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A RESOLUTION relating to the City Light Department; acknowledging the 2012 Integrated
Resource Plan for future conservation and power resources needed to provide reliable,
cost-effective, and environmentally responsible electric power to the citizens of Seattle as
conforming with the public policy objectives of the City of Seattle and the requirements
of the State of Washington; and approving the plan for the biennium September 2012
through August 2014,

WHEREAS, The City of Seattle (the “City”) recognizes the desire of its citizens to have
adequate, reliable, cost-effective, low risk, and environmentally responsible electric
power resources; and

WHEREAS, the City recognizes the need for adequate electric power resources to assure the
economic well-being, health, comfort, and safety of its citizens; and

WHEREAS, the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan puts conservation first as its foundation,
considers the environmental costs, risks, and impacts of implementing the plan; relies
upon renewable generating resources beyond conservation, is consistent with Seattle City
Council Resolution 30144 for meeting as much load growth as possible with conservation
and renewable resources; and acknowledges that energy markets are dynamic and that the
plan can and should be adjusted for future changes in market conditions and City
policies; and

WHEREAS, City Light held public meetings in order to allow participation and input from
customers and stakeholders regarding the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan; and

WHEREAS, the 2012 Integrated Resource plan is intended to conform with State of Washington
requirements under the Revised Code of Washington (“RCW”) 19.280 for development
of integrated resource plans by consumer-owned utilities and approval of such plans by
the consumer-owned utilities’ governing board by September 1 each biennium; and

WHEREAS, the top performing power portfolio of the eight portfolios analyzed contains a plan
for accelerated conservation and increased use of the flexibility inherent in existing
contractual power resources; and

WHEREAS, the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan will be revised and updated within the next two
years to reflect changes to the region’s and City Light’s circumstances; NOW,
THEREFORE,

Form last revised: December 6, 2011 1
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BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE, THE
MAYOR CONCURRING, THAT:

Section 1, The City Council acknowledges the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan, as
developed by the City Light Departmént’s management, and the executive summary of which is
attached hereto as Attachment A (the “Plan”), complies with the public policy obj ecﬁves of the
City of Seattle and the requirements of the State of Washington, and hereby approves the Plan as
the long-term power resource plan for the City of Seattle for the biennium September 2012

through August 2014.

Form last revised: December 6, 2011 2
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‘Section 2. Consistent with the findings of the Plan that there is a common theme in the
early years of all the portfolios examined, the City Council expects City Light to emphasize
accelerated conservation and the acquisition of renewable energy credits or renewable resources
as cost-effective for compliance with the Washington Energy Indepepdence Act, between now

and the next update of the Plan,

[\
Adopted by the City Council the 30 day of A.J L\,\ , 2012, and

signed by me in open session in authentication of its adoption this SO° day

of Il . 2012.
V4

President of the City Council

THE MAYOR CONCURRING:

AL e

Michael McGinn, Mayor

A o
Filed by me this ﬂ)&day of A\,{Q{;ﬂ J( : ,2012.

’ i /’

// //} /j}””ﬁj //fi /f;v;@ ) ///
(L puea i A (D070 e

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)

Attachment A: 2012 Integrated Resource Plan Executive Summary
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ATTACHMENT A

2012 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

" KEY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

e Seattle City Light should continue on a path of acquiring
conservation at an accelerated rate.

Conservation is the resource of choice. It can be acquired at an accelerated pace in
the near term to gain-the greatest benefit. The recommended portfolio in the 2012
IRP continues the accelerated conservation strategy approved in the 2010 IRP.
Conservation is lower cost than renewable resources, and Initiative 937 (1-937)
requires utilities to acquire cost-effective conservation. Because it reduces load,
conservation reduces the amount of renewable resources and renewable energy
credits (RECs) the utility must acquire to comply with 1-937. It has lower risk and
higher benefits to the local economy than other resources.

e The 2012 IRP resource adequacy target was established using a
90% confidence level, revised from 95%.

An action item from the 2010 IRP Action Plan was to re-evaluate the resource
adequacy target. In the 2012 IRP, the target was revised to 90% from 95%
confidence of having sufficient resources to self-supply load. Studies found the
additional 5% of confidence in having sufficient resources to self-supply requires
substantially greater capital outlays and acquiring new generating resources at a
much earlier date than with a 90% confidence level. In addition, City Light can self-
supply an additional 300 MW of short-term winter capacity using hydro erX|b|l|ty,
flexibility in eX|st|ng power contracts, and short-term market purchases.

e Turbine overhauls and maintenance are taking on growing
importance in planning resource adequacy as Seattle City Light’s
hydroelectric generating assets increasingly show their age.

