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              The City of Seattle encourages everyone to participate in its programs and activities. 
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206-684-8888 (TTY Relay 7-1-1), CityClerk@Seattle.gov, or visit 

https://seattle.gov/cityclerk/accommodations at your earliest opportunity. Providing at least 

72-hour notice will help ensure availability; sign language interpreting requests may take 
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City Council

CITY OF SEATTLE

Agenda

June 23, 2026 - 2:00 PM

Meeting Location:

http://www.seattle.gov/council

Council Chamber, City Hall, 600 4th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104

Committee Website:

Members of the public may register for remote or in-person Public 

Comment to address the Council. Speakers must be registered in order 

to be recognized by the Chair. Details on how to register for Public 

Comment are listed below:

Remote Public Comment - Register online to speak during the Public 

Comment period at 

https://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/public-comment. Online 

registration to speak will begin one hour before the meeting start time, 

and registration will end at the conclusion of the Public Comment period 

during the meeting. 

In-Person Public Comment - Register to speak on the public comment 

sign-up sheet located inside Council Chambers at least 15 minutes prior 

to the meeting start time. Registration will end at the conclusion of the 

Public Comment period during the meeting. 

Written comments must be submitted prior to 10 a.m. to ensure that they 

are distributed to Councilmembers prior to the start of the meeting. 

Comments may be submitted at Council@seattle.gov or at Seattle City 

Hall, Attn: Council Public Comment, 600 4th Ave., Floor 2, Seattle, WA 

98104. Comments received after 10 a.m. will be distributed after the 

meeting to Councilmembers and included as part of the public record.

A.  CALL TO ORDER

B.  ROLL CALL

C.  PRESENTATIONS

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 2 
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June 23, 2026City Council Agenda

D.  PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may sign up to address the Council for up 

to 2 minutes on matters on this agenda; Introduction and Referral 

Calendar; and Council's Work Program; and total time allotted to 

public comment at this meeting is up to one hour.

E.  ADOPTION OF INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL CALENDAR:

Introduction and referral to Council committees of Council Bills 

(CB), Resolutions (Res), Appointments (Appt), and Clerk Files 

(CF) for committee recommendation.

June 23, 2026IRC 528

Introduction and Referral CalendarAttachments:

F.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

G.  APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR

The Consent Calendar consists of routine items. A Councilmember 

may request that an item be removed from the Consent Calendar and 

placed on the regular agenda.

Journal:

June 16, 2026Min 5721.

MinutesAttachments:

Bills:

An ordinance appropriating money to pay certain claims for 

the week of June 8, 2026, through June 12, 2026, and 

ordering the payment thereof; and ratifying and confirming 

certain prior acts.

CB 1212352.

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

PARKS AND CITY LIGHT COMMITTEE:

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 3 
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An ordinance relating to the City Light Department; 

authorizing the execution of a five-year agreement with 

Washington State Ferries, a division of the Washington 

State Department of Transportation, for the construction of 

system improvements associated with Pier 48 and the 

Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) Electrification 

Project and negotiation and execution of an operations 

agreement; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1212283.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the 

Council Bill (CB).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Att 1 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification 

Project

Att 2 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification 

Service Agreement

Attachments:

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

An ordinance relating to King County Conservation 

Futures Levy proceeds; authorizing the Mayor or designee 

to enter into Amendment 6 to the Conservation Futures 

Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between King County 

and The City of Seattle for Open Space Acquisition 

Projects; authorizing the deposit of both the 2025 

reallocations and the 2026 allocations from King County 

Conservation Futures Levy proceeds into The City of 

Seattle’s Park and Recreation Fund; and ratifying and 

confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1212294.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the 

Council Bill (CB).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Att 1 - Amendment 6 to the Interlocal AgreementAttachments:

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att A – Maps of Conservation Futures Levy 

Projects

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 4 
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An ordinance relating to the Seattle Parks and Recreation; 

authorizing the Superintendent to identify, negotiate, and 

acquire real property and property rights in the Delridge 

neighborhood of West Seattle for the permanent 

preservation and expansion of the Delridge Native Forest; 

authorizing blanket authority for future acquisition of real 

property in the Delridge Native Forest including property 

that may have connection with Sound Transit’s West 

Seattle Link Extension, which is expected to require park 

greenspace conversions; authorizing execution of 

purchase and sale agreements, escrow instruments, and 

related documents as funding is appropriated; and 

ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

CB 1212305.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the 

Council Bill (CB).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att 1 – Map of Delridge Native Forest 

Acquisition Area

Resolution:

PARKS AND CITY LIGHT COMMITTEE:

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 5 
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A resolution relating to the City Light Department; 

acknowledging and approving the 2026 Integrated 

Resource Plan as conforming with the public policy 

objectives of The City of Seattle and the requirements of 

the State of Washington; and approving the Integrated 

Resource Plan for the biennium September 2026 through 

August 2028.

Res 322066.

The Committee recommends that City Council adopt the 

Resolution (Res).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Att 1 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices

Attachments:

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Appointments:

LAND USE AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE:

Reappointment of Jamie Madden as member, Equitable 

Development Initiative Advisory Board, for a term to 

February 28, 2027.

Appt 035337.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Lin, Strauss, Foster, Rinck

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

Reappointment of Sophia Benalfew as member, Equitable 

Development Initiative Advisory Board, for a term to 

February 29, 2028.

Appt 035348.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Lin, Strauss, Foster, Rinck

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 6 
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Reappointment of Diana Paredes as member, Equitable 

Development Initiative Advisory Board, for a term to 

February 29, 2028.

Appt 035359.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Lin, Strauss, Foster, Rinck

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

PARKS AND CITY LIGHT COMMITTEE:

Appointment of H Bradley Kahn as member, Board of 

Parks and Recreation Commissioners, for a term to 3 

years from Council confirmation.

Appt 0352910.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

Appointment of Phillip Meng as member, Board of Parks 

and Recreation Commissioners, for a term to 3 years from 

Council confirmation.

Appt 0353011.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

Appointment of Rebecca J. Rasch as member, Board of 

Parks and Recreation Commissioners, for a term to 3 

years from Council confirmation.

Appt 0353112.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 7 
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Appointment of James Williams as member, Board of 

Parks and Recreation Commissioners, for a term to 3 

years from Council confirmation.

Appt 0353213.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 4 - Juarez, Kettle, Saka, Strauss

Opposed: None

Appointment PacketAttachments:

H.  COMMITTEE REPORTS

Discussion and vote on Council Bills (CB), Resolutions (Res), 

Appointments (Appt), and Clerk Files (CF).

FINANCE, NATIVE COMMUNITIES, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS COMMITTEE:

An ordinance amending Ordinance 127156, which adopted the 2025 

Budget, including the 2025-2030 Capital Improvement Program 

(CIP); changing appropriations to various departments and budget 

control levels; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts; all by a 

3/4 vote of the City Council.

CB 1212081.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Strauss, Rivera, Hollingsworth, Kettle, Saka

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 8 
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An ordinance amending Ordinance 127362, which adopted the 2026 

Budget, including the 2026-2031 Capital Improvement Program 

(CIP); changing appropriations to various departments and budget 

control levels, and from various funds in the Budget; and ratifying 

and confirming certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City 

Council.

CB 1212092.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Strauss, Rivera, Hollingsworth, Kettle, Saka

Opposed: None

Supporting

Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Summary Att A – 2025 Budget Carry Forward 

Ordinance Summary Detail Table

I.  ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR

J.  ADOPTION OF OTHER RESOLUTIONS

K.  OTHER BUSINESS

L.  EXECUTIVE SESSION*

*Executive Sessions are closed to the public

M.  ADJOURNMENT

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 9 
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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Introduction and Referral Calendar

June 23, 2026

List of proposed Council Bills (CB), Resolutions (Res), Appointments 

(Appt) and Clerk Files (CF) to be introduced and referred to a City 

Council committee

Record No. Title
Committee Referral

By: Strauss 

An ordinance appropriating money to pay certain claims for 

the week of June 8, 2026, through June 12, 2026, and 

ordering the payment thereof; and ratifying and confirming 

certain prior acts.

City Council 1. CB 121235

By: Foster 

An ordinance relating to the Office of Housing; granting a 

ground lease of real property located at 2929 27th Ave 

South; authorizing the Director of the Office of Housing to 

grant a lease of the real property to MBTOD Phase One 

LLLP, an affiliate of Mercy Housing Northwest and El Centro 

de la Raza; and authorizing related agreements and actions 

to support the development of affordable housing and 

commercial space intended to be used for early learning, 

childcare center, and associated uses.

Housing, Arts, and 

Civil Rights 

Committee 

2. CB 121236

By: Foster 

An ordinance relating to the Seattle Office of Housing (OH); 

placing acquired real property in the Montlake neighborhood 

under the jurisdiction of OH; authorizing OH to issue a 

competitive request for proposals for selection of a preferred 

developer and to execute and deliver a contract for transfer 

of land, deed, and related documents to the selected 

developer; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Housing, Arts, and 

Civil Rights 

Committee 

3. CB 121237

By: Foster 

An ordinance relating to the Office of Housing; authorizing 

the acquisition of two parcels in the Central Area for the 

purpose of developing affordable homeownership units; 

placing the property under the jurisdiction of the Office of 

Housing; authorizing the Director of the Office of Housing or 

the Director’s designee to issue a request for proposals and 

to select a developer and thereafter to execute and deliver a 

contract for transfer of land, deed, and related documents; 

and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Housing, Arts, and 

Civil Rights 

Committee 

4. CB 121238

Page 1 Last Revised 6/22/2026City of Seattle
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June 16, 2026City Council Meeting Minutes

A.  CALL TO ORDER

The City Council of The City of Seattle met in the Council Chamber in City 

Hall in Seattle, Washington, on June 16, 2026, pursuant to the provisions of 

the City Charter. The meeting was called to order at 2:03 p.m., with Council 

President Hollingsworth presiding.

B.  ROLL CALL

By unanimous consent, Councilmember Lin was excused from the June 16, 

2026, City Council meeting.

Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Rivera, Saka, StraussPresent: 8 - 

LinExcused: 1 - 

C.  PRESENTATIONS

Council President Hollingsworth presented a proclamation proclaiming 

June 16, 2026, to be "Conner Dassa-Holland Day."

The following Councilmembers affixed their signatures to the proclamation: 

8 - Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Rivera, Saka, Strauss 

By unanimous consent, the Council Rules were suspended to allow Council 

President Hollingsworth to present the proclamation and to allow family 

members of Conner Dassa-Holland, to address the Council.

Page 1
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June 16, 2026City Council Meeting Minutes

D.  PUBLIC COMMENT

The following individuals addressed the Council:

David Haines

Jeff Rogers

Clive Hayward

Roberto Tinajero

Paul Tomlinson

Jim Baines

Kendall Kettle

Shawni Davis

Keith Miller

Keondray

Rose Legionaires

Bennett Haselton

Nathan Wall

By unanimous consent, Councilmember Rivera was excused from the 

remainder of the June 16, 2026, City Council meeting.

Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, StraussPresent: 7 - 

Lin, RiveraExcused: 2 - 

E.  ADOPTION OF INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL CALENDAR:

IRC 527 June 16, 2026

By unanimous consent, the Introduction and Referral Calendar (IRC) was 

adopted.

The Introduction & Referral Calendar (IRC) was adopted by the 

following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss7 - 

Opposed: None

F.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

By unanimous consent, the Agenda was adopted.

Page 2
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June 16, 2026City Council Meeting Minutes

G.  APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR

Motion was made by Council President Hollingsworth, duly seconded and 

carried, to adopt the Consent Calendar.

Journal:

1. Min 571 June 9, 2026

The Minutes were adopted on the Consent Calendar by the 

following vote, and the President signed the Minutes (Min):

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss7 - 

Opposed: None

Bills:

2. CB 121227 An ordinance appropriating money to pay certain claims for 

the week of June 1, 2026, through June 5, 2026, and 

ordering the payment thereof; and ratifying and confirming 

certain prior acts.

The Council Bill (CB) was passed on the Consent Calendar 

by the following vote, and the President signed the Council 

Bill (CB):

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss7 - 

Opposed: None

Appointments:

GOVERNANCE AND UTILITIES COMMITTEE:

3. Appt 03510 Appointment of Sarah Champ as member, Seattle Public 

Utilities Customer Review Panel, for a term to July 31, 

2028.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

Page 3
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In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

4. Appt 03520 Appointment of Rajat Aggarwal as member, Community 

Technology Advisory Board, for a term to December 31, 

2026.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

5. Appt 03521 Appointment of Colin Sanders as member, Community 

Technology Advisory Board, for a term to December 31, 

2026.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

Page 4
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6. Appt 03522 Reappointment of Aishah Bomani as member, 

Community Technology Advisory Board, for a term to 

December 31, 2026.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

7. Appt 03523 Reappointment of Phillip Meng as member, Community 

Technology Advisory Board, for a term to December 31, 

2026.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

8. Appt 03524 Reappointment of Omari Stringer as member, 

Community Technology Advisory Board, for a term to 

December 31, 2026.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:
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In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

9. Appt 03525 Appointment of Friday O. Enabulele as member, 

Community Technology Advisory Board, for a term to 

December 31, 2027.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

10. Appt 03526 Appointment of Kathleen Rohde as member, Community 

Technology Advisory Board, for a term to December 31, 

2027.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None
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11. Appt 03527 Appointment of Venita Subramanian as member, 

Community Technology Advisory Board, for a term to 

December 31, 2027.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

12. Appt 03528 Reappointment of Dei’Marlon Scisney as member, 

Community Technology Advisory Board, for a term to 

December 31, 2027.

The Committee recommends that City Council confirm 

the Appointment (Appt).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, 

Strauss

Opposed: None

The Appointment (Appt) was confirmed on the Consent 

Calendar by the following vote:

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, 

Strauss

7 - 

Opposed: None

H.  COMMITTEE REPORTS

GOVERNANCE AND UTILITIES COMMITTEE:
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1. CB 121221 An ordinance relating to Seattle Public Utilities; authorizing the 

General Manager and Chief Executive Officer of Seattle Public 

Utilities to enter into a contract with Waste Management of 

Washington, Inc., to provide recycling processing services for 

The City of Seattle; and ratifying and confirming certain prior 

acts.

The Committee recommends that City Council pass the Council 

Bill (CB).

In Favor: 5 - Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rivera, Strauss

Opposed: None

The Council Bill (CB) was passed by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Council Bill (CB):

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss7 - 

Opposed: None

HOUSING, ARTS, AND CIVIL RIGHTS COMMITTEE:

2. Res 32209 A resolution approving the proposed charter amendments 

recommended by the board of the Seattle Social Housing 

Developer.

The Committee recommends that City Council adopt the 

Resolution (Res).

In Favor: 4 - Foster, Lin, Hollingsworth, Rinck

Opposed: None

The Resolution (Res) was adopted by the following vote, and the 

President signed the Resolution (Res):

In Favor: Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss7 - 

Opposed: None

I.  ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR

There were none.

J.  ADOPTION OF OTHER RESOLUTIONS

There were none.
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K.  OTHER BUSINESS

Councilmember Rinck presented a Proclamation proclaiming June 26, 

2026, to be “Seattle Trans Pride.”  

The following Councilmembers affixed their signature to the Proclamation:

7 - Foster, Hollingsworth, Juarez, Kettle, Rinck, Saka, Strauss

By unanimous consent, Councilmember Strauss was excused from the 

June 23, 2026 City Council meeting.

L.  ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting 

was adjourned at 3:03 p.m.

_____________________________________________________

Jodee Schwinn, Deputy City Clerk

Signed by me in Open Session, upon approval of the Council, on June 23, 2026.

_____________________________________________________

Joy Hollingsworth, Council President of the City Council
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance appropriating money to pay certain claims for the week of June 8, 2026, through June

12, 2026, and ordering the payment thereof; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Be it ordained by The City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. Payment of the sum of $23,136,544.77 on PeopleSoft 9.2 mechanical warrants numbered

4101034013 - 4101035766 plus manual or cancellation issues for claims, e-payables of $26,817.10 on PeopleSoft 9.2

9100016215 - 9100016225, and electronic financial transactions (EFT) in the amount of $68,881,609.68 are presented to

the City Council under RCW 42.24.180 and approved consistent with remaining appropriations in the current Budget as

amended.

Section 2. RCW 35.32A.090(1) states, “There shall be no orders, authorizations, allowances, contracts or

payments made or attempted to be made in excess of the expenditure allowances authorized in the final budget as

adopted or modified as provided in this chapter, and any such attempted excess expenditure shall be void and shall never

be the foundation of a claim against the city.”

Section 3. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective date is ratified and

confirmed.

This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and 1.04.070.

Passed by the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its passage on June 23, 2026.

President  of the City Council
 on .
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Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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Screen Reader Users: Make sure settings include reading strikethrough and underline font attributes. 

Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: Office of City Finance 

Title: An ordinance appropriating money to pay certain claims for the week of June 8, 

2026, through June 12, 2026, and ordering the payment thereof; and ratifying and 

confirming certain prior acts. Claims include all financial payment obligations for bills 

and payroll paid out of PeopleSoft for the covered. 

Background: RCW 42.24.180 requires that payment of certain claims be authorized by 

the City Council. This bill, prepared each week by the City Treasury, authorizes the 

payments of funds that were previously appropriated by the City Council, so the 

passage of this bill does not have a direct result on the City’s budget. 

Summary Attachments: None. 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 
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3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

No. This bill authorizes the payments of funds that were previously appropriated 

by the City Council, so the passage of this bill does not have a direct result on the City’s 

budget. 

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 

these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

N/A 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

The legislation authorizes the payment of valid claims. If the City does not pay its 

legal obligations it could face greater legal and financial liability. 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

This type of legislation authorizes payment of bill and payroll expenses for all City 

departments. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 
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b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

N/A 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 

Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

N/A 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

N/A 

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

 N/A 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

N/A 

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

N/A 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

N/A 
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g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

N/A 
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance relating to the City Light Department; authorizing the execution of a five-year

agreement with Washington State Ferries, a division of the Washington State Department of

Transportation, for the construction of system improvements associated with Pier 48 and the

Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) Electrification Project and negotiation and execution

of an operations agreement; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Recitals:

The primary metered service connections and construction of system improvements associated with

the Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) Electrification Project (Project) are part of

Washington State Ferries’ (WSF’s) long-term planning goals to rebuild and modernize its fleet.

