholesale customers by percent of non-revenue 
water in 2019, i.e., the percent of their total water purchases and production that is not sold.  
Percent non-revenue water for 2017, and 2018 is also shown.  Table 2.3 shows annual 
distribution system percent non-revenue water by wholesale customer for the years 2005 
through 2019 and the average for each wholesale customer over those years.  Percent non-
revenue water is calculated as follows: 
 

(PS + PO + OS - RS - WS) ÷ (PS + PO + OS) 
where  
      PS  = Water Purchased from Seattle  
      PO  = Water Purchased from Others 
      OS  = Water obtained from Own Supply 
      RS  = Water Sold Retail 
     WS  = Water Sold Wholesale 
 
There are many causes of non-revenue water.  Some are necessary and/or beneficial such as 
water main flushing, reservoir cleaning and water taken from hydrants for fire-fighting, street 
cleaning and some construction projects.  Others, however, are undesirable and represent 
wasted water or lost revenues.  These include leaks from pipelines and reservoirs, inadvertent 
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reservoir overflows, theft and slow customer meters.  For a newer water system efficiently 
operated, the percentage of non-revenue water might be expected to be near 5%.  Non-
revenue water above 10% should prompt some analysis of what the cause might be, and non-
revenue water in excess of 15% is definitely a call to action.4 
 
The average level of non-revenue water for wholesale customers was 7.8% in 20195.  Since 
2005, average wholesale distribution system non-revenue water has varied from 5.1% to 9.9% 
averaging 7.6% over the whole period. 
 
Measurement problems contribute to at least some of the year-to-year variation in non-
revenue water evident in Table 2.3 and Figure 2.3.  Billing lags and supply meter inaccuracies 
are two problems that make the precise measurement of non-revenue water difficult.  Because 
of differences in the length of billing lags, the measure of annual wholesale water sales 
generally doesn't span the exact same period as the measure of annual purchases and 
production.  These two measures of water consumption, the difference of which provides our 
estimate of non-revenue water, may be offset by as much as two months.  Fortunately, these 
months are in the middle of winter when consumption tends to be relatively constant from 
month to month.  The problem would be much worse if the end of the year coincided with the 
peak season. 
 
Slow wholesale meters or missing meter readings have represented a much more serious 
problem in measuring non-revenue water by reducing the apparent difference between the 
amount of water entering a wholesale customer's system and the amount of water sold by that 
wholesale customer.  Extremely low levels of non-revenue water (under 3%) suggest that 
there is probably some kind of metering problem.  Negative non-revenue water, i.e., when 
metering data implies that more water has been sold than was produced and/or purchased, is a 
sure sign that one or more meters measuring incoming water is slow.  In 2019, there were no 
wholesale customers with negative non-revenue water suggestive of metering issues.   
 
Per Household and Per Account Consumption:  Figures 2.5 and 2.6 rank wholesale 
customers and Seattle on the basis of 2019 single-family consumption per household and total 
consumption per account.  The first measure is often used by wholesale customers in their 
analysis of current and projected water demand and in their calculation of Equivalent 
Residential Units (ERUs).  The wholesale customer with the highest single-family 
consumption per household is Sammamish Plateau at 188 gallons per day (gpd), followed by 
Woodinville at 185 gpd and Mercer Island at 183 gpd.  The weighted wholesale average for 
2019 was 164 gpd (6.7 ccf per month).  Skyway reported the lowest consumption per 
household with 123 gpd.  The variance in per household use between wholesale customers is 

 
4 The state Water Use Efficiency Rule requires water utilities to report their Distribution System Leakage (DSL) to the 

Department of Health annually, and to take action if the 3-year moving average exceeds 10%.  Note that non-revenue water 
is different than DSL.  All water produced or purchased but not sold is considered non-revenue water.  DSL starts with 
non-revenue water but subtracts out all authorized uses of water that can be measured or estimated.  These include water 
used for reservoir cleaning and overflowing, main and hydrant flushing, firefighting, and other hydrant use such as 
construction and street sweeping.  If measured, transmission losses can also be deducted in calculating DSL.  A utility’s 
estimate of DSL will be less than its non-revenue water to the extent that authorized uses are taken into account. 