From 2012—2018, turbine overhauls will occur at Boundary units 51, 53, and 54 and
Skagit units 31, 32, 35, and 36. In some cases, as much as 200 MW of capacity can
be offline for a single turbine overhaul. While schedules routinely aim to avoid

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 1o0f 17
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planned maintenance during periods of high demand, the length of time needed for

turbine overhauls can lead to them being offline during winter peak demand periods.
The 2012 IRP considers the collective plans for maintenance and turbine overhauls

and appropriately adjusts its resource adequacy studies to account for them.

e The utility can potentially meet energy needs through 2021 without
acquiring new firm generating resources.

For the next decade, City Light expects to be able to meet its resource needs with
conservation, increased use of flexibility in existing hydro and contracts, and short-
term wholesale market purchases. Load was lost during the recession and the load
forecast has slow load growth occurring during a protracted economic recovery.

e Seattle City Light should continue to acquire renewable energy
credits (RECs) as necessary to meet 1-937 requirements.

In 2020, the 1-937 requirement for renewables and/or RECs jumps from 9% to 15%
of annual load. The utility resource acquisition strategy calls for acquiring an average
of about 7.3 average megawatts per year of renewable energy credits or renewable
energy in order to meet the requirement. The amount of RECs purchased in any one
year will depend on availability, existing REC inventory, and cost. With a recent
change in California electricity regulation making it more difficult for California utilities
to purchase RECs from the Pacific Northwest, the average price of RECs has fallen,
making them a more cost-effective future compliance strategy.

RECOMMENDED RESOURCE STRATEGY

Recommended Portfolio for 2012 IRP
(Average Megawatts)

. 2012{ 2013} 2014| 201§| 2016| 2017| 2018| 2019| 2020| 2021| 2022| 2023 2024| 2025| 2026 2027| 2028| 2029} 2030| 2031
- Conservation 14 27 41 55 69 83 97| 111] 125 139| 163 167 181 194] 205| 213 220 227{ 233 237
- Landfill Gas 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
- Hydro Efficiency 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
- Geothermal 20
- Waste Wood Biomass 30 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
- Wind 10 20 80 100f 125 125/ 1285| 125] 125 128
- Wind 2 15
- Solar PV 20
- RECs (aMW) 3 7

Seattle City Light's 2012 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)
e identifies how much additional seasonal power the utility needs in the winter (when
highest demand occurs) through 2031,

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 20f17
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e demonstrates how the utility plans to meet growing resource demand and comply
with [-937 within a policy context, and

e evaluates candidate resource portfolios against four criteria - reliability, cost,
environmental impact and risk - balancing these criteria with public input from a wide
range of perspectives.

To meet winter resource needs, City Light’s 2012 IRP recommends a long-term
conservation and power resource strategy and a short-term action plan. The
recommended action plan entails these steps:

e Continue accelerated acquisition of cost-effective conservation at an annual pace
of 14 average megawatts in 2013 and 2014. :

e Update the conservation potential assessment as needed for use in resource
planning and 1-937 compliance by year-end 2013.

e Engage BPA to limit cost drivers for Seattle City Light BPA contracts.

e Continue acquiring renewable energy credits (RECs) for [-937 compliance in
keeping with the resource acquisition strategy.

o Serve retail load with market purchases and other transactions to reshape
seasonal energy as needed.

e Investigate the development status, costs, and commercial availability of
resources.

e Work to ensure reliable transmission capacity for serving City Light customers.

e Continue participation in and evaluation of climate change research for impacts
to Seattle City Light hydro operations, fish populations, and load as budget
allows.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 3of 17
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Cumulative New Resource Additions by Year
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INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING PROCESS

The two-year planning process that culminated in City Light's preferred portfolio
included these steps:

e Public Involvement of citizens and stakeholders with diverse perspectives.
e Recruiting expertise from within the utility.

e Utilizing a detailed computer model of the western electric system, the
AURORAxmp® Electric Market Model, for evaluating resources, portfolios, and
portfolio risk.

e Enhancing modeling capability to better reflect the characteristics of City Light's
complex hydroelectric operations and purchase power contracts.

e Forecasting customer demand for power each month through 2031.

e Refining the resource adequacy measure, crucial for defining the timing and
amount of future need.

e Developing costs and characteristics of alternative resources to be included in
the candidate resource portfolios.

e Designing and modeling candidate resource portfolios for evaluation against four
criteria: reliability, cost, risk and environmental impacts.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 4 of 17
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e Advancing better-performing candidate resource portfolios for further analysis.