The Project will include the provision of two vessel charging systems conveying electrical power

running from Pier 48 to the Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock) via submersible cable, which will

charge the on board batteries while unloading and loading, thus allowing the hybrid electric

ferries to operate on battery power, resulting in an overall reduction in air pollutant and

greenhouse gas emissions.

WSF’s objective is to reduce carbon dioxide equivalent by 70 percent by 2040 and 95 percent by

2050.
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The submarine cable will be owned and operated by WSF and installed on Department of Natural

Resources property. Seattle City Light’s meter will be located on the Seattle Terminal (Colman

Dock), which is similar to the conditions of the Terminal 46 and Pier 66 Shore Power Project

subject to an agreement between Seattle City Light and the Port of Seattle authorized by

Ordinance 127050.

The Project helps establish electrification of medium- and heavy-duty commercial fleets and maritime vessels and

facilities, grid modernization, integrated planning, strategic technologies, and clean energy objectives as

described in Seattle City Light’s Transportation Electrification Strategic Investment Plan and 2023-2028 Strategic

Plan Update. Therefore,

Be it ordained by The City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. The CEO and General Manager of City Light is authorized for and on behalf of The City of Seattle to

execute and deliver a five-year agreement with Washington State Ferries, a division of the Washington State Department

of Transportation, for the construction of the Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock) Electrification Project in the form of a

Memorandum of Agreement attached to this ordinance as Attachment 1 with such changes as the CEO and General

Manager may deem appropriate and are consistent with this ordinance.

Section 2. The CEO and General Manager of City Light is authorized for and on behalf of The City of Seattle to

negotiate and execute a separate operations agreement between Washington State Ferries and Seattle City Light

detailing the responsibilities for operations, routine inspection, and maintenance of the service and electrification

infrastructure that are owned by Washington State Ferries for a period of up to 30 years.

Section 3. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective date is ratified and

confirmed.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project

Attachment 2 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project Service Agreement
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This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and 1.04.070.

Passed by the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its passage on .

President  of the City Council
 on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT GCC 1373 

BETWEEN 

THE CITY OF SEATTLE  

AND 

WASHINGTON STATE FERRIES FOR 

PRIMARY METERED SERVICE CONNECTIONS AND CONSTRUCTION OF SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

ASSOCIATED WITH PIER 48, AND THE SEATTLE TERMINAL ELECTRIFICATION PROJECT 

THIS MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) DATED (upon execution), 2026 is made by and 

between the City of Seattle (“City”), a municipal corporation of the State of Washington, by and through 

its City Light department (“City Light” or “SCL”) and the Washington State Ferries (“WSF”), a division of 

Washington State Department of Transportation (“WSDOT”), a municipal corporation of the State of 

Washington, and hereinafter referred to collectively as “Parties” or individually as “Party.” 

RECITALS 

1. The Primary Metered Service Connections and Construction of System Improvements Associated with 

Pier 48 and the Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) Electrification Project (hereinafter, the 

“Project”) is part of WSF’s long-term planning goals to rebuild and modernize the aging fleet. WSF will 

convert six (6) ferries from diesel to hybrid-electric and build sixteen (16) new hybrid-electric ferries 

over a 20-year period. In parallel with WSF vessel procurements, WSF will add shore charging at 

sixteen (16) terminals. The Seattle Terminal on Elliott Bay located at 801 Alaskan Way, Seattle WA 

98104 (hereinafter the “Seattle Terminal”) is expected to be the first WSF terminal that will add shore 

charging as part of this program.  

2. The purpose of the Project is to deliver a peak combined load of thirty (30) megawatts (MW) of power 

to new vessel charging system (VCS) equipment at Slips 1 and 3 of the Seattle Terminal. Two new VCS 

structures will charge hybrid electric vessels serving WSF’s Seattle-Bainbridge and Seattle-Bremerton 

ferry routes.  

3. The Project will also help establish electrification of medium- and heavy-duty commercial fleets and 

maritime vessels and facilities, grid modernization, integrated planning, strategic technologies, and 

clean energy objectives as described in Seattle City Light’s Transportation Electrification Strategic 

Investment Plan and 2022-2026 Strategic Plan. 

4. WSDOT is the SEPA Lead Agency for the Project and is responsible for all environmental permits for 

the Project.  

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to the above recitals and in consideration of the terms, conditions, 

performances, and duties described herein, Parties through this Agreement, it is hereby agreed as follows: 

AGREEMENT 

1. General. 

1.1. Definitions. 

1.1.1. “Betterment” means any improvement to City Light infrastructure that has been 

requested or agreed to by City Light that WSDOT is not required to execute or is attributable to the Project 

and is made solely for the benefit of and at the election of City Light. Work that is mandated by the City 
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Standards, including without limitation the "City of Seattle Standard Specifications for Road, Bridge and 

Municipal Construction" and/or the “City of Seattle Standard Plans for Municipal Construction;” Work that is 

mandated by City building, electrical, plumbing and land use code requirements; Work required by permit 

conditions or existing City ordinance; and/or Work required as part of the environmental mitigation of the 

Project shall not be construed as Betterment. Work on any City Light infrastructure that is caused by or 

attributable to the work of WSF’s contractor or any other third party shall not constitute Betterment. See also 

Section 2.2. 

1.1.2. “Business Days” means Monday through Friday, inclusive, except for official City of 

Seattle and State holidays. 

1.1.3. “City Standards” means all City of Seattle laws, rules, regulations and standards and all 

applicable federal and state laws, rules, regulations and standards, as they may be amended, including but 

not limited to the following, except as otherwise provided in this Agreement: 

 The Seattle Municipal Code; 

 The City of Seattle Standard Specifications for Road, Bridge and Municipal Construction; 

 The City of Seattle Standard Plans for Municipal Construction; 

 SDOT, SCL, SDCI, and Seattle Public Utilities Director's Rules, including the City of 

Seattle Right of Way Improvements Manual, and any revisions to the Manual; 

 SCL Material Standards; and 

 SCL Construction Standards. 

 SCL RESC – Requirements for Electric Service Connection 

1.1.4. “Environmental Law(s)” means any environmentally-related local, state or federal law, 

regulation, ordinance or order (including without limitation any final order of any court of competent 

jurisdiction), now or hereafter in effect including, but not limited to: the Federal Clean Air Act; the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act; the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act; the Federal Comprehensive Environmental 

Response Compensation and Liability Act, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 

Act of 1986; the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended by the Solid and Hazardous 

Waste Amendments of 1984; the Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act; the Federal Emergency 

Planning and Right-to-Know Act of 1986; the Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Control Act of 

1980; the Federal Clean Water Act of 1977; the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act; the 

Federal Waste Management Recovery and Recycling Act; the Washington Hazardous Waste Management 

Act; the Washington Hazardous Waste Fees Act; Washington Model Toxics Control Act; the Washington 

Nuclear Energy and Radiation Act; the Washington Radioactive Waste Storage and Transportation Act; the 

Washington Underground Petroleum Storage Tanks Act; and any regulations promulgated thereunder from 

time to time. 

1.1.5. “Internal Use Only” means a designation placed on certain City Light documents 

which if released for public information could compromise the security of the power system. 

1.1.6. “Joint” refers to an arrangement by City Light and WSF for multiple segments of work 

as described in Section 1.4 Scope of Agreement and Exhibit 3 where both Parties share responsibilities. 

1.1.7. “Project” means the Primary Metered Service Connections and Construction of 

System Improvements Associated with Pier 48 and the Seattle Terminal Electrification Project, as generally 
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described in Section 1.3, and the scope for which is set forth in Section 1.4, Section 1.10, and Exhibit 3. 

1.1.8. “SDCI” means the City of Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections. 

1.1.9. “SDOT” means the City of Seattle Department of Transportation. 

1.1.10. “Service Agreement” means Seattle City Light's Standard General Service Application 

and Contract.  

1.1.11. “Submarine Cable” means the underwater power cable between Pier 48 Uplands and 

Colman Dock. 

1.1.12. “Work” means the construction and inspection work that is necessary to complete the 

Project. Work will be performed in accordance with this Agreement. 

1.2. Term of Agreement. 

The term of this Agreement shall be for a period of five (5) years from the date of execution and may 

be renewed upon mutual agreement in writing, signed by authorized representatives of both Parties, 

unless this Agreement is terminated earlier pursuant to Section 4. 

1.3. Project Overview. 

The Project is located in Elliott Bay on the Seattle waterfront. WSF is proposing to provide 2 vessel 

charging systems  to serve hybrid electric ferries at the Seattle Terminal. The Project will involve the 

installation of a medium voltage power system with a submarine cable to connect the Colman Dock 

facility to new electrical service at Pier 48. The new electrical service will connect to the City Light 

electrical power grid. Project components include: 

1. Installing upland electric cables, ductbanks, and switchgear infrastructure, and vaults to connect a 

single submarine cable to an existing City Light electrical power vault at Pier 48, subject to City Light 

review and approval. 

2. Installing upland electrical cables, ductbanks, and vault to an existing City Light ductbank on Terminal 

46 south of South Jackson Street and continuing to Pier 48. This new infrastructure will connect to a 

second submarine cable at Pier 48, subject to City Light review and approval. 

3. Minor upland grading to install the submarine cable and electric utility infrastructure at Pier 48. 

4. Installing two approximately 1,900-foot-long, 26.4 kilovolt (kV) rated submarine cables from the 

south end of Pier 48 to the southwest corner of Colman Dock, subject to City Light review and 

approval. 

5. Installing protective submarine cable features including a rigid conduit at the Pier 48 connection 

and articulated mats. The portion of the submarine cable near the Pier 48 bulkhead will be installed 

in horizontal directionally drilled conduits, subject to City Light review and approval. 

6. Installing electric utility infrastructure including meters, points of connection, transformers, and 

switchgear infrastructure on Colman Dock, subject to City Light review and approval.   

7. Completing the construction of the southwest corner of Colman Dock to support the new electrical 

equipment and installing a protective structure around the equipment, subject to City Light review 

and approval. 

8. Routing the cable under Pier 52 to two (2)  new VCS  equipment at Slips 1 and 3. 

9. Installing two (2) VCSs on overwater platforms at Slips 1 and 3, and installing new overwater 
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maintenance access walkways to access the VCS equipment and new in-water dolphins to protect 

the VCS equipment. 

1.4. Scope of this Agreement. 

Exhibit 3 sets forth scope and cost responsibilities between WSF and City Light by nodes and 

segments of Work. This Agreement sets forth the roles and responsibilities of WSF and City Light with 

respect to the Project's design, permitting, environmental review, tribal agreements, construction, testing 

and commissioning, operations, maintenance, and lifecycle replacement of civil and electrical 

infrastructure for this Project. City Light is responsible for specific tasks identified as City Light’s 

responsibility in Section 1.9, Section 1.10 and Exhibit 3. Other than work specifically identified to be 

performed by City Light in this Agreement, WSF is responsible for the remaining Portions of the Project 

as described in Section 1.9, Section 1.10 and Exhibit 3 of this Agreement. 

This MOA applies to the City only in its capacity as a partner of the Project and does not apply to the 

City in his regulatory capacity, nor does it apply to SDOT or SDCI.  

1.5. Scope Exceptions. 

Section 1.4. Section 1.9, Section 1.10 and Exhibit 3 set forth the scope and responsibilities of the 

Work. Any task or responsibility not listed in Section 1.4, Section 1.9, Section 1.10, or Exhibit 3 is outside 

of the scope of this Agreement. 

1.6. Budgeted Scope of Work. 

Estimated costs for scopes of Work are defined in Exhibit 1. 

1.7. Time of Completion and Schedule. 

The Work will be performed in accordance with the anticipated schedule in Exhibit 2.  

1.8. Project Managers 

Administration of this agreement shall be provided by the designated Project Managers for each of 

the Parties as follows below, which may be updated by notice pursuant to Section 6.9 Change in 

Contact Person. 

City Light Project Manager WSF Project Manager 

Lizzy Kay 

Senior Project Manager  

Seattle City Light 

 

Tammy Binschus 

Project Manager 

Washington State Ferries 

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3600 

Seattle, Washington 98104-5031 

Phone: (206) 713-7915 

2901 3rd Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98121 

Phone: (206) 867-3106 

The City Light Project Manager is designated by City Light to act as the City’s coordinator and 

primary representative in matters arising during design and construction as set forth in this Agreement. 

WSF Project Manager is designated by WSF to act as WSF’s coordinator and primary representative in 

matters arising during design and construction as set forth in this Agreement. 

35



Att 1 – MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project 
V1 
 

 

 

1.9. General Responsibilities of the Parties. 

1.9.1. The Project Managers identified in Section 1.8 Project Managers shall coordinate 

with each other as needed with respect to communications with external entities including local, state, and 

federal agencies, community organizations, industry, media, and other external audiences. 

1.9.2. The Parties agree to proactively coordinate communication activities involving 

external audiences. Coordination may include identifying opportunities for joint public statements. To 

facilitate coordination, the Parties will identify points of contact for engagement and communications at 

each agency. 

1.9.3. The Parties shall manage risk and conduct construction in a manner that maximizes 

cumulative public benefits and minimizes cumulative public costs. In performing its obligations under this 

Agreement, each Party shall comply with all Environmental Laws applicable to its specific tasks. 

1.9.4. WSF will apply for permits, including without limitation those required by 

Environmental Laws and enter into tribal agreements as necessary to facilitate such permitting for the 

Project. WSF is the SEPA Lead Agency. WSF confirms that SEPA environmental review of the proposed 

Project is complete as of the effective date of this Agreement. 

1.9.5. Each Party shall provide the funding and resources necessary to fulfill the 

responsibility of that Party as established in this Agreement. 

1.9.6. The Parties agree to work cooperatively with each other and make reasonable, good 

faith efforts to timely and expeditiously complete the Project, as provided in this Agreement, including, but 

not limited to development of preliminary engineering, final design, major equipment and materials 

procurement, and construction. For items identified in Section 1.3 for SCL Review and Approval, WSF will 

provide SCL Preliminary and Final Submittal of Design Documents for review. SCL reviews shall be 

completed within 15 Business Days unless otherwise agreed upon. WSF will invite SCL to Task Force 

meetings and comment resolution meetings when the SCL items are being designed. 

1.9.7. The Parties agree that the Project will not be complete until all the elements in 

Exhibit 3 are completed. The Parties agree that the current scope identified for certain elements of the 

Project are reflected in Exhibit 3. Future mutual agreement in writing and signed by both PARTIES will be 

required in order to alter the scope outlined in Exhibit 3. The Parties shall provide each other with quarterly 

updates regarding the Project budget to ensure timely negotiation of scope issues. 

1.10. Responsibilities of the Parties Specific to the Submarine Cables from Pier 48 to Colman 

Dock 

1.10.1. WSF will install and own submarine cables from Pier 48 to Colman Dock as an integral 

part of the Project for WSF’s exclusive use. 

1.10.2. WSF agrees that all costs associated with design, installation, operations, permitting, 

environmental review, tribal agreements, maintenance, repair, and/or lifecycle replacement of the Submarine 

Cables are WSF’s cost responsibility in full. 

1.10.3. WSF’s use of the Salish Sea for the Submarine Cable is subject to coordination with 

local Tribes, including the Suquamish, Muckleshoot, and others, and coordination with local Tribes is fully 
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WSF’s responsibility. 

1.10.4. A separate Operations Agreement will be developed between the Parties that details 

specific responsibilities for operations, routine inspection, and maintenance of the Submarine Cables. 

1.11. Designated Representatives. 

The Designated Representatives for each Party are as follows: 

Seattle City Light Washington State Ferries 

Tamara Jenkins 

Director, Project Delivery  

Seattle City Light 

 

David Sowers 

Program Administrator, System 

Electrification 

Washington State Ferries  

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3600 

Seattle, Washington 98104-5031 

Phone: (206) 684-4654 

2901 3rd Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98121 

Phone: (206) 713-0686  

The Designated Representatives of this Agreement may delegate authority and responsibilities as 

required by providing written notice of such delegation to the other Party. Designated Representatives 

may be updated by notice pursuant to Section 6.9 Change in Contact Person. 

1.12. Construction Organization and Management. 

Both Parties have staff and consultant resources and desire to work collaboratively to use these 

resources efficiently and cost effectively to avoid unnecessary duplicative effort. 

The Parties will strive to perform their responsibilities in a timely manner, to avoid delays and 

minimize impacts on contractors and third parties. The Parties will give prompt notice of any delay and 

potential impact known to them. Any dispute between the Parties about responsibilities for delays and 

cost overruns arising under this Agreement will be resolved as provided in Section 5 Disputes. 

1.13. Standard for Completion of Work. 

Each Party will perform the Work under this Agreement in a workman-like manner and in compliance 

with applicable construction and electrical standards, codes, and regulations. 

1.14. Ownership of Facilities. 

1.14.1. City Light will own, operate, and maintain the power facilities constructed under this 

Agreement up to City Light’s distribution system point of termination (up to and including metering 

equipment), and such power facilities that are on City-owned property, City-owned right-of-way, or City 

easement areas set forth in separate agreements contemplated in Section 1.14.2, below, with such facilities 

to include, without limitation, any Betterments. Current carrying components from the distribution system to 

the City Light designated service point(s) are owned, operated, and maintained by City Light. WSF will own, 

operate, and maintain power facilities on WSF property outside City easement areas. All ownership interest 

shall be in accordance with Exhibit 3. The Electric Fuel Supply Facilities (defined in 1.15 below) and the 

submarine cables are and shall at all times remain, the exclusive property of WSF. 

1.14.2. The Parties recognize that City Light will require access to WSF property to own, 
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operate, and maintain portions of the power facilities constructed under this agreement. Short and long-

term easements for access to power facilities will be executed via separate agreements. 

1.15. Ownership of WSF’s Facilities, Environmental Incentives and Credits. 

For this Project and under this Agreement, the Parties hereby acknowledge and agree that neither 

this Agreement, nor any terms or conditions set forth herein, shall be deemed to prohibit, or in any way 

limit, the Parties’’ eligibility to participate in the Washington Clean Fuels Program under Chapter 70A.535 

RCW, as now or hereafter amended, or in any other federal, state, or municipal law, regulation, program, 

grant, or incentive now or hereinafter available that aims to curb or reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 

increase the generation or production of low-carbon energy, or mitigate the causes or effects of climate 

change. 