5  Percent of non-revenue water for Seattle is not included in Figure 2.3 because it is not directly comparable to wholesale 
non-revenue water.  For wholesale customers, non-revenue water is a distribution system concept.  Water lost in 
transmission from Seattle’s sources to wholesale meters is not part of the calculation.  However, Seattle non-revenue water 
consists of both distribution and transmission losses to Seattle plus wholesale transmission losses.  Comparing Seattle and 
wholesale non-revenue water would be misleading unless the distribution system component of Seattle non-revenue water 
could be isolated.  Unfortunately, that is not possible with currently available data. 
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due to more than just different attitudes towards water conservation.  Wholesale customers at 
the top of the list (Sammamish Plateau, Woodinville, Mercer Island, etc.) tend to have some 
or all of the following characteristics associated with higher water use:  larger lot sizes, higher 
household incomes, and higher average persons per household.  Utilities (including Seattle) 
with consumption per household at the low end of the scale tend to have just the opposite 
characteristics:  denser development with smaller lots, lower average household incomes, and 
fewer persons per household.  In addition to annual average consumption per single family 
household, Figure 2.5 also shows peak (4 month) season consumption per household. 
 
There is much greater variation in total consumption per account across wholesale customers 
as can be seen in Figure 2.6.  The weighted wholesale average is 292 gpd.  Total consumption 
per account in Seattle is 276 gpd, a little less than the wholesale average.  This is not an 
indication of the relative efficiency of water use among the different utilities.  Rather, higher 
levels of total consumption per account are closely associated with higher proportions of non-
residential and multifamily customers.  Wholesale customers at the bottom of the list serve 
predominantly single-family customers.  Utilities at the top of the list with the highest 
consumption per account – Tukwila, Bellevue, Redmond, Bothell, Water District 125, and 
Renton – also have the highest proportions of non-residential and multifamily consumption, 
(50% or more of the total – Tukwila is 90%).  Total consumption per account and percent of 
consumption that is not single family are highly correlated all the way down the line. 
 
Finally, Table 2.4 provides some history on single family consumption per household by 
wholesale customer for the period 1994-2019.  The overall downward trend in average 
consumption per household for both wholesale customers and Seattle is apparent in Figure 
2.7.  The average decline since 1994 has been almost 30%.  The range, from low to high, of 
wholesale consumption per household over time is also depicted in the graph.  Like Figure 
2.3, this graphically illustrates the impact on single family residential water demand of 
conservation programs, water efficiency codes for new fixtures and appliances, and rising 
water and sewer rates. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Water Rates and Bills 
 
Table 1.1 A Comparison of 2020 Residential Rates 

Table 1.2 A Comparison of 2020 Commercial Rates 

Figure 1.1 Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2020 Rates and Low Consumption 

Figure 1.2 Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2020 Rates and Medium Consumption 

Figure 1.3 Average Monthly Residential Bills at 2020 Rates and High Consumption 

Figure 1.4 Average Monthly Residential Bills at Each Utility’s Average Consumption 

Table 1.3 Average Annual, Winter, and Summer Residential Bills 

Table 1.4 Ranking of Bills at Different Levels of Consumption 

 
Water Consumption Patterns 
 
Figure 2.1 Wholesale Customers Ranked by 2019 Annual Direct Purchases From SPU 

Table 2.1 Direct Purchases from SPU 2005-2019 

Figure 2.2 Wholesale Customers Ranked by 2019 Annual Retail Sales 

Table 2.2 Retail Sales 2005-2019 

Figure 2.3 Percent Change in Retail Demand by Utility 1995-2019 

Figure 2.4 Non-Revenue Water as Percent of Total Water Use 2019 

Table 2.3 Non-Revenue Water as Percent of Total Water Use 2005-2019 

Figure 2.5 Single Family Use per Household 2019 

Figure 2.6 Total Billed Use per Account 2019 

Table 2.4 Single Family Use per Household 1994-2019 

Figure 2.7 Single Family Use per Household 1994-2019 
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	Consumption Trends:  Figure 2.3 shows the growth, or in over half the cases, the decline in total retail water consumption for Seattle and each of the wholesale customers over the 24-year period 1995 to 2019.  Six utilities, most in expanding and fast...