¢ Recommending a long-term resource strategy and near-term resource action
plan.

Public Involvement

The IRP stakeholder committee represents residential, commercial and industrial
customers, environmental organizations, power resource developers and energy-related
government agencies. This committee guided resource planning efforts during a series
of meetings with comments, questions and suggestions throughout the process.
Members of the public also attended IRP public meetings and offered suggestions that
helped to shape the analyses used in the planning process.

The IRP was developed in two phases. In the first phase, we identified initial
assumptions, including projected peak demand, forecasts of future energy prices,
availability of spot market purchases, resources to.consider, resource costs,
performance measures and a wide range of potential resource portfolios that could
meet the projected demand. ‘

These assumptions were adjusted in response to IRP Stakeholder input. The operations
of the alternative resource portfolios were then simulated using a computer model of the
electric system in the West. The results of the computer modeling of power operations
were evaluated for performance, using the four criteria of reliability, cost, risk and
environmental impact.

In second phase of the IRP process, performance measures were used to narrow down
the set of resource portfolios, based upon their performance on the four evaluation
criteria. After this analysis and consulting with the IRP Stakeholders, a recommended
resource portfolio was identified.

Load Forecast and Resource Adequacy

A first step in assessing the need for additional resources is a forecast of Seattle’s
future electricity demand and establishing a target for the desired level of resource
adequacy. The utility’s long-range forecast projects a slow recovery from the recession,
gradually returning to continued long-term load growth trends in electricity demand for
the service area. The IRP treats conservation as a resource and evaluates it in the
same way as it evaluates other resources. The graph below shows the load forecast,
assuming no new programmatic conservation.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 50f 17
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2012 IRP Peak and Average Energy Load Forecast

(Before New Conservation)
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City Light provides a high level of resource reliability, including the ability to serve load
even when hydro generation capability is low. In an average water year and with normal
temperatures, City Light has substantial surplus power available to sell in the wholesale

power market, even during the winter.

In addition to serving system load on an annual average basis, City Light must also
have sufficient resources on a monthly, weekly and hourly basis. The greatest threat to
City Light's resource reliability is the combination of low water and high customer
demand for power. Low generation capability is usually due to drought conditions in the
Pacific Northwest. High customer demand is usually due to extremely low temperatures
in the winter. City Light's annual peak demand most often occurs in December or

January.
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Resource Adequacy Targets at 95% and 90% Confidence Levels

(Before New Conservation)
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The 2012 IRP relies on a measure of resource adequacy that targets a 90 percent
confidence level of meeting loads in all hours in any given December. Using the 90
percent resource adequacy measure and assuming that 300 average megawatts of
power can be reshaped, is available from contract flexibility, or hydro flexibility,
modeling the operation of City Light’s existing resource portfolio shows that the utility
needs additional winter seasonal resources in 2022. The winter seasonal resource need
(after conservation) in 2022 increases through time as loads grow and as existing
contracts expire. By 2031 the (after conservation) need for power in the winter grows to
237 average megawatts in the winter.

Existing Resource Portfolio

City Light's existing portfolio includes conservation, generation resources and market
resources. City Light policy makers have been committed to conservation as the
resource of first choice for over 30 years. Generation resources include low cost City
Light-owned hydroelectric projects, power purchased at preference rates from BPA, and
contract purchases from other entities. The utility supplements these resources with
purchases made in the wholesale power market. City Light's own hydroelectric facilities
are located mainly in Washington State. In 2002, City Light added wind power to its

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 7 of 17
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portfolio when it signed a 20-year contract to purchase output from the Stateline Wind
Project in eastern Washington and Oregon. City Light has a 20-year power purchase
agreement with Waste Management Renewable Energy, to purchase approximately six
average megawatts of output from the Columbia Ridge Landfill Gas project in Arlington,
Oregon.