For this Project and under this Agreement, for purposes of the Washington Clean Fuels Program, and 

any Electric Fuel Supply Facilities installed or constructed pursuant to the Project, the City hereby 

acknowledges and agrees that, as between the Parties, WSDOT shall be deemed the exclusive “fuel 

reporting entity” and “credit generator” for purposes of all applicable regulations. The City hereby 

acknowledges and agrees that all electric fuel supply equipment and related infrastructure and facilities 

(collectively, along with the Submarine Cables and any “electric fuel supply equipment” as such term is 

defined in WAC 173-424-110(80), the “Electric Fuel Supply Facilities”) installed or constructed on Pier 48, 

Colman Dock, or any other property of WSF under this Project and Agreement, are, and shall at all times 

remain, the exclusive property of WSF. This Section 1.15 shall apply only for the purposes of the Project as 

defined herein and should not be presumed to be applicable to other Washington Clean Fuels Program 

credit generating arrangements involving WSF and SCL. 

To the fullest extent permitted by law, the CITY hereby irrevocably waives any ownership, lien, 

security or other interest (including any lien that might otherwise be implied by law) that the CITY may 

have in any such Electric Fuel Supply Facilities under this Project and Agreement, or in any profits, 

income, environmental attributes, grants, benefits, incentives, or credits derived therefrom (collectively, 

along with any “Credits” as such term is defined in WAC 173-424-110(43), “Credits”), including any right 

of distraint. Both Parties agree to perform such further acts and execute such further documents as may 

be necessary or appropriate to preserve both Parties’ eligibility for, and rights, title and interest in and to, 

any Credits, and to carry out the intents and purposes of this Section 1.15. If requested by either Party, 

the Parties shall enter into an amendment to this Agreement regarding the Washington Clean Fuels 

Program, so long as such amendment does not materially increase another Party’s obligations under this 

Agreement.  

2. Payment. 

The Parties are responsible for payment as set forth in Exhibit 1. Exhibit 1 sets forth estimated costs 

that may change based on inflated or other applicable changes to the Project or schedule and the Parties 

acknowledge that the Parties are responsible for paying actual costs, not the estimates set forth in 

Exhibit 1.  The initiating Party shall promptly notify the other Party in writing as soon as it is known when 

the maximum funding obligation will be reached and shall also specify in writing its position regarding 

any remaining Work which it believes was contained within the budgeted scope of Work. Should its 

estimated costs exceed the amount authorized, the Party performing the Work shall promptly notify the 

other Party in writing and shall specify in writing its position regarding why the estimated cost will be or 

has been exceeded. The Parties acknowledge that certain applicable state laws limit WSF to payment for 
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goods and services actually received. 

The Parties shall negotiate the total authorized amount. Reimbursement will not be made for 

activities that are not covered. The Parties will establish a budget contingency for the estimated cost of 

the Work. 

2.1. Reimbursement. 

The Parties have established budget contingencies for the estimated cost of the Work which are 

included in the estimated total costs. City Light will manage the Work in the same manner it manages 

other work on its equipment. Any reports, pay records, or other management tools will be made 

available to WSF for review upon request.  City Light will send quarterly invoices to WSF. The second 

quarter invoice shall align with WSF’s fiscal year end on June 30. WSF will reimburse City Light for 

services delivered and Work performed under this Agreement. City Light will reimburse WSF for services 

delivered and work performed under this Agreement. Cost estimates are subject to change and the 

Parties will provide each other with prompt notice of changes in scope of work, changing conditions or 

unanticipated work which may impact Project costs.  

Within forty-five (45) calendar days after the billed Party’s receipt of any complete and accurate 

invoice, the billed Party will remit the reimbursement. See Exhibit 5 for WSF invoice requirements. The 

Parties will work cooperatively to resolve issues related to the accuracy of these invoices so as to avoid 

any delay in payment. Any invoiced expenditure unsupported by appropriate documentation will be 

identified in writing to the receiving Party and payment for such will not be included in the 

reimbursement; provided, however, that the presence of unsupported items within an invoice will not 

delay payment of those items which are supported by appropriate documentation. 

Any dispute regarding invoices must be resolved as provided in Section 5 of this Agreement. 

2.2. Betterments  

In addition to the scope of Work outlined in Section 1 and in Exhibit 3, City Light may request that 

WSF construct certain Betterments to City Light facilities during the Project which will be subject to 

negotiation between the Parties. City Light shall be responsible for the additional incremental cost of any 

Betterment. A decision to execute a Betterment shall be made by the mutual written agreement of WSF 

and City Light. Betterments should be identified in the design phase unless a found condition in 

construction triggers the request. Any Betterments shall require the written request of City Light. City 

Light will reimburse any Betterment cost incurred by WSF in full in accordance with Section 2.1 

Reimbursement and Exhibit 1. 

3. Administration. 

3.1. Monitoring and Reporting of Progress. 

The Parties are committed to working cooperatively and efficiently and will closely monitor the time 

required to complete Work products consistent with the scope of Work and budget for the Work. Each 

Party will provide clear, accurate, and detailed progress reports as necessary. The Parties will further 

refine progress reporting, accounting and program management systems, as they agree, in order to 

ensure useful and descriptive information that complements WSF’s Project Control system. City Light and 

WSF will provide active, ongoing oversight to ensure that Project funds are expended efficiently. 
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3.2. Reconciliation. 

Both Parties shall monitor and reconcile the actual versus estimated effort on a quarterly basis. 

Parties will negotiate additional funding or a reduction in services relating to the Work to the extent that 

such work cannot be performed within the estimate of compensation and expense reimbursement due 

for the services delivered and work performed. 

3.3. Availability of Records. 

All records in support of all costs incurred and actual expenditures kept by the Parties will be 

maintained in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Washington State Auditor's Office. The 

records will be open to inspection by the other Party during normal business hours and will be retained 

and made available for such inspection for a period of not less than six (6) years from the final payment 

under this Agreement. Copies of said records should be furnished to the other Party upon request. This 

requirement will be included in all third-party contracts related to the Work entered into by either Party 

to fulfill the terms of this Agreement. 

3.4. Public Records Requests. 

WSF and City Light are subject to Washington State’s Public Records Act, RCW Chapter 42.56 and 

other disclosure laws. In response to a public records request, either Party may release documents and 

records related to this Agreement in accordance with applicable Law. The responding Party may assert 

exemptions from disclosure which it believes are authorized by statute. While it is not a legal obligation, 

the responding Party, as a courtesy, will notify the nonresponding Party of the receipt of any such 

request and provide the nonresponding Party up to ten (10) Business Days to obtain and serve the 

responding Party with a court injunction to prevent the responding Party from releasing the records. If 

the nonresponding Party fails to obtain a Court Order and serve the responding Party within ten days, 

the responding Party may release the documents. The Parties acknowledge that the responding Party will 

have no liability to the nonresponding Party if the records responsive to the request are disclosed in 

accordance with applicable law. 

3.5. Audit. 

If any audit is requested by either Party, the Parties agree to cooperate with any such audit and 

provide documentation as is reasonably requested in support of all costs. 

4. Termination of Agreement. 

4.1. Termination for Default or Convenience. 

If for any cause, either Party does not fulfill in a timely and proper manner its obligations under this 

Agreement, or if either Party violates any of these terms and conditions, the aggrieved Party will give the 

other Party written notice of such failure or violation. The responsible Party will be given the opportunity 

to correct the violation or failure within thirty (30) Business Days of receipt of the written notice. If the 

failure or violation is not corrected, this Agreement may be terminated in whole or in part immediately 

by issuance of a written Notice of Termination, subject to the terms of this Agreement. In the event of 

termination by default, the defaulting Party will be obligated to compensate the other Party for contract 

closeout costs and any portion(s) of Work that has been satisfactorily rendered to the effective date of 

the termination. 

Either Party may terminate this Agreement, for any reason, or for no reason, upon sixty (60) Business 

40



Att 1 – MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project 
V1 
 

 

 

Days' prior written notification to the other Party. If this Agreement is so terminated, the Parties shall be 

responsible for payment of deliverables properly invoiced and accepted prior to the effective date of 

termination. 

4.2. Duties of Parties upon Termination. 

A termination by either Party will not extinguish or release either Party from liability, claims or 

obligations existing as of the time of termination including (1) unasserted claims or liabilities based on 

acts or omissions occurring prior to the termination of this Agreement and (2) contractor claims and 

costs incurred by the Party in the execution of Work. Any costs incurred prior to proper notification of 

termination will be borne by the Parties in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. The Parties 

agree to work together cooperatively to develop a coordinated plan for termination including the 

determination of reasonable contract closeout costs. 

4.3. Procedures upon Termination. 

All Work in progress at the time of termination will be completed to the extent necessary to restore 

the usefulness of Seattle City Light infrastructure affected by the Work in accordance with the City 

Standards. At WSF’s' request all designs, construction documents, and other work product developed 

under this Agreement, except Seattle City Light Internal Use Only documents, will be packaged and 

delivered to WSF. Such closeout work and non-cancelable obligations will be invoiced and paid in 

accordance with the provisions of Section 2 of the Agreement. After proper notice of termination, all of 

the provisions of this Agreement will remain in force as necessary and until no longer necessary to 

support the completion of Work that was open and uncompleted or any non-cancelable obligation at 

the time this Agreement was terminated. WSF and City Light agree to apply the following procedures 

subsequent to either Party initiating termination: 

A. The Parties to this Agreement will seek to resolve the status of each cost component of the Work 

at the initiation of termination. 

B. The Parties will seek consensus on the action to be taken on each component. 

C. The Parties will mutually agree to arrange for the assignment and assumption of obligations of 

third-party contracts for the performance of Work under this Agreement. 

D. The Parties will agree upon a cost estimate for terminating any third-party contracts related 

to the Project that have been executed prior to termination. 

E. If the Parties cannot agree, they will submit the matter to the Dispute Resolution process set forth 

in Section 5 below. 

5. Disputes. 

5.1. Dispute Resolution. 

WSF and City Light will work collaboratively to resolve disagreements arising from activities 

performed under this Agreement. Disagreements between the Parties will be resolved promptly and at 

the lowest level of hierarchy as follows: 

A. The Parties will endeavor to resolve disputes at the lowest level possible, starting with the Project 

Management level. The Parties will involve such members of each Party's field and management 

staff as will support prompt resolution. If a resolution cannot be agreed to within thirty (30) 

Business Days, either Party can move the dispute to the next level. 

B. If the matter cannot be resolved at the Project Management level, the Parties’ respective 

41



Att 1 – MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project 
V1 
 

 

 

Designated Representatives will meet to resolve the dispute. If the Designated Representative 

cannot resolve the matter within ninety (90) Business Days, either Party make take this dispute 

to a court of law as specified in Section 6.2. 

C. The Parties agree that they may not seek relief in a court of law until each of these procedural 

steps above are exhausted. 

Any disputes or questions of interpretation of this Agreement that may arise between the Parties 

shall be governed under these Dispute Resolution provisions. The Parties agree that cooperation and 

communication are essential to resolving issues efficiently. At all times prior to resolution of the dispute, 

the Parties shall continue to perform under this Agreement in the same manner and under the same 

terms as existed prior to the dispute. 

6. Legal Resolution. 

6.1. Indemnity. 

To the maximum extent permitted by law, each Party to this Agreement will protect, defend, 

indemnify, and save harmless the other Party, and its officers, officials, employees, and agents, while 

acting within the scope of their employment, from any and all costs, claims, demands, judgments, 

damages, or liability of any kind including injuries to persons or damages to property, which arise out of, 

or in any way result from, or are connected to, or are due to negligent acts or omissions of the 

indemnifying Party in the performance of its obligations as set out in this Agreement. No Party is 

required to indemnify, defend, or save harmless the other Party if the claim, suit, or action for injuries, 

death, or damages is caused by the sole negligence ·or willful misconduct of the Party seeking 

indemnification. If such injury to persons or damages to property are caused by the concurrent 

negligence of the Parties, each Party will be responsible to the extent of that Party's negligence. Each 

Party agrees that its obligations under this indemnification section extend to any claim, demand, and/or 

cause of action brought by, or on behalf of, any of its employees or agents. 

For this purpose, each Party, by mutual negotiation, hereby waives, with respect to the other Party 

only, any immunity that would otherwise be available against such claims under the industrial insurance 

provisions of Title 51 RCW. 

In the event of any claims, demands, actions and lawsuits, the indemnifying Party upon prompt 

notice from the other Party will assume all costs of defense thereof, including legal fees incurred by the 

other Party, and of all resulting judgments that may be obtained against the other Party.  This 

indemnification will survive the expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement. 

6.2. Governing Law and Venue. 

This Agreement will be governed by, and construed and enforced in accordance with, the laws of the 

State of Washington. In the event that any Party deems it necessary to institute legal action or 

proceedings to enforce any right or obligation under this Agreement, the Parties hereto agree that any 

such action or proceeding must be brought in a court of competent jurisdiction situated in Seattle, King 

County, Washington. 

6.3 Insurance Provisions of Contracts. 

6.3.1 WSF will procure and maintain, or cause its contractors and subcontractor(s) to procure and 

maintain minimum insurance coverage and limits appropriate (such as but not limited to: Liability, 
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Auto, Workers Compensation, USL&H, E&O A&E, Pollution, Builders Risk, Hull P&I) for a project of 

this scope. WSF will require that the City of Seattle, its elected officials, officers, employees, and 

representatives be named as additional insured on applicable policies maintained by WSF or by 

WSF’s contractors and subcontractors. By requiring such minimum insurance, the City shall not be 

deemed or construed to have assessed the risk that may be applicable to WSF or its contractors 

under this agreement. WSF and its contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) should assess their own risks; 

and if they deem appropriate and/or prudent, maintain or require greater limits and/or broader 

coverage. The City shall have the right to receive coverage up to any insurance limits maintained 

by WSF, its contractors and subcontractors that exceed the minimum required limits set by WSF. 

6.3.2 Any deductible and/or self-insured retention of any policies shall not limit or apply to the City or 

WSF and shall be the sole responsibility of WSF’s contractor(s). Upon request, and within ten (10) 

Business Days, WSF shall provide the City with certificates of insurance and endorsements 

certifying the coverage.  

6.3.3 The City will procure and maintain, or cause its contractors and subcontractor(s) to procure and 

maintain minimum insurance coverage and limits appropriate (such as but not limited to: Liability, 

Auto, Workers Compensation, USL&H, E&O A&E, Pollution, Builders Risk, Hull P&I) for a project of 

this scope. By requiring such minimum insurance, WSF shall not be deemed or construed to have 

assessed the risk that may be applicable to the City or its contractors under this agreement. The 

City and its contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) should assess their own risks; and if they deem 

appropriate and/or prudent, maintain or require grater limits and/or broader coverage. WSF shall 

have the right to receive coverage up to any insurance limits maintained by the City, its 

contractors and subcontractors that exceed the minimum required limits set by the City. 

6.3.4 Any deductible and/or self-insured retention of any policies shall not limit or apply to 

the City or WSF and shall be the sole responsibility of the City’s contractor(s). Upon 

request, and within ten (10) Business Days, the City shall provide WSF with certificates 

of insurance and endorsements certifying the coverage. 

6.3.5 The City acknowledges that WSF maintains a a combination of self-insurance and commercial 

insurance for all of its liability risk and exposures, including but not limited to the activities 

contemplated under this agreement. WSF will, upon written request from the City, provide the 

City with commercially acceptable evidence of such self-insurance coverage (such as a certificate 

or letter of self-insurance) in fulfillment of the liability insurance requirements pertaining to WSF’s 

design and construction activities described in this agreement. 

6.3.6 WSF acknowledges that the City maintains a program of self-insurance for all of its liability risk 

and exposures, including but not limited to the activities contemplated under this agreement. The 

City will, upon written request from WSF, provide WSF with commercially acceptable evidence of 

such self-insurance coverage (such as a certificate or letter of self-insurance) in fulfillment of the 

liability insurance requirements pertaining to the City’s activities described in this agreement. 

6.3. Allocation of Risk. 

For Work performed by City Light or its third-party contractors, repair of damage to the City’s 

equipment/infrastructure or WSF’s equipment/infrastructure is the responsibility of the City. 

For Work performed by WSF or its third-party contractors, repair of damage to the City’s 

equipment/infrastructure or WSF’s equipment/infrastructure is the responsibility of WSF. 

6.4. No Agency or Employee Relationship. 

No joint employee venture or partnership is formed as a result of this Agreement. No employees, 
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agents or subcontractors of one Party will be deemed, or represent themselves to be, employees of the 

other Party. In performing work and services pursuant to this Agreement, the City, its employees, 

consultants, agents, and representatives will be acting as agents of the City and will not be deemed or 

construed to be employees or agents of WSF in any manner whatsoever. The City will not hold itself out 

as, nor claim to be, an officer or employee of WSF and will not make any claim, demand, or application 

to or for any right or privilege applicable to an officer or employee of WSF. The City will be solely 

responsible for any claims for wages or compensation by the City's employees, consultants, agents, and 

representatives, including sub-consultants, or any agency, and will defend, indemnify and hold WSF 

harmless therefrom. In performing work and services pursuant to this Agreement, WSF, its employees, 

consultants, agents, and representatives will be acting as agents of WSF and will not be deemed or 

construed to be employees or agents of the City in any manner whatsoever. WSF will not hold itself out 

as, nor claim to be, an officer or employee of the City and will not make any claim, demand, or 

application to or for any right or privilege applicable to an officer or employee of the City. WSF will be 

solely responsible for any claims for wages or compensation by WSF’s employees, consultants, agents, 

and representatives, including sub- consultants, or any agency, and will defend, indemnify and hold the 

City harmless therefrom. 

6.5. Notices. 

All notices or requests required or permitted under this Agreement must be in writing, must be 

personally delivered or sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, with a copy by 

email and will be deemed to have been duly given if in writing and either delivered personally or by 

certified mail, to the Project Managers and Designated Representative of the other Party as named in this 

Agreement. 

6.6. Interpretation. 

This Agreement is the result of mutual negotiations between the Parties and any ambiguity herein is 

not to be construed against any Party but will be construed according to the fair intent of the language 

and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Washington. 

6.7. Compliance with Existing Laws. 

Each Party will comply, and to the best of its ability will ensure that its employees, agents, 

consultants, contractors and representatives comply, with all federal, state, and local laws, regulations, 

and ordinances applicable to the Work and services to be performed. The Work performed by the City 

and WSF under this Agreement must comply with all applicable public works and procurement laws and 

regulations. 

6.8. Change in Contact Person. 

A Party may change the contact person or address to which such communications are to be directed 

by giving written notice to the other Party in the manner provided in this Agreement. 

6.9. Binding on Successors. 

All of the terms, provisions and conditions of this Agreement will be binding upon and inure to the 

benefit of the Parties hereto and their respective successors, permitted assigns and legal representatives. 

6.10. No Waivers. 
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No act or failure to act on the part of either Party with respect to the exercise or enforcement of any 

provision of this Agreement will be deemed to be a waiver on the part of either Party of any provision of 

this Agreement. No waiver of one provision by either Party will act as a waiver of any other provision or 

as a subsequent waiver of the same provision. No waiver is effective against either Party except if an 

express waiver in writing. 

6.11. No Third-Party Rights. 

Nothing in this Agreement, whether express or implied, is intended to (1) confer any rights or 

remedies under or by reason of this Agreement on any persons other than the Parties to it and their 

respective successors and permitted assigns; (2) relieve or discharge the obligation or liability of any 

third-party to a Party to this Agreement; nor (3) give any third parties any right of subrogation or action 

against either Party to this Agreement. 

6.12. Assignment. 

Neither Party may assign any interest, obligation, or benefit in this Agreement or transfer any interest 

in the same, whether by assignment or novation, without the prior written consent of the other Party. 

6.13. Severability. 

If any of the terms and conditions of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or unenforceable by 

a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining terms and conditions unaffected thereby will remain in 

full force and effect. The Parties agree to negotiate in good faith to reform this Agreement to replace any 

invalid or unenforceable term and/or condition with a valid and enforceable term and/or condition that 

comes as close as possible to the intention of the stricken term and/or condition. 

6.14. Entire Agreement; Modification. 

This Agreement, together with the exhibits annexed hereto, represents the entire and integrated 

Agreement between the Parties and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations, or agreements 

written or oral, on the subject matter of this Agreement. No amendment or modification of this 

Agreement shall be of any force or effect unless it is in writing and signed by authorized representatives 

of both Parties. 

6.15. Captions. 

The captions to this Agreement are for convenience and will not add to or limit the substance of its 

provisions. 

7. Exhibits. 

All exhibits named in this Agreement are hereby incorporated by reference and made a part hereof. The terms 

of this Agreement will control in the event of a conflict between an exhibit and the terms of this Agreement. 

This Agreement is supported with the following Exhibits: 

 

Exhibit 1: Project Budget 

Exhibit 2: Schedule 

Exhibit 3: Project Area, Project Segments, and Responsibility Matrices  

Exhibit 4: References 

Exhibit 5: WSF Invoicing Requirements 
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Robert Santoff 

General Manager and Chief Executive Officer 

City of Seattle 

Seattle City Light 

Steve Nevey 

WSDOT Assistant Secretary 

Washington 

State Ferries 

Washington 

 

8. Signatures. 

The Parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and year first above written. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approved for WSDOT Ferries Division 

 

By: __________________________________________ 

 

 Assistant Attorney General 

 

Date:     ___________________________________________ 
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Exhibit 1: Project Budget 

 

The Parties shall pay actuals for the costs associated with the Work and Betterments. Below are 

estimated costs. Costs will be billed in accordance with Section 2 of the Agreement. 

 
Total Estimated 

Cost 

WSF Share  City Light Share 

Service Upgrade Estimated Costs (from 

service agreement issued 12/12/25) 
$ 1,724,295.25 $ 1,724,295.25 $ 0.00 

20% Contingency on Service Letter 

Estimate  
$ 350,000.00 $ 350,000.00 $ 0.00 

Terminal 46 feeder extension for WSF 

(work completed) 
$ 637,899.46 $ 637,899.46 $ 0.00 

City Light Betterments Not to exceed 

allowance 
$ 500,000.00 $ 0.00 $ 500,000.00 

 
$3,212,194.71  $2,712,194.71  $ 500,000.00 
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Exhibit 2: Schedule 

Milestones Schedule (Actuals / Projected) 

Milestone Date 

Project Start Sept 10, 2024 

Pre-Purchases Authorization (Vessel Charging System, 

electrical equipment) 

Feb. 2026 

WSF RFP Advertisement for Design Build Contract July 2026 

WSF Design Build Contract Award February 2027 

WSF Design Build Contractor Notice-to-Proceed (NTP) / 

Mobilize 

March 2027 

Service 2 Extension Ductbank (Civil) Complete October 2028 

Submarine Cable Termination at Pier 48 and Colman Dock December 2028 

SCL Vaults (Civil) Complete January 2028 

SCL Meter (Civil) Complete February 2028 

In-Service Date Slip 3 May 2029 

In-Service Date Slip 1 April 2030 

WSF DB Construction Closeout July 2030 

WSF / SCL Costs Reconciled Sept. 2030 
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Exhibit 3: Project Area, Project Segments, and Responsibility Matrices 

 

 Segment 1A: SCL Service 2 Extension.  Extends SCL feeder duct bank from existing Pier 46 terminus to 

Pier 48 at Node A. 

 Segment 1B: SCL Service 1 Cable.  Installs 26kV cable to SCL Vault 5, includes modifications to Vault 5 for 

Installation of  Vista Switches. 

 Node A: SCL (Vista) Switches for Services 1 and 2.  Includes SCL vaults (vaults 5 and 6) and switches 

located within WSF Pier 48 Uplands. 

 Segment 2: Duct bank between Node A (SCL Switches and Node B (WSF Transition Vaults) 

 Node B: Includes Transition Vaults on WSF Pier 48 Uplands and bus bars within vaults. 

 Segment 3: Submarine cable from Node B (WSF Transition Vaults on Pier 48 Uplands) to Segment 4 (WSF 

Transition Vaults on Colman Dock).  Submarine cable includes temporary bore pit, Horizontal Directionally 

Drilled (HDD) conduits, submarine cable, cable mattress and protection, and J tube transition to Colman 

Dock transition vaults. 

 Node C: Includes Point of Delivery and SCL meter. 
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 Segment 4: Includes WSF transformers and switchgear on Colman Dock. 

Table 1  

Civil & Structural Design (including Design Support during Construction Phase) and Cost 

Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Civil Design Resp. 

“Who Designs” 

Civil Design Cost 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 SCL Vault 5 Lid 

Modification 

WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition 

Vaults 

WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 WSF 100% WSF MOA 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

4 Colman Dock WSF 

Transformers & Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

Table 2 

Electrical Design (including Design WSF during Construction Phase) and Cost Responsibilities by 

Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Electrical 

Design 

Resp. 

“Who Designs” 

Electrical Design Cost 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 Cable SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition 

Vaults 

SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 

48 

Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

C Colman Dock Transition 

Vault POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF 

Transformers & Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

  

50



Att 1 – MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project 
V1 
 

 

 

Table 3 

Civil & Structural Construction and Cost Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Civil / Structural 

Construction 

Resp. “Who 

Builds” 

Civil / Structural 

Construction Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension WSF 100% WSF 

 

MOA 

1B Service 1 SCL Vault 5 

Modifications 

WSF 100% WSF 

 

MOA 

A SCL Switches (Vista) WSF 100% WSF 

 

MOA 

2 SCL Switches to 

Transition Vaults 

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

B Transition Vaults on 

Pier 48 

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock 

Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

4 Colman Dock WSF 

Transformers & 

Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

 

Table 4 

Electrical Equipment Procurement and Cost Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Electrical 

Procurement Resp. 

“Who Procures” 

Electrical Procurement 

Cost Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 Cable SCL 100%WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 
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Table 5 

Electrical Construction (includes Electrical Reviewer and Civil Inspector) and Cost Responsibilities by 

Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Electrical 

Construction Resp. 

“Who Builds” 

Electrical Construction 

Cost Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 Cable SCL 100%WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

 

Table 6 

Construction Management (with the exception of Electrical Reviewer) Cost Responsibilities by 

Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Segment CM Responsibility 

“Who conducts 

CM” 

CM Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension Joint 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 SCL Vault 5 Lid 

Modification 

SCL 100%WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition 

Vaults 

Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 

48 

Joint 100% WSF MOA 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition 

Vault POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

4 Colman Dock WSF 

Transformers & Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 
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Table 7A 

Civil Permitting Cost Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Permitting 

Responsibility 

“Who gets the 

Permit” 

Permitting Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 SCL Vault 5 Lid 

Modification 

WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults WSF 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 WSF 100% WSF MOA 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

 

Table 7B 

Electrical Permitting Cost Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment Permitting 

Responsibility 

“Who gets the 

Permit” 

Permitting Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 SCL Vault 5 Lid 

Modification 

SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 WSF 100% WSF MOA 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF MOA 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 
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Table 8 

Testing and Commissioning Cost Responsibilities by Segment and Agreement Approach  

# Node / Segment T&C Responsibility 

“Who conducts 

T&C” 

T&C Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement(s) 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

1B Service 1 Cable SCL 100% WSF 

 

Service Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% WSF Service Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

3 Submarine Cable Joint 100% WSF MOA 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

Joint 100% WSF Service Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

 

Table 9 

Electrical Equipment Ownership, Operations, and Maintenance Cost Responsibilities by Segment and 

Agreement Approach 

# Node / Segment O&M Electrical 

Responsibility 

“Who conducts O&M” 

O&M Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement, 

Port 

Easement  

1B Service 1 Cable SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) SCL 100%S CL Service 

Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 Joint Note 1 O&M 

Agreement 

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF DNR Lease, O&M 

Agreement 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

Joint Note 2 O&M Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

 Notes:  

1, Depends on what fails 

2. Meter, CTs, PTs, by SCL, other equipment by WSF  
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Table 10 

Civil / Structural Facilities Ownership, Operations, and Maintenance Cost Responsibilities by 

Segment and Agreement Approach  

# Node / Segment O&M Civil/Structural 

Responsibility 

“Who conducts O&M” 

O&M Civil / 

Structural Costs 

Resp. 

“Who Pays” 

Agreement 

Approach 

1A Service 2 Extension SCL 100%SCL Service 

Agreement, 

Port 

Easement 

1B  Service 1 SCL Vault 5 Lid 

Modification,  

SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement, 

WSF 

Easement 

A SCL Switches (Vista) (Vault) SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement 

2 SCL Switches to Transition Vaults SCL 100% SCL Service 

Agreement 

B Transition Vaults on Pier 48 WSF 100% WSF O&M 

Agreement  

3 Submarine Cable WSF 100% WSF O&M Agreement 

C Colman Dock Transition Vault 

POD & Meter  

WSF 100% WSF O&M Agreement, 

Service Agreement 

4 Colman Dock WSF Transformers 

& Switchgear 

WSF 100% WSF N/A 

(past SCL’s Meter) 

Exhibit 4: The following references are not attached but incorporated by reference into this MOA 

A. Service Letter 1717147 – 801 Alaskan Way, 03-23-2026  

  

55



Att 1 – MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Project 
V1 
 

 

 

Exhibit 5: WSF Invoicing Requirements 

The following items need to be included in invoices: 

1. WSF contract number is: XE3607  

2. WSF Project Title: SR 519/Seattle Trm - Terminal Electrification 

3. Full identification of the contract, including both parties’ contract numbers 

4. Invoice number and date 

5. Full recipient street address, email address and phone  

6. Specify the time period covered by the invoice   

7. All amounts provided with detailed breakdown 

8. Total amount due 

9. Instruction for how payment should be made, including using electronic wire transfer payment 

and mailing instructions for a check.  
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700 5th Ave. | P.O. Box 34023 | Seattle WA 98124-4023 
TEL (206) 684-3000 TTY/TDD (206) 684-3225  FAX (206) 625-3709 

seattle.gov/city-light 

twitter.com/SEACityLight   facebook.com/SeattleCityLight 

MARCH 23RD, 2026 

WASHINGTON STATE FERRIES 
ATTN: TAMMY BINSCHUS, TERMINAL ELECTRIFICATION – SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER 
2901 3RD, AVE, SUITE 500 
SEATTLE, WA 98121 

Service Construction Address: 801 Alaskan Way 
Service Request Application Number: 1717147 
Work Order Number: 1712889 
Job Description: Two Permanent Services – 328A each 26400Y/15240V 3-Phase, 4-Wire 

Dear Tammy Binschus, 

This permanent service letter replaces all previous service letters that were issued under SR1717147 
including but not limited to the letters dated November 2, 2018, May 29th, 2025, December 12th, 2025, 
and March 2nd, 2026. 

Seattle City Light has reviewed your request for electric service. This Service Construction Letter 
provides Seattle City Light's cost estimate and scope of work for your project, general requirements, 
customer construction requirements, a construction requirements drawing, and an acceptance form that 
must be signed and returned. 

This letter is the only copy you will receive.  Please disperse copies as necessary to your project team 
including consultants, contractors, or other parties involved with your electric service installation. 

Please review the following attachments: 
• Attachment A - Seattle City Light Charges and Scope of Work. 

This provides the charges and terms of the Seattle City Light work for your project, and outlines 
the electrical service installation work Seattle City Light will perform. 

• Attachment B - General Customer Requirements. 
Not every general requirement may be applicable to your project.  If you have any questions, 
please contact your electric service representative. 

• Attachment C - Customer Construction Requirements Precast Below-Grade Vault. 
Attachment D - Service Construction Acceptance Form. 
To indicate your approval of this Service Construction Letter and all the associated attachments, 
please sign and return Attachment D per the instructions indicated on that form.  Seattle City 
Light will not proceed with the design or schedule Seattle City Light crews for your project until 
we receive the signed and dated form and the appropriate payments. 

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request. 
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• Construction Requirements Drawing. 
Completion of these requirements is the customer’s responsibility in order for Seattle City Light 
to complete the necessary electric service installation work.  Also take note of the relevant 
Seattle City Light Construction Standards and/or Material Standards. 

Sincerely, 

Kristi De Winter 
Electrical Service Engineer 
206-549-3120 

bcc: Seattle Department of Planning and Development 
Scott Lau 
Patrick Foss 
Jeff Chriest 

Seattle City Light: 
Kristi De Winter 
Kyle Ho 
Francis Sammy 
Joseph Martek 
Lizzy Kay 
Paje Chase 
Peter Kopp 
Clanche Carandang 
Master File 

| PAGE 2 OF 2 
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ATTACHMENT A: SEATTLE CITY LIGHT CHARGES AND SCOPE OF WORK 

Service Construction Letter Dated: March 23rd, 2026 
Service Construction Address: 801 Alaskan Way 
Service Request Application Number: 1717147 
Work Order Number: 1712889 
Job Description: Two Permanent Services – 328A each 26400Y/15240V 3-Phase, 4-Wire 

AMOUNT DUE AT THIS TIME: $236,422.40 

• The cost to date for this project is $335,401.45. This includes the $15,000 for the Impact Study 
Charges and the Consultant charges, which are listed below and have already been paid. The 
remaining charges to date that are due at this time are $236,422.40 broken out as follows: 

o Engineering: $232,830.42 
o Crew Time: $3,591.97 

• The remaining balance of $1,388,893.80 must be paid before service can be approved for 
connection and energized. 

PAYMENTS: 

Please reference the Service Request #1717147 on your payment. 
Make checks payable to: 

City of Seattle 
Treasury Dept Accts Receivable 

and pay in person or mail to: 
Seattle City Light North Service Center Seattle City Light South Service Center 
1300 N 97th St 3613 4th Ave S 
Seattle WA 98103 Seattle WA 98134 

SUMMARY OF CITY LIGHT ESTIMATED CHARGES 

Impact Study Charges (Includes Admin Charge): $15,000 (paid October 26th, 2017) 

27.08 SCLetter A-Charges and Scope.docx, 18 September 2023 | Page 1 of 4 
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Consultant Charges for Alaskan Way Ductbank Design (Includes Admin Charge): $83,979.05 
(paid December 6th, 2021) 

Ampere Fee Installation Charge (Fixed Cost Unless Service Size Changes): $556,373.28 

• Calculation of this fee is based on the provisions of the May 11th, 2023 version of DPP 500 III-
417 at a rate of $848.13/Amp for a 26kV service. 

Estimated Time and Materials Charge: $1,006,430.76 
Broken Out As Follows: 
- Engineering Labor: $235,000 
- Crew Labor: $244,741.39 
- Materials: $352,168.15 

o Conductors: $202,957.23 
o Switch (2): $119,013.78 
o Miscellaneous Material: $30,197.14 

- Contingency: $174,521.22 

• A final billing will be rendered to adjust for the actual time and materials after the installation is 
complete. Any refund amount or additional charges due will be paid to or invoiced, to the 
invoiced party. 

• Estimate created using 2025 dollars. 

Administrative Charge: $62,512.16 

• City Light pays Washington State and City of Seattle utility and business & occupation taxes on 
revenues received. Recovery of taxes will be billed as an Administrative Charge. The sum net 
effective tax rate is 4 percent. 

• The admin charge is not applicable to the impact study and consultant fees that were already 
paid by WSF. 

Total Project Estimated Charge: $1,724,295.25 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Due to state laws limiting payments to goods and services received, Seattle City Light (SCL) will waive its 
standard requirements that twenty percent (20%) of the service connection charge (including the amp 
fee) be paid before Seattle City Light’s engineer will finalize the design and/or installation crews will be 
scheduled to begin work. However, upon execution of this agreement, SCL may invoice WSF for costs 
incurred to date. The total amount due at this time $236,422.40. 

27.08 SCLetter A-Charges and Scope.docx, 18 September 2023 | Page 2 of 4 
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Installation and construction charges shall recover all labor and material costs incurred by City Light 
while performing the requested work. City Light’s electrical design and cost estimate are in effect as 
long as they are accepted and paid by the customer within 120 calendar days from the date of this 
letter and City Light’s work must commence within one year, without scope changes from the customer. 
Any change in the design of the customer’s project will subject City Light’s electrical design and cost 
estimate to further review. City Light may review and revise the cost estimate if the work described has 
not commenced within 12 months. 