Seattle City Light’s Generation Resources

High Ross Agreement

WASHINGTON

/-——’\/

Energy Resources

Owned Hydro OREGON

Il Long-term Hydro Contracts
(GCPHA is the Grand Coulee Project
Hydroelectric Authority)

B Agreement with British Columbia

Other Long-Term Contracts
(in addition to the BPA Contract)

Characteristics of the existing resource portfolio influence the choice of resource
additions. The two dominant characteristics are hydro variability and monthly shape. ;
The monthly shape of generation from the existing portfolio is not in synch with service ‘
area load. Load is highest in winter, but generation is highest in late spring. This
suggests the use of strategies that in effect reshape generation to meet winter load. |
Surplus energy from the 2™ quarter spring runoff can be sold ahead and the proceeds
used to buy energy ahead for the 4™ and 1% quarters, in effect reshaping the energy
from the spring to the winter.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 8 of 17 e
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Average Load and Total Resources Are Out of Synch
(Seasonal Loads and Resources)
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Hydro variability refers to the very broad range of seasonal and annual generation
capability determined by precipitation and can be very challenging to manage. The
graph below shows what would be generated by the Skagit Project, Boundary Dam and
BPA Slice product under conditions of historic water and current river regulation. City
Light must ensure that sufficient winter resources are available to provide the power
needed by its customers under the combination of drought conditions (such as in 2001)
and very low winter temperatures. At the same time, the utility must also make the effort

not to acquire too much surplus power, in order to avoid the risk of not being able to sell
surplus power at favorable prices.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 9 of 17
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Seasonal and Annual Variability in City Light Hydro Resources

Average Megawatts
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Policy Direction

Policies that directly affect City Light's Integrated Resource Plan are Washington state
Initiative 937, and the Seattle City Council Resolutions 30144 and 30359. Resolution
30144 (2000) gives policy direction to the utility to meet load growth with conservation
and renewable resources to the extent possible. Resolution 30144 also gives policy
direction to City Light to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions from any fossil fuel use,
and sets a long-term goal of “Net Zero” annual greenhouse gas emissions. City Light
first achieved Net Zero in 2005 and has remained Net Zero.

The Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Strategy Resolution 30359 (2001) establishes
standards for calculating greenhouse gas emissions and mitigation projects. The
climate change policy does not prohibit City Light from acquiring electricity from
resources that produce greenhouse gas, but does require the utility to fully offset those
emissions. Initiative 937 requires utilities with more than 25,000 customers to acquire

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 10 of 17 _
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cost-effective conservation and to acquire increasing percentages of renewable power
and/or renewable energy credits. Initiative 937 has an impact on the both the timing and
amount of conservation and renewable resources (or RECs) that the utility must
acquire. Seattle City Light's recommended resource strategy complies with the City's
interpretation of the initiative.

In the 2010 IRP, Seattle City Light conducted a study of impacts to hydroelectric
operations from climate change. Using estimates of climate change impacts from the
University of Washington Climate Impacts Group (CIG) and the Northwest Power and
Conservation Council, City Light developed a model that showed how temperature
changes can affect both its own hydro system and its power purchase agreements with
other hydroelectric generators, most notably BPA. The impacts to electricity demand
from warming temperatures were also evaluated. Modeling indicated that it may be
possible to achieve increased generation at the Skagit Project during the fall and winter
when Seattle’'s demand peaks. However, summer generation is expected to decrease,
adding to seasonal deficits during the late summer and early fall. City Light recognizes
the importance of climate change impacts to a predominantly hydroelectric power
system. In the 2012 IRP, recent scientific developments in climate change research are
examined to see if new information may shed more light on how City Light may be
impacted.

Resource Choices

The three main categories of resources are conservation, generation and the wholesale
power market. Generation resources can be further categorized as renewable and
nonrenewable.

- Conservation City policy guidance and State Initiative 937 require the acquisition of
cost-effective conservation. Certain conservation measures can improve load shape
because their greatest effect is in the winter when the weather is colder and nights
longer, requiring greater electricity use. Conservation also has the benefit of avoiding
transmission costs. Conservation resource was the mainstay in both rounds of portfolio
analysis, which examined low, constant, and accelerated paces of acquisition.