POWER SERVICE SUMMARY (2 OF THEM) 

• The electrical service shall be 328 amperes each, 26400Y/15240 volts 3-phase, 4 wire 
• The fault current for feeder 2643 (Service 2) will be 8,543 amperes (three phase), 4,613 amperes 

(single phase) at the south side of pier 48 property line on S Jackson St. 
• The fault current for feeder 2635 (Service 1) will be 8,426 amperes (three phase), 4,535 amperes 

(single phase) at the south side of pier 48 property line on S Jackson St. 
• The legal service termination point shall be at the primary metering cabinet for each service on 

Colman dock (pier 52).  The marine cables between the transition vaults (V1, V2) on pier 48 and 
primary metering cabinets on Colman dock (pier 52) shall be owned and maintained by the 
customer. 

• The operations service termination point shall be at the transition vaults (TV-1, TV-2) at the dead 
break jboxes. 

CITY LIGHT SCOPE OF WORK 

For feeder 2635 (Service 1) 
• Provide and install a 2-way vista switch on V1 
• Provide and install primary cable between a vista switch on S. King St to customer transition 

vault 1 (TV-1) via V1. 
• Make all high-voltage electrical connections in the vaults. 
• Provide and install PTs, CTs, and meter into the primary meter cabinet on Colman dock (pier 52). 

For feeder 2643 (Service 2) 
• Provide and install a 2-way vista switch on V2 
• Provide and install primary cable between a vista switch on pier 46 to customer transition vault 

V2 (TV-2) via V2. 
• Make all high-voltage electrical connections in the vaults. 
• Provide and install PTs, CTs, and meter in the primary meter cabinet on Colman dock (pier 52). 

CUSTOMER SCOPE FOR ELECTRICAL SERVICE 

For feeder 2635 (Service 1) 

27.08 SCLetter A-Charges and Scope.docx, 18 September 2023 | Page 3 of 4 
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• Excavate and replace the west round lid of V1 with a 57R18-CLX riser and a 8’x7’9” transformer 
pad to accommodate a vista switch.  Install vault collar per std. 0223.33 as shown on site plan 
detail. 

• Provide and install 2-5” conduits between V1 and transition vault V1 (TV-1). 
• Provide and install 4-5” conduits between V1 and V2. 
• Provide and install primary metering cabinet on Colman dock (pier 52) per std. 1562.05 
• Provide and install (3) 600amp jbox into transition vault V1 (TV-1) for termination of customer 

marine cables and City Light cables. 

For feeder 2643 (Service 2) 
• Provide and install a 712CLX vault with risers.  Install a 8’x7’9” transformer pad over the 57R18-

CLX riser to accommodate a vista switch.  Install vault collar per std. 0223.33 as shown on site 
plan detail. 

• Provide and extend 2-5” stubout conduits on T46 into V2. 
• Provide and install 2-5” conduits between V2 and transition vault V2 (TV-2). 
• Provide and install primary metering cabinet on Colman dock (pier 52) per std. 1562.05 
• Provide and install (3) 600amp jbox into transition vault V2 (TV-2) for termination of customer 

marine cables and City Light cables. 

ENCLOSURE 

• Seattle City Light Site Plan (DWG 1712889-25-CUST, Sheets 1 and 2) 
• DPP 500 III-417 2023 Version 

27.08 SCLetter A-Charges and Scope.docx, 18 September 2023 | Page 4 of 4 
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ATTACHMENT B: GENERAL CUSTOMER REQUIREMENTS 

Service Construction Letter Dated: March 23rd, 2026 
Service Construction Address: 801 Alaskan Way 
Service Request Application Number: 1717147 
Work Order Number: 1712889 
Job Description: Two Permanent Services – 328A each 26400Y/15240V 3-Phase, 4-Wire 

Some sections of this attachment may not be applicable to your project. 

SAFETY: 

• Locating underground utilities: 
Before digging, please contact the Utilities Underground Location Center (“One-Call”) at 
1-800-424-5555 at least two business days in advance to locate and mark underground 
utilities, per state law (RCW 19.122). 

• Excavating near Seattle City Light (SCL) facilities: 
All excavations adjacent to SCL poles or other facilities (vaults, handholes, etc.) shall 
comply with WAC 296-155, Part N, Excavation, Trenching and Shoring. Pole 
protection/supporting systems used while excavating shall comply with WAC 296-155-
655, General Protection Requirements, item (9) and shall not affect the structural 
integrity of poles while the systems are in place or after the systems have been 
removed. 

• High-voltage working clearance: 
State law requires all construction workers, their tools, machinery, temporary structures, 
equipment and materials to maintain a minimum 10-feet clearance from many types of 
power lines (WAC 296-24-960). SCL transmission lines require even greater clearance. If 
this project requires work in proximity to any energized lines, notify us in advance so 
that we can de-energize and ground the lines, or relocate the lines temporarily. This 
work will be done at the customer's expense. The cost must be paid in advance of any 
work. 

• Permanent structure clearances from high-voltage lines: 
See SCL 0100.03, 0100.04, and 0100.05 for acceptable clearances. Changes to Seattle 
City Light’s system to meet appropriate clearances will be performed at the customer’s 
expense. The cost must be paid in advance of any work. 

SERVICE DESIGN: 

Provide and install an electrical service that complies with SCL’s Requirements for Electric 
Service Connection (RESC) manual and the current SCL rate ordinance. 

Attachment C - General Customer Requirements – [Insert Project Description] |  Page 1 of 6. 
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http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=19.122
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PROJECT LEAD-TIME: 

Schedules for completing installations may vary. Large projects may require extended lead-
time (up to 18 months) to allow us to procure and prepare transformers, equipment, and 
materials. Any changes to the contract application terms must be made well before your 
estimated connection date if delays are to be avoided. 

CONSTRUCTION RESPONSIBILITY: 

If the customer chooses to have a contractor install the service between the customer's service 
connection point and SCL's distribution system, Departmental Policy and Procedure (DPP) 500 
P III-422 shall apply. Specifically in section 6.1.4, the customer shall be responsible for the costs 
of maintenance, replacement, and/or repair of any contractor-provided and installed 
equipment and material that requires maintenance or fails within five years after the service 
installation is energized by SCL. SCL may, at its discretion, maintain, replace, and/or repair 
contractor-provided and -installed equipment and material that requires maintenance or fails 
within this five-year period and bill the customer for time and material expenses incurred. 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT: 

If you will be trenching in a public right-of-way, you must obtain a permit from the local 
permitting authority. For permit information, please contact City of Seattle Department of 
Transportation for projects within Seattle city limits, or your appropriate jurisdiction for projects 
outside Seattle city limits. 

CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS INSPECTION: 

• Use SCL approved conduit manufacturers only. Refer to SCL Material Standards 7015.05, 
7050.05 and 7345.7 for a list of SCL approved conduit manufacturers. Note 
manufacturer limitations for PVC female adapters given on the material standard. 

VAULT AND CONDUIT INSTALLATION INSPECTION: 

• Please contact your electric service engineer five business days in advance of pouring 
pad and vault structures, and before backfilling trenches, to schedule a SCL inspector to 
observe construction and perform inspection. 

• No inspection will be made unless shoring for excavation complies with WAC 296-155 
Part N, Excavation, Trenching, and Shoring. 

• The SCL inspector must inspect all aspects of enclosures and vaults, including, but not 
limited to, access, walls/floor/ceiling construction, conduit penetrations, grounding, and 
secondary bus bars before the enclosures and vaults will be approved for service. 
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• The SCL inspector must inspect and approve the conduit trench, trench bedding, 
conduits, Mandreling of conduits, and trench backfill before covering the trench. 

EQUIPMENT TRANSPORTATION AGREEMENT 

An Equipment Transportation Agreement (TA) will be sent to you by your City Light ESE or ESR 
if one is required.  An Equipment Transportation Agreement: 

• Is a legal document in which the building owner(s) take sole responsibility for moving 
the transformer(s) into and out of the transformer vault, to a mutually agreed upon 
location from which SCL is able to deliver or pick up the transformer(s) and other 
equipment using SCL normal transportation methods and equipment. 

• Will need to be completed in advance if your City Light Contact has required an 
Equipment Transportation Agreement for your completion before City Light 
transformers or related vault equipment can be delivered to your facility. 

• Will be recorded on the property title at the property owner’s expense, as all future 
owners are obligated to the same terms and conditions of the agreement. 

• Specifies that the equipment path shall remain permanently available to City Light.  If 
adequate space cannot be provided, the building owner shall sign a Seattle City Light 
Equipment Transportation Agreement, which makes the building owner solely 
responsible for transporting equipment in and out of the vault at City Light’s request. 

• Any damage occurring to the transformer during transportation by the building 
owner(s) and any additional expense incurred because of said damage shall be paid by 
the building owner(s). 

• Must be kept in the vault. The customer must provide and install a weatherproof 
enclosure large enough to hold a paper copy of document. It shall be permanently 
installed in a document enclosure on the vault wall beneath the light switch. 

OTHER UTILITIES: 

City Light notifies other known utilities, per our written records, about overhead changes to our 
system.   City Light cannot be held responsible for the identification of other utilities mounted 
on poles or for the timely removal of such utilities in order to meet your project schedule.  It 
remains the customer’s sole responsibility to notify and coordinate all relocation efforts for all 
other utilities mounted on poles such as telecommunications, etc. 

Installation of Facilities for other Utilities 
The specifications referenced by this letter do not include facilities for other utilities serving this 
project. However, for SCL installation of conduits and small handholes for other utilities in the 
public right-of-way, the customer must: 
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• Obtain written installation specifications from each franchised utility requesting 
installation of facilities by SCL. 

• Forward these specifications to SCL at least two weeks before SCL is to begin 
underground construction in the right-of-way. 

• SCL will review the specifications and the customer will be billed an estimated cost of 
the time & materials for SCL work required by the specifications. 

PREVENTING WATER FROM ENTERING THE BUILDING: 

• Prevent water from entering customer’s service equipment or building from transformer 
pad through customer’s low-voltage service conduits or bus gutter, and 
conduit’s/gutter’s wall/floor/ceiling penetration. 

• Install conduits and equipment at elevations that will prevent water from entering 
building. 

METERING: 

• Parking – Adequate parking is available close to the metering location. (SCL Meter 
Crews need to park for the duration of the work due to the amount of equipment that 
needs to be transported.) 

• Access for Meter Installation – Clear and safe access to the meter rooms has been 
provided. (Are there elevators or other means of transport available to get meters to the 
upper floors?) 

• Working Space – There is clear working space in front of the metering equipment to be 
worked on.  (If the equipment is energized, all other personnel must maintain a 10-foot 
distance from energized equipment.) 

• Lighting – Adequate lighting to safely perform the work has been provided. 
• Wiring Landed – All units have the wiring landed to the unit panel main breaker and 

have been approved for service by electrical code inspector. 
• Panels Safe to Energize – All panels are safe to energize. (SCL must be able to energize 

the panels in the units to perform space checks). 
• Electrician Available – Electricians are available to operate breakers or switches and 

install panel covers as needed. 
• Access for Space Checks – All units are accessible. (No locked doors and no flooring or 

painting work that will impede access to any units on the day that space checks are 
scheduled.) 

• Key Box – A key box is required for installation by the contractor. (SCL will provide a 
box without cover for installation near entry door.) 
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CONTRACTOR’S PRE-INSTALLATION CHECKLIST FOR MULTI-UNIT METERING: 

Once the facility is ready for permanent meter installation, it is the responsibility of the 
property owner or contractor to contact SCL, and to ensure that all metering facilities are 
prepared accoding to SCL’s specifications. Failure to abide by SCL specifications may result in 
additional trip charges and installation delays. 

• Parking – Adequate parking is available close to the metering location. (SCL Meter 
Crews need to park for the duration of the work due to the amount of equipment that 
needs to be transported.) 

• Access for Meter Installation – Clear and safe access to the meter rooms has been 
provided. (Are there elevators or other means of transport available to get meters to the 
upper floors?) 

• Working Space – There is clear working space in front of the metering equipment to be 
worked on.  (If the equipment is energized, all other personnel must maintain a 10-foot 
distance from energized equipment.) 

• Lighting – Adequate lighting to safely perform the work has been provided. 
• Wiring Landed – All units have the wiring landed to the unit panel main breaker and 

have been approved for service by electrical code inspector. 
• Panels Safe to Energize – All panels are safe to energize. (SCL must be able to energize 

the panels in the units to perform space checks). 
• Electrician Available – Electricians are available to operate breakers or switches and 

install panel covers as needed. 
• Access for Space Checks – All units are accessible. (No locked doors and no flooring or 

painting work that will impede access to any units on the day that space checks are 
scheduled.) 

• Key Box – A key box is required for installation by the contractor. (SCL will provide a 
box without cover for installation near entry door.) 

MOTOR LOADS: 

Meet the requirements outlined in Chapter 7 of the RESC manual describing SCL requirements 
for starting electric motors and other special loads. Electric motors with locked-rotor currents 
that exceed the maximum allowable motor starting-current limitations described in the RESC 
manual shall be installed with current-limiting motor starting devices. 

NOTIFICATION OF ADDED LOAD: 

When you add load to your service, you must notify SCL per SMC 21.49.110 (S) and WAC 
480.100.148 (1). 
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ELECTROMAGNETIC INTERFERENCE: 

The building's service entrance equipment, including customer switchgear and SCL cables, may 
produce electromagnetic fields that may affect sensitive equipment such as computer 
monitors. It is the customer's responsibility to design and construct the building to avoid these 
effects. 

POWER SURGES, FAULTS, TRANSIENTS, AND OUTAGES: 

Power surges, faults, electrical transients, planned and emergency power outages, other 
occurrences not within SCL’s control, or mechanical failure may affect your electrical 
equipment, your electrical system, or the availability of electricity to your building. You may 
avoid such problems by providing at your expense protective devices or backup generation 
equipment for power outages. It is your responsibility to take the above steps as provided by 
city ordinance SMC 21.49.110 (G) and (Q). 

ONLINE REFERENCES: 

The following City of Seattle reference documents may be viewed on the Internet using Adobe 
Acrobat Reader software, available without charge at www.adobe.com. 

• Seattle City Light New Construction Web Site: Customer resources for new construction 
are available at https://www.seattle.gov/city-light/construction-services/ 

• Seattle City Light Construction Guidelines and Material Standards Online: Current SCL 
guidelines and standards are available at https://web8.seattle.gov/city-light-
engineering-standards/ 

• Seattle City Light Requirements for Electric Service Connection Online: The entire RESC 
manual is available at https://web8.seattle.gov/city-light-engineering-standards/RESC 
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ATTACHMENT C: CUSTOMER CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS PRECAST BELOW GRADE 
VAULT 

Service Construction Letter Dated: March 23rd, 2026 
Service Construction Address: 801 Alaskan Way 
Service Request Application Number: 1717147 
Work Order Number: 1712889 
Job Description: Two Permanent Services – 328A each 26400Y/15240V 3-Phase, 4-Wire 

The following is a summary of the customer construction requirements to support the Seattle City Light 
service installation. This electrical service will require a Seattle City Light transformer vault to be 
constructed on the customer’s property, hereafter referred to as the “Customer Vault”. The Customer 
Vault shall conform to Seattle City Light Construction Standard SCL 0732.50 “Customer Requirements 
for Below-Grade Transformer Service Vaults, Looped Radial System.” 

Precast transformer vault 

• Install one 712-CLX vault with a 42” round opening and a rectangular opening with risers for 
a vista switch per SCL U2-15.1.  Install one 8’x7’9” transformer pad over the rectangular 
opening.  Install a concrete collar per std. 0223.33 around the vault lids.  The height of the 
hatches and concrete collar should be +4” above grade. (V2) 

• Remove the west round hatch, install a 57R18-CLX riser, and install one 8’ x 7’9” transformer 
pad on V1 for vista switch.  Install a concrete collar per std. 0223.33 around the vault lids. 
The height of the hatches and concrete collar should be +4” above grade.  (V1) 

PRIMARY (High Voltage) CONDUITS per Seattle City Light Construction Standard SCL 0222.02 

• Install two 5-inch conduits from V1 to transition vault V1  (TV-1) 
• Install two 5-inch conduits from V2 to transition vault V2 (TV-2) 
• Extend two 5-inch conduits from terminal 46 stubouts into V2 
• Install four 5-inch conduits between V1 and V2 
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ATTACHMENT D: SERVICE CONSTRUCTION ACCEPTANCE FORM 

Service Construction Letter Dated: March 23rd, 2026 
Service Construction Address: 801 Alaskan Way 
Service Request Application Number: 1717147 
Work Order Number: 1712889 
Job Description: Two Permanent Services – 328A each 26400Y/15240V 3-Phase, 4-Wire 

By returning this Service Construction Acceptance Form signed and dated, the customer agrees with all 
the terms and conditions of the Service Construction Letter including its attachments: Seattle City Light 
Charges and Scope of Work; General Customer Requirements; Customer Construction Requirements; 
and Construction Requirements Drawing. 

NOTE: Should you desire to make changes after this agreement has been executed, submit the 
Service Request Change Order Form with applicable revised project plans to the Seattle City Light 
Intake Desk. Additional Seattle City Light charges may be incurred. Please contact your Seattle 
City Light Electric Service Consultant listed below for additional details. 

Print Name: ______________________________________ Title: _________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date: _____________________________ 
(Owner/Authorized Representative) 

Contact Phone:  __________________________________ 

David Sowers Program Administrator, System Electrification

4/3/2026

206-713-0686 

Mail to: 
Seattle City Light 
Attn: Clanche Carandang 
700 5th Ave, Suite 3200-SMT 3617 
PO Box 34023 
Seattle, WA 98124-4023 

Electric Service Engineer 
Kristi De Winter 
(206) 549-3120 

27.20 SCLetter D-Service Construction Acceptance Form.docx, 18 May 2021 | Page 1 of 1 

70



Att 2 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Service Agreement 
V1

5 

3 

4 

ACCESS COR 
MAINTENANC 

AND L 
1 

V2 FOR VISTA SWITCH 

6 

FOR VISTA SWITCH 2 V1 

TV-02 WSF 26kV 
SUBMARINE CABLE 
TRANSITION VAULT 

1 5 

TV-01 WSF 26kV 
SUBMARINE CABLE 6 

TRANSITION VAULT 

2 

8'0" BY 7'9" TRANSFORMER PAD 8'0" BY 7'9" TRANSFORMER PAD 

8'0" BY 7'9" TRANSFORMER PAD 
8'0" BY 7'9" TRANSFORMER PAD 42" ROUND HATCH 

42" ROUND HATCH 42" ROUND HATCH 42" ROUND HATCH 

3 

24"24" 

36"36" 

24"

24"

24"

24" (V2) (V1) V2V2 V2 4 
V1 V1 

2/9/26 

71



Att 2 - MOA SCL WSF Seattle Terminal Electrification Service Agreement 
V1

SLIP 3 

VESSEL CHARGING 
SYSTEM (VCS) 

PIER 52 
COLMAN DOCK 

SLIP 1 

SOUTHWEST NOTCH 
& BUILDING 

SUBMARINE CABLE 
PROTECTION ZONE -
TO BE DETERMINED 

SUBMARINE CABLE 

CULTURALLY SENSITIVE 
AREA 

48 UPLANDS 
PROGRAMMED PIER 48 UPLANDS 

PIER 48 PERMIT 
BOUNDARY 

APPROXIMATE LIMIT 
OF (HDD) FEEDERS 

TRANSITION VAULTS FOR 
SUBMARINE CABLE 

SUBMARINE CABLE 
PROTECTION ZONE -
TO BE DETERMINED 

SCL Feeder #2635 

HORIZONTAL DIRECTIONAL DRILL (HDD) SCL FEEDER #2643 CONDUITS WITH SUBMARINE CABLE EXTENSION FEEDERS #2635, #2643 

SCL PRIMARY 
METERING CT/PTs 

(Service 1) 

(Service 1, Service 2) 

(Service 2) 

2/9/26 

72



SCL WSF MOA -- Colman Dock Terminal Electrification SUM 
Lizzy Kay 
D1a 

1 
 

Screen Reader Users: Make sure settings include reading strikethrough and underline font attributes. 

Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: City Light 

Title: An ordinance relating to the City Light Department; authorizing the execution of a 

five-year agreement with Washington State Ferries, a division of the Washington State 

Department of Transportation, for the construction of system improvements associated 

with Pier 48 and the Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) Electrification Project and 

negotiation and execution of an operations agreement; and ratifying and confirming 

certain prior acts.   

Background: This ordinance authorizes City Light to enter into a five-year agreement 

with Washington State Ferries (WSF) for the construction and provision of two new 

electrical services totaling thirty megawatts. The services will power the vessel charging 

system to be installed at Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock, Pier 52) to serve electric and 

hybrid ferries, resulting in an overall reduction in air pollutant and greenhouse gas 

emissions. The ordinance also authorizes City Light to negotiate and execute an 

operations agreement for a term up to 30 years regarding the inspection and 

maintenance of this infrastructure. 

Summary Attachments: None 
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2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

 

 

3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

a. Expenditure Change to General Fund 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

b. Expenditure Change to Other Funds* 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

N/A $100,000 $100,000 $150,000 $150,000 

 

*This project is already fully funded under City Light’s Maritime Transportation 

Electrification CIP (ZS8520). 

c. Revenue Change to General Fund 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

d. Revenue Change to Other Funds 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$650,000 $75,000 $500,000 $700,000 $775,000 
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3b. Revenues/Reimbursements 

This legislation adds, changes, or deletes revenues or reimbursements. 

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement Resulting from This Legislation: 

Fund Name and 

Number Dept. Revenue Source 2026 Revenue 

2027 

Estimated 

Revenue 

Light Fund (41000) SCL Customer Service 

Upgrade 

$650,000 $75,000 

 

TOTAL 2026 

Revenue 

TOTAL 2027 

Estimated 

Revenue 

$650,000 $75,000 

 

Revenue/Reimbursement Notes:  

The legislation authorizes a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which authorizes an 

estimated $2.7 million in reimbursement from Washington State Ferries (WSF) for a 

service upgrade. Slip 3 will energize in 2029 and Slip 1 will energize in 2030. The 30-

year operations agreement will cover operations and maintenance through the standard 

rates associated with electrical service.  

 

3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

None. 

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 
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these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

The legislation is already fully funded under City Light’s Maritime Transportation 

Electrification CIP (ZS8520). 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

City Light is obligated to provide electrical service to its customers. As a 

department of Washington State, WSF is a public agency that is providing a service to 

our rate payers and benefitting the City. Not implementing this legislation would delay 

WSF’s Seattle Terminal Electrification project as the signed MOA is required before they 

start the procurement phase.  

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

 The WSF Seattle Terminal serves downtown Seattle and therefore indirectly 

affects most departments. Some permitting & inspections may be required by SDOT 

and SDCI but most of the construction is out of the right-of-way.  

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

This legislation affects property at Pier 48 and WSF’s Seattle Terminal 

(Colman Dock, Pier 52). No easement for Seattle City Light is required currently 

because the Service Agreement allows for access and maintenance 

requirements. 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 
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Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

This will beneficially reduce emissions in the greater Seattle area as 

hybrid ferries partially run off of clean, electric power instead of only using diesel 

engines. Historically, Seattle’s working waterfront employed socially 

disadvantaged persons affected by poor working environmental conditions. By 

actively pursuing reduction of emissions, this project is a step in the right 

direction to reduce impacts to historically vulnerable communities. 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

N/A 

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

Washington State Ferries is the principal public communications lead for 

this project. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

WSF plans to rebuild and modernize their fleet by transitioning to hybrid-

electric power by 2040. WSF burns approximately nineteen million gallons of 

diesel fuel to support nearly twenty million passengers every year. This legislation 

will authorize infrastructure upgrades to electrify two slips at the Seattle 

Terminal/Colman Dock. These will be the first two slips electrified of the 16 

planned. This will reduce the emissions from ferries on the Seattle Waterfront 

and across Puget Sound.  More information is available on WSF’s Ferry system 

electrification website.   

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

N/A 

77

https://wsdot.wa.gov/construction-planning/major-projects/ferry-system-electrification
https://wsdot.wa.gov/construction-planning/major-projects/ferry-system-electrification


SCL WSF MOA -- Colman Dock Terminal Electrification SUM 
Lizzy Kay 
D1a 

6 
 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

N/A 

g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No 
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance relating to King County Conservation Futures Levy proceeds; authorizing the Mayor or

designee to enter into Amendment 6 to the Conservation Futures Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement between King County and The City of Seattle for Open Space Acquisition Projects;

authorizing the deposit of both the 2025 reallocations and the 2026 allocations from King

County Conservation Futures Levy proceeds into The City of Seattle’s Park and Recreation

Fund; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Recitals:

King County Conservation Futures Levy (CFL) funds are collected throughout King County as a

dedicated portion of property taxes for the acquisition of open space and natural resource

lands.

In 1990, City Ordinance 114978 authorized the CFL Interlocal Cooperation Agreement (“CFL

Interlocal”) with King County to govern the receipt and use of CFL proceeds, and to define the

special projects (“Projects”) approved by King County for acquisition using CFL proceeds.

Each year the City and King County amend the CFL Interlocal to add Projects and to provide

additional allocations of CFL proceeds.

On November 13, 2018, the King County Council passed Ordinance 18827, which authorized the

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Printed on 6/22/2026Page 1 of 3

powered by Legistar™ 79

http://www.legistar.com/


File #: CB 121229, Version: 1

King County Executive to execute a new CFL Interlocal and authorized language changes

thereto.

On November 22, 2021, the City Council passed Ordinance 126477, which authorized the new

Conservation Futures Interlocal Agreement (“Interlocal”), to which was attached the

Amendment to the Conservation Futures Interlocal Cooperation Agreement Between King

County and the City of Seattle for Open Space Acquisition Projects (“Amendment”).

The City Council previously passed ordinances authorizing Amendments 1 through 5 to the Interlocal.

On July 15, 2025, the King County Council passed Ordinance 19956, which authorized reallocation

of unspent funds to projects, a total of $280,000.

On November 18, 2025, King County Ordinance 20023 appropriated a total of $6,968,000 in 2026

CFL proceeds to the Delridge Native Forest, Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel, and Lakeridge

Park Addition acquisition projects sponsored by Seattle Parks and Recreation. Therefore,

Be it ordained by the City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. The Mayor or designee is authorized to execute Amendment 6 to the Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement between King County and the City of Seattle for Conservation Futures-Funded Open Space Acquisition

Projects, substantially in the form of Attachment 1 to this ordinance, to provide for the City’s receipt and use of up to

$7,248,000 from the 2025 reallocations and 2026 allocations of King County CFL proceeds. Amendment 6 will be added

to the list of approved projects in the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement (Projects), to include the Delridge Native Forest,

Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel, and Lakeridge Park Addition acquisition projects.

Section 2. Funds received pursuant to the execution of Amendment 6 shall be deposited as follows:

Fund��Department��Budget Control Level��Type��Amount����Park And Recreation Fund (10200)��Seattle

Parks and Recreation��Building For The Future (10200-BC-PR-20000)��2025 Reallocation

Awards��$280,000����Park And Recreation Fund (10200)��Seattle Parks and Recreation��Building For The

Future (10200-BC-PR-20000)��2026 Allocation Awards��$6,968,000���

Section 3. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective

date is ratified and confirmed.
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Attachments:

Attachment 1 - Amendment to the Conservation Futures Interlocal Cooperation Agreement

between King County and the City of Seattle for Open Space Acquisition Projects

This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and

1.04.070.

Passed by the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its passage on .

President  of the City Council
 on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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Seattle-King County Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSERVATION FUTURES 

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN KING COUNTY AND THE CITY OF SEATTLE 

FOR OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION PROJECTS 

 

The King County Council, through Ordinance 9128, has established a Conservation Futures 

Levy Fund and appropriated proceeds to King County and certain cities. This amendment is 

entered into to provide for the allocation of additional proceeds made available for open space 

acquisition.   

 

THIS AMENDMENT is entered into between the CITY OF SEATTLE and KING COUNTY, 

and amends and attaches to and is part thereof of the existing Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 

entered into between the parties on the 17th day of October, 2022, as previously amended. 

 

The parties agree to the following amendment: 

 

The Interlocal Cooperation Agreement is hereby amended by adding Exhibit 1, attached hereto.   

 

In all other respects, the terms, conditions, duties and obligations of both parties shall remain the 

same as agreed to in the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement as previously amended. 

 

Once fully executed, this Amendment shall be incorporated into the existing Interlocal 

Cooperation Agreement as if fully set forth, and shall become Amendment 6. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, authorized representatives of the parties hereto have signed their 

names in the spaces set forth below: 

 

KING COUNTY     CITY OF SEATTLE 

 

 

____________________________   ________________________ 

Girmay Zahilay     Katie Wilson 

King County Executive    Mayor 

 

Date: _________________    Date: _________________ 

    

Approved as to form:     Approved as to form: 

 

            

 

____________________________    

Leesa Manion       

King County Prosecuting Attorney    
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Seattle-King County Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 

EXHIBIT 1 

 

2025 REALLOCATION AND 2026 CONSERVATION FUTURES LEVY PROCEEDS 

CITY OF SEATTLE ALLOCATION 

 

Jurisdiction Project Name  Allocation 

2025 REALLOCATION AWARDS1 

Seattle (Parks) Longfellow Creek Addition - SSC $100,000 

Seattle (Parks) North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker 

Urban Villages – 17th Ave S & S 

Walker St – acquisition  

$80,000 

Seattle (Parks) North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker 

Urban Villages - 17th Ave S & S 

Walker St - SSC  

$50,000 

Seattle (Parks) Westwood – Highland Park RUV 

Gap Acquisition  

$50,000 

SUBTOTAL $280,000 

2026 ALLOCATION AWARDS 

Seattle (Parks) Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel $1,000,000 

Seattle (Parks) Lakeridge Park Addition - 

acquisition, annual funding 

$300,000 

Seattle (Parks) Lakeridge Park Addition - SSC $50,000 

Seattle (Parks) Delridge Native Forest - 

acquisition, annual funding 

$500,000 

Seattle (Parks) Delridge Native Forest - 

acquisition, bond funding 

$5,118,000 

SUBTOTAL $6,968,000 

TOTAL $7,248,000 

 

                                                 
1 The King County Council authorized an award of $380,000 in 2025 reallocation dollars jointly to Seattle (SPU) 

and King County for North Highline Urban Greenspace: Seola Pond (KC-Seattle Joint Project) (Project #1149060). 

Seattle SPU staff has indicated that this funding is no longer needed by Seattle, which will not be pursuing 

acquisition in this area; King County may still work on this award to implement acquisition work separately. 

Therefore the North Highline Urban Greenspace $380,000 2025 reallocation award is not being included in this 

amendment. 
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Seattle-King County Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 

2025 Reallocation Award Project Descriptions:  

Project #1149058: Seattle (Parks) – Longfellow Creek Addition – SSC 

This project seeks to preserve parcels along Longfellow Creek on 24th Avenue SW in West 

Seattle. Acquisitions in this area would add to Seattle's 15-acre Longfellow Creek Greenspace. 

This award of site stabilization cost (SSC) funding complements the earlier acquisition awards to 

help secure the site and cover initial site stabilization costs. Match comes from city funds. 

Project funding was authorized in King County Ordinance 19956. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1147980: Seattle (Parks) – North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages - 17th Ave 

S & S Walker St - acquisition (match waiver) 

The City of Seattle seeks to fill park service gaps in urban villages, focusing on South Seattle in 

the Beacon Hill/North Rainier Valley area. This project targets the fee acquisition of 10 

adjoining parcels totaling 1.4 acres between the North Beacon Hill and Mt. Baker Hub (a.k.a. 

North Rainier) Urban Villages. This reallocation award supplements an earlier award to this 

project, as acquisition costs exceed the originally estimated amount. This project was awarded a 

match waiver. Project funding was authorized in King County Ordinance 19956. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1149059: Seattle (Parks) – North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages - 17th Ave 

S & S Walker St - SSC (match waiver) 

This award goes to the same project as above. The city requests a site stabilization award of 

$50,000 for demolition and other site stabilization needs. This project was awarded a match 

waiver. This award of site stabilization cost (SSC) funding complements the earlier acquisition 

award to help secure the site and cover initial site stabilization costs. Project funding was 

authorized in King County Ordinance 19956. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1147981: Seattle (Parks) – Westwood – Highland Park RUV Gap Acquisition 

(match waiver) 

The City of Seattle seeks to fill park service gaps in urban villages in this proposal, focusing on 

southwest Seattle. This year’s target is the fee acquisition of three parcels totaling 0.32 acres in 

the Westwood-Highland Park Residential Urban Village near the border with White Center. This 

project was awarded a match waiver. This reallocation award supplements an earlier award to 

this project, as acquisition costs exceed the originally estimated amount. Project funding was 

authorized in King County Ordinance 19956. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 
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Seattle-King County Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 

 

2026 Allocation Award Project Descriptions:  

Project #1150364: Seattle – Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel, $1,000,000 

The City of Seattle is seeking to purchase a portion of a privately owned parcel located next to 

the future Belltown Portal Park. This acquisition could create a park entrance from the recently 

opened Bell Street Park extension from First Avenue to Western Avenue, retain mature trees, and 

offer p-patch opportunities if not accommodated elsewhere on the much larger adjacent future 

park. Land match would require right-of-way vacation by SDOT, transfer of a parcel to Seattle 

Parks, appraisal to value the land match footprint, and title restriction placed on the land match 

parcel footprint. If land match proves not to be feasible, cash match is an alternative option for 

Seattle, to represent 25 percent of total project costs. Project funding was authorized in King 

County Ordinance 20023. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1150366: Seattle – Lakeridge Park Addition - acquisition (annual funding), 

$300,000 (match waiver) 

This project is receiving annual and SSC funding awards; this represents the annual funding. The 

City of Seattle is seeking funding to purchase a property at the south side of Lakeridge Park that 

will create park visitor access from the south end of this almost one-mile-long park. The 

property, which has a tear-down house that would be demolished, can serve as a southern 

trailhead to the local community in south Seattle and Skyway. This project was determined to 

merit a match waiver. Project funding was authorized in King County Ordinance 20023. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1150426: Seattle – Lakeridge Park Addition - SSC funding, $50,000 (match 

waiver) 

This award goes to the same project as above, representing the SSC funding award into the 

project. This project was determined to merit a match waiver. Project funding was authorized in 

King County Ordinance 20023. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1150365: Seattle – Delridge Native Forest – acquisition (annual funding), $500,000 

(match waiver) 

This project is receiving annual and bond funding awards; this represents the annual funding. 

The City of Seattle is seeking funding to purchase urban forest and expand public land 

ownership east of Delridge Way SW at SW Orchard Street. The purchase would expand the 

footprint of a Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) project to restore four acres of 

degraded forest in the Longfellow Creek watershed, carried out in partnership with the 
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community and the Muckleshoot Tribe.  This project was determined to merit a match waiver. 

Project funding was authorized in King County Ordinance 20023. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? No 

 

 

Project #1148073/Award #1150398: Seattle – Delridge Native Forest – acquisition (bond 

funding), $5,118,000 (match waiver) 

This award goes to the same project as above, representing the bond funding award into the 

project. This project was determined to merit a match waiver. Project funding was authorized in 

King County Ordinance 20023. 

 

Is this a Bond-financed Project? Yes 
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Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: Parks and Recreation 

Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to King County Conservation Futures Levy proceeds; 

authorizing the Mayor or designee to enter into Amendment 6 to the Conservation 

Futures Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between King County and The City of Seattle 

for Open Space Acquisition Projects; authorizing the deposit of both the 2025 

reallocations and the 2026 allocations from King County Conservation Futures Levy 

proceeds into The City of Seattle’s Park and Recreation Fund; and ratifying and 

confirming certain prior acts. 

 

Background: The Conservation Futures Levy is a county-wide property tax collected by 

King County for the acquisition of open space and natural areas, urban greenspaces, 

trails, and agricultural lands dating back to 1989. The City has maintained an interlocal 

funding agreement with King County since 1990 which has been successively amended 

based on both available funding and eligible projects. In 2021, the City passed 

Ordinance 126477 which authorized King County’s revised Interlocal Agreement with 

the City, which restarted the amendment sequencing. As such, this legislation 

authorizes Amendment 6 to the current Interlocal Cooperation Agreement (“Interlocal”) 

between The City and King County for the Acquisition of Open Space Projects. The 

legislation is authorizing the reallocation of $280,000 in available 2025 King County 
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Conservation Futures funding (County-wide reallocated funds) to reimburse costs for 

properties SPR has already acquired and the acceptance of up to $6,968,000 in 2026 

funding for properties that may be acquired as detailed in following table.  