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 11 of 17
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2012 IRP Resource Adequacy Targets for New Resources

(Before and After “Base” Conservation)
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Market Near term purchases in the wholesale power market are used to supplement
the utility’s own generation and long-term contracts, as needed in order to serve retail
load. :

Renewable Generation Renewable resources satisfy the need for power and avoid
air and water pollution that endangers the environment and human health. Renewable
resources could become even more advantageous with the eventual imposition of a
carbon tax or a cap-and trade scheme.

Initiative 937 mandates the development of such resources. The availability of
transmission could be a problem. The cost of transmission for wind resources is
especially high because transmission must be available even when the wind is not
blowing. Besides wind, biomass is the renewable resource most likely to be available to
City Light in the near term.

Non-Renewable Generation Non-renewable resources are generally fossil fuels such
as coal, oil and natural gas. City Light is required by RCW 19.280.030 to evaluate non-

renewable generation as well as renewable generation. Most fossil fuel resources have
reliability advantages in their generation profile that allows them to meet utility

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 12 of 17
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customers’ base energy requirements and frees up the hydroelectric resources to follow
load. The only fossil fuel resource that can effectively follow load is the natural gas
simple-cycle combustion turbine that can be used to meet peak load requirements or to
operate during the hours proceeding the peak hour, thus saving hydro power to meet
the peak requirements. Natural gas-fired turbines can also provide necessary
integration services to intermittent renewable generation, improving reliability of electric
service. Three of the eight resource portfolios studied contained natural gas generation.

Portfolio Analysis

Candidate portfolios were simulated within the AURORAxmp® Electric Market Model
developed by EPIS, Inc. City Light utilizing spring 2011 forecasts of natural gas prices
from Ventyx. The Aurora model contains installed capacity and customer load in the
Pacific Northwest electricity market, which is used to forecast regional electricity prices.
The model has been customized and calibrated to Seattle City Light's operations.

The Aurora model used for analyzing the portfolios simulated their operation based
upon the operating characteristics of each resource and its total cost, including fuel,
operations and maintenance, and transmission. The amount of greenhouse gas
emissions and air pollutants was also calculated. Costs were assigned to these
emissions and considered along with the other portfolio costs. At any particular point in
time, the least-cost resource was picked first, followed by the next least-cost resource,
and so on, until load for that point in time was met. The portfolios were then evaluated
using the four criteria:

¢ Reliability. All portfolios were designed to meet the 90 percent resource
adequacy measure for winter.

e Cost. The net present value (NPV) of cash flows over 20 years for both capital
and operating costs were calculated and compared.

e Risk. The sources of risk are uncertainty about hydro generation capability, level
of demand, and fuel prices. The portfolios varied in their exposure to these
sources of uncertainty. :

2012 IRP- Executive Summary 13 of 17
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e Environmental impacts. Carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide,
mercury and particulate emission impacts were assigned costs, which were
taken into account in the evaluation of each candidate resource portfolio. Total
greenhouse gas and other air pollutant emissions over 20 years were calculated
and compared for all portfolios. All resource portfolios that would emit CO2 were
charged the medium CO2 price for each ton of CO2 emitted. Later in the
process, the top 3 portfolios were tested with high cost and low cost carbon
dioxide scenarios. In addition, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being
prepared to further identify and explain a range of potential environmental
impacts from the candidate portfolios.
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Carbon Dioxide Cost Scenarios
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Candidate Portfolios

The top three candidate portfolios were subjected to risk analysis that varied key
assumptions: the level of system load, the price of natural gas, and hydro conditions.

In addition, three scenarios for the costs of emitting carbon dioxide were created. Each
of the candidate portfolios was each modeled with the three scenarios to see how they
would perform. The low CO2 cost scenario results in higher net power costs for the
candidate portfolios, because all the portfolios had already included CO2 costs for any
emissions. When CO2 costs are low, then fossil fuel resources are more cost
competitive and City Light achieves comparatively less revenue from sales of surplus

power in the wholesale power market.

The results in order of lowest cost and risk were:
1. Wind & Gas
2. Renewables: Higher Conservation
3. Renewables: Base Conservation
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In 2008, the Seattle City Council requested that City Light's IRP forward three candidate
resource portfolios (plans) for evaluation instead of one. The purpose was to enable
policy issues to be more fully considered within a process that was strongly quantitative
in nature. In completing the 2012 IRP, two of the top three candidate portfolios had
disadvantages from the point of view of the 2012 IRP Stakeholders and City Light. The
“Wind & Gas” portfolio was seen as inconsistent with environmental objectives and
Council resolution 30144 by some IRP Stakeholders. In addition, the “shale gas
revolution” was seen as subject to as yet unquantifiable risks, driven by regulatory
issues, supply uncertainty, historical price volatility, environmental impacts, and
potential pipeline capacity constraints.