2025 REALLOCATION AWARDS Additional funds to reimburse costs for 

properties already acquired with 

Conservation Futures Levy funding. 

Longfellow Creek Addition (otherwise 

known as Longfellow Creek Greenspace) – 

(SSC)1 

$100,000 

North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages 

– 17th Ave S & S Walker St – (ACQ)2 

$80,000 

North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages 

- 17th Ave S & S Walker St (otherwise 

known as 17th Ave S & S Walker St) - 

(SSC)  

$50,000 

Westwood – Highland Park Residential 

Urban Village (RUV) Gap (otherwise known 

as Westwood Highland Park) – (ACQ)  

$50,000 

SUBTOTAL $280,000 

2026 ALLOCATION AWARDS Funding for properties that may be 

acquired with Conservation Futures Levy 

proceeds. 

Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel – (ACQ) $1,000,000 

Lakeridge Park Addition – (ACQ) $300,000 

Lakeridge Park Addition – (SSC) $50,000 

Delridge Native Forest – (ACQ) $5,618,000 

                                            
1 SSC: Site stabilization expenses include demolition, signage, fencing, etc. 
 
2 ACQ: Acquisition expenses include purchase and/or associated costs to acquire property (i.e., title, 
appraisal, environmental, etc.) 
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SUBTOTAL $6,968,000 

TOTAL $7,248,000 

This legislation relates to the funding for these potential acquisitions. Separate 

legislation will address the acquisition.   

Summary Attachment: 

Summary Attachment A – Maps of Conservation Futures Levy Projects 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

a. CIP Project Name: Park Land Acquisition & Leverage Fund 

b. Master Project ID: MC-PR-21001 

c. Project Location: Citywide 

d. Start Date: N/A 

e. End Date: N/A 

f. Total Project Cost Through 2030: $39.2M 

 

3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

 

b. Revenue Change to Other Funds 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$280,000 $6,968,000 
(est) 
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3b. Revenues/Reimbursements 

This legislation adds, changes, or deletes revenues or reimbursements. 

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement Resulting from This Legislation: 

Fund Name and 

Number Dept. Revenue Source 2026 Revenue 

2027 

Estimated 

Revenue 

Park And Recreation 

Fund (10200) 

SPR Building For the 

Future  

$280,000  

Park And Recreation 

Fund (10200) 

SPR Building For the 

Future  

 $6,968,000 

 

 

Revenue/Reimbursement Notes: No appropriation is necessary as revenue backs 

existing and prior appropriation. Further, it is anticipated that King County may directly 

fund escrow for the Delridge Native Forest and Lakeridge properties identified as 2026 

acquisitions estimated at $5,968,000, Therefore, while the legislation authorizes 

accepting revenues up to $6,968,000 as land is acquired, SPR may not receive all of 

these proceeds for those acquisitions. 

 

3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

SPR will incur maintenance costs to maintain the acquired land-banked sites until 

future development funding is identified and appropriated.  

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 
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these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

SPR’s associated maintenance costs for these land-banked sites are minimal 

until properties are developed. SPR will absorb the additional maintenance costs within 

existing budget appropriation. 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

This funding is integral to SPR’s land acquisition program, and without it, these 

acquisition projects (notably Delridge Native Forest and Lakeridge Park Addition) will 

have to be abandoned, severely impacting the City’s ability to preserve natural areas, 

increase tree canopy, and provide neighborhood park sites to those urban areas 

experiencing population growth together with park service gaps. 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

Not applicable. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

No, this is not a property acquisition ordinance, this is an ordinance seeking 

approval to accept funding. 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 
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Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

Conservation Futures Levy funding is used to match City funding for the 

acquisition of parks and open space. One of the priorities for the use of these 

funds is the acquisition of property in areas of the city lacking parks and open 

space, which tend to be high-density, low-income communities experiencing 

equity and health issues as identified in the Park and Open Space Plan. As 

mentioned, two of the 2026 grant applications totaling $5,968,000 qualified for 

match waivers because the demographic data met the threshold based on this 

Open Space Plan. These match-waived grants will cover almost 100% of the 

acquisition costs for both the Delridge Native Forest and the Lakeridge Park 

Addition (both of which are designated “higher disadvantage and priority” in the 

City’s Race and Social Equity Index). Without this waiver, the City would have 

been required to provide a 25% match.  

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

There were not Racial Equity Toolkits used for the development of this 

legislation. SPR’s Park Development Plan & Gap Analysis Update Vol. 2 

analyzes the geographic service gaps for park space within communities, 

including a map by Racial and Social Equity Composite Index. The Gap Analysis 

is included in the link below: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/2576566fd50747eb8a25432380b2f018  

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

This legislation requests the reallocation of 2025 Conservation Futures 

Levy funds and the acceptance of 2026 funds.  Broader and inclusive 

communications plans are included in the eventual development of acquired 

properties. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

This funding supports green space and neighborhood park land 

acquisitions (including the Delridge Native Forest) to help maintain carbon 

neutrality/decrease carbon emissions at these locations, as they will ultimately be 

developed or redeveloped for park and recreation uses. 
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2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

This legislation provides for the preservation of park land and open space 

to support Seattle’s resiliency to climate change. 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

Not applicable. 

g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No. 
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2025 ALLOCATION AWARDS TO EXISTING, FUNDED CFT PROJECTS: $280,000 

 Longfellow Creek Addition (otherwise known as Longfellow Creek Greenspace): $100,000 

o Site stabilization costs for demolition of two structures SPR acquired on 24th Ave 

SW in the West Seattle. These acquisitions are located in the Longfellow Creek 

Green Space southwest of Louisa Boren STEM K-8. 
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 North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages – 17th Ave S & S Walker St (otherwise known 

as 17th Ave S & S Walker St): $80,000 

o Completion costs for acquisition of properties, serving both the Mt Baker Ridge 

Residential Urban Village and the North Beacon Hill Residential Urban Village, 

southeast of Beacon Hill Elementary School 

 North Beacon Hill/Mt. Baker Urban Villages – 17th Ave S & S Walker St: $50,000 

o Site stabilization costs for demolition of structures at 17th Ave S & SW Walker S 
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 Westwood – Highland Park Residential Urban Village Gap (otherwise known as West 

Highland Park): $50,000  

o Completion costs for acquisition of 9220 18th Ave SW, in West Seattle, close to the 

City-King County border (located at SW Roxbury St) and east of the Westwood 

Village shopping center and transit center and Roxhill Park, filling a park service gap 

in the residential urban village area.  
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2026 ALLOCATION AWARDS: $6,968,000 

 Belltown Portal Bellwether Parcel: $1,000,000 

o Anticipated costs for acquisition of Bellwether Housing parcel downslope of 1st 

Avenue and Bell St, downtown Seattle (2301 1st Avenue). A 25% match 

requirement is tentatively matched by land. The yellow triangle is the acquisition 

area. 
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 Delridge Native Forest: $500,000 

o Anticipated funding costs for acquisition of connector parcels (red outline) to SDOT-

owned greenbelt under restoration at Delridge Way SW & SW Orchard St in West 

Seattle. This application qualified for a match waiver. The yellow outline shows the 

boundaries of the blanket acquisition authorization in the companion Delridge Native 

Forest CFT Interlocal Agreement. 

 Delridge Native Forest: $5,118,000 

o Anticipated additional King County bonding funding for acquisition of the connector 

parcels. The City parcels under SDOT jurisdiction lie to the east and south. The red 

outline designates the pending acquisition parcels. The yellow outline designates 

the boundaries of the blanket acquisition authorization in the companion Delridge 

Native Forest legislation. 
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 Lakeridge Park Addition: $300,000 

o Anticipated costs for acquisition of properties west of Lakeridge Elementary School. 

 Lakeridge Park Addition: $50,000 

o Site stabilization costs for demolition of structure at 69th Pl S, north of S 115th St.  

This park addition will help residents located at the south end of Lakeridge Park 

access the existing trail. 

 

Combined Total for 2025 Reallocations & 2026 Allocations: $7,248,000 
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance relating to the Seattle Parks and Recreation; authorizing the Superintendent to

identify, negotiate, and acquire real property and property rights in the Delridge neighborhood

of West Seattle for the permanent preservation and expansion of the Delridge Native Forest;

authorizing blanket authority for future acquisition of real property in the Delridge Native Forest

including property that may have connection with Sound Transit’s West Seattle Link Extension,

which is expected to require park greenspace conversions; authorizing execution of purchase

and sale agreements, escrow instruments, and related documents as funding is appropriated;

and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Recitals:

The City of Seattle has a long-standing policy commitment to preserving forested open space for

ecological integrity, climate resilience, environmental justice, and public benefit.

Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR) has been granted blanket authority to purchase greenspace

properties in certain priority areas in Ordinance 125664.

The Delridge Native Forest is an emerging, ecologically significant forested green space in West

Seattle that supports tree canopy, wildlife habitat, stormwater attenuation, and protection of

the Longfellow Creek watershed.
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The Seattle Department of Transportation is administering a reforestation project on City-owned

parcels in the Delridge neighborhood, in partnership with SPR, the Green Seattle Partnership,

the Delridge Neighborhood Development Association, and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe.

Privately owned inholdings adjacent to this reforestation area are subject to active development

pressure, and if developed they would permanently fragment restored forest lands and

eliminate future conservation opportunities.

King County has approved funding through the Conservation Futures Levy program for acquisition of

priority properties within the Delridge Native Forest.

Sound Transit is planning the West Seattle Link Extension, which may require acquisition, temporary

use, or permanent conversion of existing parkland in the broader area.

The City’s interests in both maintaining green space and promoting public transit are best served by

acquiring property.

Granting standing authority to the Superintendent is necessary and desirable to preserve the

Delridge Native Forest and facilitate the transportation benefits to Seattle residents through

the Sound Transit West Seattle Link Extension. Therefore,

Be it ordained by The City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. Purpose. The purposes of this ordinance are: (a) the permanent preservation and expansion of the

Delridge Native Forest; and (b) establishing a framework that allows the City to facilitate transit development for Seattle

residents by securing replacement or mitigation park greenspace consistent with City policy, including Ordinance 118477

in advance of Sound Transit identifying replacement City park greenspace property for the West Seattle Link Extension

(Transit Project) that are subject to Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

Section 2. Authorization to identify and acquire property. The Superintendent of Parks and Recreation

(Superintendent) is authorized to identify, evaluate, negotiate, and acquire real property not otherwise owned by the City,

through one or more transactions, located in a geographic area described as being south of SW Myrtle Street, west of the

19th Ave SW Stairs, north of Sylvan Way SW at its intersection with Delridge Way SW, and east of Delridge Way SW, in
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the Delridge neighborhood of West Seattle (approximately four acres) for park and recreation purposes, including for

forest preservation, conservation, or future replacement of parkland purposes (Properties).

Section 3. Authorization to pay fair market value subject to appropriation. The Superintendent is authorized to pay

fair market value as determined by appraisal and negotiation as purchase price for the Properties, such funding being

subject to appropriation.

Section 4. Programmatic advance acquisition authority. The Superintendent is authorized to acquire additional

parcels within the Delridge Native Forest geographic area as defined in Section 2.

Section 5. Jurisdiction and management. Properties acquired pursuant to this ordinance shall be placed under

the jurisdiction of Seattle Parks and Recreation and managed for conservation and forest preservation purposes.

Section 6. Replacement property. The City Council may by future ordinance determine that Properties acquired

pursuant to this ordinance are “replacement property,” as the term is used in Ordinance 118477, for current City park

greenspace property required for Sound Transit’s West Seattle Link Extension if Sound Transit so requests and provides

the acquisition funds for the Properties either at the time of the conveyance or by later agreement.

Section 7. Ratification. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective date is

ratified and confirmed.

This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and 1.04.070.

Passed by the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its passage on .

President  of the City Council
 on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: Parks and Recreation 

Title: An ordinance relating to Seattle Parks and Recreation; authorizing the 

Superintendent to identify, negotiate, and acquire real property and property rights in the 

Delridge neighborhood of West Seattle for the permanent preservation and expansion 

of the Delridge Native Forest; authorizing blanket authority for future acquisition of real 

property in the Delridge Native Forest including property that may have connection with 

Sound Transit’s West Seattle Link Extension, which is expected to require park 

greenspace conversions; authorizing execution of purchase and sale agreements, 

escrow instruments, and related documents as funding is appropriated; and ratifying 

and confirming certain prior acts. 

 

Background: The primary goal of this legislation is to permanently preserve and 

expand the Delridge Native Forest, which is an emerging, ecologically significant 

forested green space in West Seattle that supports tree canopy, wildlife habitat, 

stormwater attenuation, and protection of the Longfellow Creek watershed.   

In partnership with SPR’s Green Seattle Partnership, the Delridge Neighborhood 

Development Association, and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, SDOT is coordinating a 

reforestation project on City-owned parcels in the Delridge neighborhood that began in 

2024.  Privately owned properties adjacent to this reforestation area are subject to 
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active development pressure, and SPR is pursuing acquisition opportunities in the 

Delridge Native Forest to prevent the development of the land which would permanently 

fragment restored forest lands and eliminate future conservation opportunities (see 

companion Conservation Futures Levy legislation authorizing funding necessary to 

acquire two parcels in the Delridge Native Forest). 

Specifically, the legislation authorizes SPR to acquire two properties in the 

Delridge neighborhood (approximately two and a half acres) for park and recreation 

purposes, including forest preservation and provides blanket authority to the 

Superintendent to purchase other properties in this greenspace similar to authority 

provided in other greenspaces under Ordinance 125664.  

As a secondary goal, SPR recognizes Sound Transit is simultaneously planning 

the West Seattle Link Extension (WSLE) and that project may require acquisition, 

temporary use, or permanent conversion of existing greenspace parkland in the broader 

area. Given acquisition opportunities in the Delridge Native Forest, this legislation may 

both preserve the forested area and potentially facilitate the future transportation 

benefits to Seattle residents through WSLE recognizing such acquisitions may later be 

considered for mitigation of greenspace impact by Sound Transit’s WSLE.  

The legislation is consistent with City policy, including Ordinance 118477 by 

authorizing SPR’s acquisition of property in advance of potential requests by Sound 

Transit to acquire city owned park property for WSLE that are subject to Section 4(f) of 

the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 19661. However, the legislation does not 

                                            
1 Section 4(f) requirements stipulate that FHWA and other DOT agencies cannot approve the use of land 

from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private 
historical sites unless there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land; and the 
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determine the parcels as replacement property as defined in Ordinance 118477 

(Initiative 42).  Instead, it sets that City Council may, by future ordinance, determine that 

properties may serve as such if Sound Transit so requests and provides the acquisition 

funds for the properties either at the time of the conveyance or by later agreement. 

It is therefore in the City’s interest to both preserve this important green space 

and recognize these acquisitions may address greenspace replacement property 

required by public transit projects. 

Summary Attachments: Summary Attachment 1 – Map of Delridge Native Forest 

Acquisition Area 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

 

3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

                                            
action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use or the 
Administration determines that the use of the property will have a de minimis impact. 
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3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

This ordinance authorizes purchase of two properties that have funding through 

the Conservation Futures Levy program and is requesting authorization of potential 

future acquisitions, neither of which have immediate financial impacts. 

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 

these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

Should SPR acquire the properties, the associated maintenance costs to 

maintain the green spaces within the Green Seattle Partnership (GSP) work plan are 

minimal. 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

If this legislation is not implemented, the City risks losing the ability to act quickly 

to acquire priority properties when they become available. Delay increases acquisition 

costs, heightens the risk of development and Delridge Native Forest fragmentation, and 

constrains the City’s ability to comply with Initiative 42 and Section 4(f) in a 

cost‑effective manner regarding Sound Transit’s expected and future West Seattle Line 

Extension. 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

As previously described, this legislation will require close coordination between 

Sound Transit and SDOT. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 
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b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

Yes. 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 

Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

The acquisition of green space sites will both expand the preservation of 

public open park space as well as ensure there will be no net loss of public open 

park space in an underserved area. 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

There were no Racial Equity Toolkits used for the development of this 

legislation. SPR’s Park Development Plan & Gap Analysis Update Vol. 2 

analyzes the geographic service gaps for park space within communities, 

including a map by Racial and Social Equity Composite Index. The Gap Analysis  

is included in the link below: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/2576566fd50747eb8a25432380b2f018  

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

This legislation requests authorization for the potential future acquisition of 

property.  Broader and inclusive communications plans are included in the 

eventual restoration of acquired green space properties. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

This funding supports green space and neighborhood park land 

acquisitions to help maintain carbon neutrality/decrease carbon emissions at 
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these locations, as they will ultimately be developed or redeveloped for park and 

recreation uses. 

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

This legislation provides for the preservation of park land and open space 

to support Seattle’s resiliency to climate change. 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

Not applicable. 

g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No. 
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This is an aerial map of anticipated and potential future acquisition parcels at Delridge Way SW 

& SW Orchard St in West Seattle. The red outline designates properties included in the 

companion CFT legislation authorizing funding to acquire parcels in the Delridge Native Forest 

CFT Interlocal Agreement. The Yellow Outline designates the boundaries of the blanket 

acquisition authorization. The green square shows nearby SPR-owned property at Delridge 

Way SW & SW Myrtle St. The City parcels under SDOT jurisdiction lie east and south of the 

Yellow Outline. 
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The City of Seattle

Resolution
A resolution relating to the City Light Department; acknowledging and approving the 2026

Integrated Resource Plan as conforming with the public policy objectives of The City of Seattle

and the requirements of the State of Washington; and approving the Integrated Resource Plan

for the biennium September 2026 through August 2028.

Recitals:

The City of Seattle (City) recognizes the desire of its residents to have adequate, reliable, affordable,

equitable, low-risk, and environmentally responsible electric power resources.

The City recognizes the need for clean and reliable electric power resources to assure the economic

well-being, health, comfort, and safety of its residents.

The City Light Department’s (City Light) 2026 Integrated Resource Plan continues to emphasize

energy conservation and engagement in regional energy programs and markets, resource

diversity, reasonable cost, the addition of clean renewable resources, and customer

participation in conservation and demand response programs.

The 2026 Integrated Resource Plan identifies additions to City Light’s portfolio of electric power

resources that meet anticipated customer power needs as a result of transportation and

building electrification for the planning period of 2026 to 2045.

The 2026 Integrated Resource Plan recognizes that City Light continues in its role to further advance
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and support leadership in regional greenhouse gas reduction, energy conservation, renewable

or non-emitting energy, and electrification.