The “Renewables: Higher Conservation” candidate portfolio was problematic because of
its immediate rate impacts to fund even higher levels of conservation than the
accelerated conservation plan approved in the 2010 IRP. The Seattle metropolitan area
has been facing challenging economic times as the pace of economic recovery from
“the Great Recession” remains painfully slow. At the same time, power prices are very
low, so that the benefit of increasing surplus energy and reselling it in the wholesale
power market has fallen dramatically.

The “Renewables: Base Conservation” portfolio was found to have several advantages
over the other two portfolios. While the plan is forecast to be somewhat higher cost over
a 20-year period, it has very little cost difference during the first decade. It continues to
pursue the accelerated conservation plan adopted by the Council in the 2010 IRP and is
already budgeted. This plan pursues accelerated annual conservation goals that are
100 percent higher than pre-2008 levels. The portfolio is consistent with City policy and
Council resolution 30144, which states that City Light should “use cost-effective energy
efficiency and renewable resources to meet as much load growth as possible,” as part
of a goal to meet Seattle’s power needs with net zero greenhouse gas emissions. This
portfolio is also consistent with the Seattle City Light Strategic Plan preferred option,
“Strategic Investments.” ‘

Seattle City Light’s preferred portfolio for the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan is
“‘Renewables: Base Conservation.”
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IRP Action Plan, 2012 —2013

Actions

2012

2013

Conservation Resources

Pursue accelerated conservation in the amounts targeted
in the Renewables: Base Case Conservation portfolio.

14 aMW by end of
4" Qtr

14 aMW more by end
of 4" Qtr

Update the conservation resource potential assessment
for use in resource planning and [-937 compliance

Complete project design

Complete conservation
potential assessment

Generation Resources

and identify data needs

Engage BPA to limit the cost drivers for Seattle City Light
BPA contracts

Participate in the FY

2013-2014 Rate Cases

Participate in the FY
2013-2014 Rate Cases

Market Resources

Serve retail load with market purchases, short-term
exchanges, and transactions to reshape seasonal energy
as needed

Ongoing

Ongoing

Other New Resources

Continue acquiring RECS, in keeping with the resource
acquisition strategy, in order to meet 1-937 requirements.

Acquire an annual
average of 7.3 aMW of
RECs as needed

Acquire an annual
average of 7.3 aMW of
RECs as needed

Investigate the development status, costs, and
commercial availability of resources.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Transmission

Work to ensure sufficient transmission transfer capability
for City Light to support serving peak customer demand

Ongoing

Ongoing

Future IRPs

Continue to refine forecasts, modeling, and assumptions

Ongoing

Ongoing

Continue participation in and evaluation of climate
change research for impacts to hydro operations and fish
populations, as budget allows.

Ongoing

Ongoing
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FISCAL NOTE FOR NON-CAPITAL PROJECTS

Department: Contact Person/Phone: CBO Analyst/Phone:
| Seattle City Light | David Clement / 206-684-3564 | Calvin Chow / 206-684-4652 |
Legislation Title:

A RESOLUTION relating to the City Light Department, acknowledging the 2012 Integrated
Resource Plan for future conservation and power resources needed to provide reliable, cost-
effective, and environmentally responsible electric power to the citizens of Seattle as conforming
with the public policy objectives of the City of Seattle and the requirements of the State of
Washington; and approving the plan for the biennium September 2012 through August 2014,

Summary of the Legislation:

The proposed Resolution approves the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan for the biennium
September 2012 through August 2014, It is pursuant to the requirements of RCW 19.280 for
development of integrated resource plans by consumer-owned utilities and approval of such
plans by the consumer-owned utilities’ governing board; and subsequent filing with the State of
Washington Department of Commerce by September 1, 2012.

Background:

In 2007, HB 2020 (RCW 19.280) was passed by the Washington legislature. This legislation and
rulemaking requires Seattle City Light to prepare an integrated resource plan or plan update for
filing with the Washington Department of Commerce every two years. The plan must forecast
future electricity demand, the amount of new power resources needed each year, and mix of -
“commercially available” power resources that meets power resource needs at the “lowest
reasonable cost.” The requirement for the integrated resource plan is intended to ensure that
Washington’s utilities adequately plan for future power resource needs to maintain electric
reliability.

" A resolution to adopt the 2010 Integrated Resource Plan was passed by the Seattle City Council
in August of 2010.

The financial implications of the Integrated Resource Plan for the years 2012-2014 are being
considered within the current budgeting process. The resolution approves the plan for the period
September 2012 through August 2014, Therefore, the resolution does not have any financial
implications beyond those already addressed in the current budgeting process.
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Please check one of the following;:

X - This legislation does not have any financial implications.
This legislation has financial implications.

Other Implications:

a) Does the legislation have indirect financial implications, or long-term implications?
As a long term plan, it has long-term financial implications. However, no commitments are made
by the resolution and the Council would need to approve any future financial decisions contained
within the long-term plan.

b) What is the financial cost of not implementing the legislation?
Not approving a plan by resolution by September 1, 2012 would result in failure to comply with
RCW 19.280.030.

¢) Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No

d) What are the possible alternatives to the legislation that could achieve the same or
similar objectives?
None

e) Is a public hearing required for this legislation?
No

f) Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle
Times required for this legislation?
No

g) Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No

h) Other Issues:
No

List attachments to the fiscal note below: None




City of Seattle
Office of the Mayor

July 10,2012

Honorable Sally J. Clark
President

Seattle City Council
City Hall, 2" Floor

Dear Council President Clark:

I am pleased to transmit the attached proposed resolution to adopt the 2012 Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP). The plan promotes accelerated (front-loaded) conservation and the long-term acquisition of
renewable energy, consistent with the energy policy objectives of the City of Seattle. The IRP estimates
future demand for power, the timing of future power resource needs to meet demand, and proposes a set of
resource options including conservation, renewable resources, and renewable energy credits.

For the first ten years, the IRP makes the most out of our existing resources with increased conservation
and increased use of the flexibility in existing resource contracts. The 2012 IRP would pursue phased

acquisition of renewable energy credits, consistent with the need to comply with Initiative 937
requirements.

The 2012 IRP will help to ensure that Seattle has sufficient power resources to maintain the economic

well-being, health, comfort, and safely of its citizens. Thank you for your consideration of this resolution.
Should you have any questions, please contact Jim Baggs at (206) 684-3243,

Sincerely,

Michael McGinn ’
Mayor of Seattle

cc: Honorable Members of the Seattle City Council

Michael McGinn, Mayor

Office of the Mayor Tel (206) 684-4000
600 Fourth Avenue, 7" Floor Fax (206) 684-5360
PO Box 94749 TDD (206) 615-0476

Seattle, WA 08124-4749 mike.mcginn@seattle.gov




CITY CLERK

STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

--88.

287798 No.
CITY OF SEATTLE,CLERKS OFFICE

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an authorized representative of The Daily Journal of
Commerce, a daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of general circulation and it is now
and has been for more than six months prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle, King County, Washington, and it is now
and during all of said time was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of publication of this
newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce was on the 12" day of June, 1941, approved as a legal
newspaper by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular issues of The Daily Journal of
Commerce, which was regularly distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The annexed
notice, a
CT:RESOLUTION 31397
was published on

08/24/12

The amount of the fee charged for the foregoing publication is the sum of $27.90 which amount has been

aid in full. / 4 ' o)
B A 1) /

Subscribed and swom\}o before me on

08/24/2012
Notary public for the Stdte of Washington,
residing in Seattle

Affidavit of Publication



State of Washington, King County

City of Seattle

RESOLUTION NO. 51397

A RESOLUTION relating to the: City
Light Department; acknowfad&mg the 2012
Integrated Resource Plan for future conser-
vation and power resources needed to provide
reliable, cost-effective, and environmentally
responsible electric power to the citizens of
Seattle as conforming with the public d]:rol‘i-
cy objectives of the cﬁlt}' of Seattle and the
rec‘jiui:ement.s of the State of Washington;
and approving the plan for the biennium
September 2012 through August 2014.

Date of publication in the Seattle Daily
Journal of Commarce, August 2&4&201%
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