The 2026 Integrated Resource Plan is intended to conform with the State of Washington

requirements under chapter 19.280 RCW for the development of integrated resource plans or

progress reports by consumer-owned utilities and approval of such plans or reports by the

consumer-owned utilities’ governing bodies each biennium.

City Light expects to prepare the 2028 Integrated Resource Plan Progress Report for the City Council

to update the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan which will include City Light’s plan as needed to

address changing circumstances affecting the region and City Light. Therefore,

Be it resolved by the City Council of The City of Seattle, the Mayor concurring:

Section 1. The City Council acknowledges receipt of the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan, as developed by the

City Light Department (City Light) and attached to this resolution as Attachment 1, and approves the 2026 Integrated

Resource Plan for the biennium September 2026 through August 2028. The Plan complies with the public policy

objectives of The City of Seattle and statutory requirements of the State of Washington (chapter 19.280 RCW).

Section 2. City Light will continue to emphasize environmental leadership through its conservation programs and

its compliance with the Energy Independence Act (chapter 19.285 RCW) and the Washington Clean Energy

Transformation Act (chapter 19.405 RCW).

Section 3. On or before September 1, 2028, City Light will transmit to the City Council a 2028 Integrated

Resource Plan Progress Report in compliance with chapter 19.280 RCW.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan

Attachment 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices

Adopted by the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its adoption on .

President  of the City Council
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Signed in concurrence on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor
Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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1SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  ‌‌│‌  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN

Seattle City Light (City Light) is a municipal utility serving the electric load of Seattle and surrounding areas totaling 
approximately 513,504 residential and nonresidential customers.1 Establishing a pathway for Seattle’s energy future 
and defining criteria to meet the anticipated energy needs of its customers over the next 20 years requires a long-
term strategy called an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP). City Light’s system load forecast used for the 2026 Integrated 
Resource Plan (“2026 IRP Report”) shows increases in average and peak loads in both winter and summer months, 
reflecting recent observed system conditions: the utility set a 30-year record for a high load in December 2022 and 
again in January 2024, and experienced a record high summer load in June 2021. In addition, severe weather and 
hydrological conditions have both limited generation from City Light’s owned hydroelectric facilities and contributed to 
increased volatility in the regional wholesale energy market.

The 2026 IRP Report provides a full update to the prior full 2022 IRP Report. It reaffirms trends identified in the 2024 
IRP Progress Report, addressing changes in customers’ power needs as well as the existing power supply, and evolving 
assumptions on new power resource technologies and costs over the 2026–2045 planning horizon.2 The findings within 
this report emphasize a growing need for new resource acquisitions to reliably serve customers’ increasing power needs.

As part of its mission to seek new and innovative solutions, City Light deployed a new modeling framework for the 2026 
IRP Report. This framework used methodologies similar to those used in previous IRPs, but the new model improved the 
accuracy and granularity of the IRP’s representation of City Light’s power supply portfolio.

1   This figure reflects information available through December 31, 2024.
2      2022 IRP Report (www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/CityLight/2022IntegratedResourcePlan.pdf) 
2024 IRP Progress Report (www.seattle.gov/documents/departments/citylight/irp/2024irpprogressreport.pdf)

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY 

The IRP provides strategic guidance based on City Light’s current assessment of resource adequacy, policy 
requirements, transmission constraints, and available resource technologies. It recommends a portfolio 
designed to reliably and cost-effectively meet future energy needs based on the assumptions at the time of 
the analysis.
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The load forecasts used in the most recent resource plan filings (2024 IRP Progress Report and 2026 IRP Report) show 
increasing load growth, reflecting technology electrification and changes to City Light’s customer base from economic 
and population growth. The 2026 IRP Report used the 2026 Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment 
(DSMPA)3 study to inform the amount of conservation and demand response resources available. Figure 1 shows the 
anticipated change between historical and forecasted loads. The load forecasts in the 2024 IRP Progress Report and 
the 2026 IRP Report show relatively similar projections of energy and peak needs by 2045.

The load forecasts used in this report reflect the policy landscape as of November 2024, including city, state, and 
federal initiatives that have accelerated the shift from fossil fuels to electric technologies. Key policy drivers include the 
Seattle Climate Action Plan and Seattle Office of Sustainability’s carbon-based benchmarking requirements as well as 
initiatives informed by City of Seattle’s Building Emissions Performance Standards, Washington’s Zero-Emission Vehicle 
Standard, and federal programs such as the Inflation Reduction Act, which included tax credits for renewable resources 
and electric vehicles. These policy drivers contribute to increased electrification in transportation and buildings, 
resulting in load peaks that are growing slightly faster than overall annual energy consumption. Winter load peaks 
remain the primary factor driving City Light’s need for additional resources.

The energy industry is navigating a particularly volatile operating environment. In the time since the inputs for the  
2026 IRP were finalized, this environment has shifted dramatically as a result of a variety of factors:  

•	 Tax credits for many renewable energy resources have been repealed, resulting in increased cost.

•	 Tax credits for electric vehicles have been repealed, potentially slowing the rollout of these vehicles.

•	 The role of artificial intelligence (AI) has grown, leading to higher demand for data centers and increasing  
load forecasts.

•	 Market availability in the Northwest has radically shifted, with multiple studies identifying the possibility of 
resource shortages across the region during severe weather within the next five years.

•	 Development of clean, firm resources such as enhanced geothermal systems and small modular nuclear 
reactors (SMRs) has accelerated.

3   The 2026 DSMPA outlines the estimated magnitude, timing, and costs of potential resources in City Light’s service territory 
during the period of 2026–2045. The report identifies the cost-effective potential of energy efficiency, customer-sited solar 
photovoltaics, and demand response across the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors. (www.seattle.gov/documents/
Departments/CityLight/DemandSideManagementPotentialAssessment.pdf)

Figure 1: Load Forecast
An

nu
al

 R
et

ai
l L

oa
d 

(a
M

W
 o

r M
W

 fo
r p

ea
k)

Att 1- SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan

117

https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/CityLight/DemandSideManagementPotentialAssessment.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/CityLight/DemandSideManagementPotentialAssessment.pdf
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Table 1 compares the type and magnitude of resource additions identified through the 2024 IRP Progress Report 
and the fully updated 2026 IRP Report. For the 2026 IRP Report, the analysis focused on established resource 
technologies, including solar, wind, and short-duration energy storage. The 2026 IRP Report identifies 1,711 MW-
nameplate of wholesale resource additions in the first 10 years of the planning horizon (2026–2035), which is similar 
to the 1,825 MW-nameplate additions identified for the first 10 years of the 2024 IRP’s planning horizon (2024–2033). 
For the second 10-year period, the 2026 IRP shows an increase of 1,873 MW-nameplate of wholesale resource 
additions, which is much larger than the 525 MW-nameplate in the 2024 IRP Progress Report. 

In the 2026 IRP Report, City Light identified that most of the system’s resource adequacy risk comes from multiday 
weather events. The meteorological conditions that cause City Light’s load to increase (multiday heat waves in 
summer and cold snaps in winter) also tend to cause low wind and low solar irradiance conditions. Thus, if a multiday 
weather event occurs during an extended period of poor hydrological conditions, the region could experience multiple 
consecutive days of low hydro, solar, and wind energy, which would present a high risk of insufficient generation for 
serving loads directly or for recharging short-duration batteries. A candidate portfolio built only on wind, solar, and short-
duration batteries requires a high volume of capacity additions to overcome the weather dependency of these resources 
as modeled. But even if it meets City Light’s resource adequacy target (an expectation of one day with lost load in ten 
years) a candidate portfolio reliant on only wind, solar PV, and short-duration battery additions is still not guaranteed to 
produce power when it is needed. Clean, firm technologies such as the advanced technology resources evaluated in the 
2026 IRP Report will be an integral part of a reliable future portfolio.

Table 1: Comparison of Resource Additions in 2024 IRP Progress Report and 2026 IRP Report

2024 IRP Progress Report 2026 IRP Report
New Resource Additions  
(MW-Nameplate, unless noted) 2024–2033 2034–2043 TOTAL 2026–2035 2036–2045 TOTAL1

Battery 200 0 200 1092 251 360
Solar 375 0 375 600 0 600
Solar + Battery 50 25 75 0 0 0
Wind 1,100 100 1,200 1,002 1,308 2,310
Enhanced Geothermal 100 300 400 0 0 0
Offshore Wind3 0 100 100 0 0 0
Firm Energy Purchases4 0 0 0 0 314 314
Wholesale Resource Subtotal 1,825 525 2,350 1,711 1,873 3,585
Conservation (aMW) 80 49 129 78 25 103
Customer Solar Programs (aMW) 12 21 33 14 23 37
Demand Response (MW) 26 25 51 15 -15 14
TOTAL 1,943 620 2,563 1,818 1,920 3,738
2026 IRP Transmission Additions 302 204 505

1  Subtotal and totals may vary due to rounding.
2  While modeled separately for the 2026 IRP, 83 MW of battery additions are considered to be co-located with solar for the 
2026–2035 period.

3	       Enhanced geothermal and offshore wind were not evaluated in the main analysis to prevent the uncertainty of the technology 
availability and price from affecting the selection of other resources. Enhanced geothermal was evaluated along with other 
advanced technologies in a break-even analysis discussed later in this report; however, the viability of offshore wind has become 
more uncertain, so offshore wind was not included in the analysis.

4    City Light did not offer Firm Energy Purchases in the 2024 IRP. For more information see page 12 and Appendix 9: Resource 
Adequacy.

5       Demand response modeling includes customer attrition resulting in a reduction of resource additions.  
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THE FINDINGS ABOVE
CULMINATE IN  

FOUR  
KEY TAKE-AWAYS:

1.  Within the 2024 IRP Progress Report, 2026 
DSMPA, and 2026 IRP Report, City Light 
has forecast sustained load growth through 
the studies’ 20-year planning horizons. This 
trend reflects shifts in its customer base 
due to regional economic and population 
growth, alongside rising electricity needs from 
transportation and building electrification. 
Transportation and building electrification have 
an outsized impact on projected winter peaks.

2.  Meeting future electricity needs will require 
adding new resources to City Light’s portfolio, 
including wind, solar PV, and batteries, as well 
as firm capacity and new transmission.

3.  Projected load growth drives both the timing and 
scale of resource additions, leading to a steadily 
increasing need for new resources throughout 
each decade of the planning horizon.

4.  Carbon-free, firm resource options that can 
reliably meet demand without weather-driven 
intermittency will be essential to City Light’s 
power supply portfolio. These resources include 
additional hydropower, enhanced geothermal 
systems, SMRs, hydrogen, and long-duration 
energy storage systems. City Light will evaluate 
these advanced technology resources in depth.
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Since 1910, City Light has delivered reliable, affordable, 
and environmentally responsible energy to its customers. 
As the utility plans for the future, it must account for 
growing power supply demands from its customers while 
prioritizing emissions reductions to ensure an equitable 
clean energy transition for all stakeholders. This must be 
done while maximizing affordability for customers and 
reducing rate pressure.

City Light remains committed to minimizing 
environmental impacts of its power supply portfolio. 
Notably, it has operated as greenhouse gas (GHG) neutral 
since 2005—and was the first electric utility in the nation 
to achieve this distinction. City Light’s 2026 IRP Report 
outlines the resources needed to meet customers’ 
anticipated power needs at the lowest cost under 
changing market dynamics, evolving policies, and future 
uncertainties over the period of 2026 to 2045.

Long-term power resource planning requires ongoing 
evaluation of conditions that affect power supply 
needs, costs, and risks. These considerations include 
the potential of energy efficiency, demand response, 
distributed resources, and new supply-side resource 
additions, as well as the need to ensure reliability, 
environmental stewardship and compliance with 
Washington state’s carbon-free and renewable energy 
mandates.

City Light created the 2026 IRP as part of good utility 
practice and developed it with guidance from the Mayor 
of Seattle, Seattle City Council, input City Light collected 
from customers and the Review Panel, and Washington 
state law—including the Energy Independence Act (I-937) 
and the Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA).

IRP LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Washington law (RCW 19.280) requires all electric utilities 
with more than 25,000 customers to develop comprehensive 
resource plans that identify strategies to meet their 
customers’ electricity needs in the short and long term.

City Light is required to file an IRP, alternating between a 
progress report or a fully updated IRP every two years. Full 
IRPs are comprehensive resource plans that outline the mix 
of generation resources City Light intends to use to meet 
customer electricity needs over the planning horizon. Progress 
reports provide updates on forecast conditions and their 
impacts to the IRP’s future preferred portfolio. City Light 
produced its last full IRP in 2022 and its last progress report 
in 2024. It will produce its next IRP progress report in 2028 
and its next fully updated IRP in 2030.

INTRODUCTION
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Following are the primary goals for City Light’s IRP:

•	 Forecast the energy and capacity needed to meet 
customer demand throughout the planning period.

•	 Determine the utility’s capability to supply those 
needs and ensure flexibility during load fluctuation.

•	 Define the capability and cost of current and 
prospective resources.

•	 Evaluate potential future City Light portfolios based 
on reliability, cost, risk, and environmental impact.

•	 Provide guidance for future resource acquisition.

New Model Framework

For the 2026 IRP, City Light used a mathematical 
optimization modeling framework similar to the 
methodologies used in previous IRPs to identify the most 
cost-effective and reliable mix of demand-side resources 
(including conservation and demand response) and 
commercially available supply-side resources to meet 
projected future demand. The supply-side resources 
comprise utility-scale wind farms, solar PV plants, and 
short-duration energy storage to supplement City Light’s 
existing power supply portfolio. City Light also considered 
carbon-free advanced technology resources as part of 
the 2026 IRP. These were evaluated in separate break-
even analyses discussed later in this report and in 
Appendix 11: Advanced Technology Break-even Analyses. 
The 2026 IRP model incorporated City Light’s system 
load forecast, projected regional wholesale energy 
market prices and conditions, transmission constraints, 
and policy requirements through the 20-year study period 
from 2026 through 2045.

City Light retained Sylvan Energy Analytics (“Sylvan”) for 
the 2026 IRP and used Sylvan’s open source model, 
GridPath, to identify the most cost-effective and reliable 
supply-side resource additions to City Light’s portfolio 
to meet expected future loads at a reliability level 
consistent with its resource adequacy standard. Within 
GridPath, City Light and Sylvan were able to enhance the 
representation of the utility’s resources and transmission 
assets by increasing modeled resource flexibility and 
overall accuracy.
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7SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  ‌‌│‌  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN

City Light has cultivated its existing resource portfolio 
to be among the cleanest and lowest cost in the nation. 
Its current portfolio includes many past investments 
in energy efficiency, City Light–owned hydropower 
resources, existing hydropower and renewable contracts 
from regional partners, and wholesale power market 
purchases. Energy efficiency program participation 
has helped to reduce City Light customers’ energy 
use. Projecting future program participation, the 2026 
DSMPA and 2026 IRP Report anticipate the continued 
utilization of energy efficiency, customer solar, and 
demand response programs as resources to meet 
customer power needs.

Approximately 77% of City Light’s total power mix comes 
from carbon-neutral hydroelectricity. In a typical year, 
about half of this hydropower comes from City Light’s 
fully owned hydroelectric projects on the Skagit and 
Pend Oreille Rivers and the remaining half is purchased 
from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), a 
nonprofit federal power marketing agency. BPA provides 
approximately 40% of City Light’s power. In addition to 
hydropower, BPA also supplies City Light with nuclear, 
unspecified, and a share of City Light’s wind power 
mix. Wind power has become a larger component of 
City Light’s resource supply, partly as a result of City 
Light’s power purchase agreement of a 50 MW wind 
project in Oregon. The remainder of City Light’s power 
mix comes from various renewable energy sources, 
with the addition of 87 MW of solar in the next few 
years. In addition to energy generation, City Light’s 
hydroelectric facilities support flood risk mitigation, fish 
habitat protection, and recreational use of reservoirs. 
In coordination with City Light, Seattle Public Utilities 
operates two projects for municipal water supply. City 
Light’s power mix for 2024 is shown in Figure 2.

CURRENT RESOURCE 
PORTFOLIO

City Light’s generation mix remained roughly 
the same as reported in the 2024 IRP 
Progress Report, with the majority of energy 
coming from hydropower and a relatively 
even split between owned and contracted 
generation. Additionally, City Light has 
continued to participate in regional 
wholesale power markets and regional 
planning committees, including the Western 
Energy Imbalance Market (since 2020), 
the Western Power Pool, and the Western 
Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP).

Figure 2: City Light’s 2024 Power Mix

1 Unspecified energy consists of market purchases that are 
assigned to the utility including purchases made by City Light 
to balance or match its loads and resources, along with market 
purchases made by BPA. Unspecified energy may incidentally 
include coal or natural gas resources. Any emissions associated 
with unspecified market purchases are offset through City Light’s 
GHG neutrality policy.

2 This fuel represents a portion of the power purchased from BPA.

HYDRO		 77%
WIND		  11%
UNSPECIFIED1	 6%
NUCLEAR2	 5%
BIOGAS	 1%

TOTAL		  100%
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The following section lists each resource, its generation in 2024, and for contracted resources, when the contract is set to 
expire. A full discussion of the current energy resource portfolio can be found in Appendix 1: Current Resource Portfolio.

City Light’s largest power purchase contract is with BPA. This contract allows City Light to receive power from 31 
federally owned and operated hydroelectric projects and several thermal and renewable projects in the Pacific Northwest. 
The energy is delivered over BPA’s transmission grid. City Light’s current BPA contract will expire in 2028. In December 
2025, City Light executed a contract to continue purchasing power from BPA for the period from 2028 through 2044. 
City Light will switch from its current BPA Block product to the BPA Slice/Block product at the start of the new contract in 
October 2028. The Slice/Block product offers City Light a simulated “slice” of the BPA system’s hydroelectric capability, 
which will provide greater operational flexibility to manage new renewable resources and extreme peak loads. However, 
this greater flexibility and capability comes with increased operational complexity and variability in energy delivery, as well 
as a dependence on annual hydro conditions. As shown in Table 2, City Light’s resource portfolio in 2024 includes City 
Light’s owned generation and purchase contracts that total over 9,800 GWh.

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  ‌‌│‌  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 8

Resource 2024 Energy 
Produced (MWh)

% of Grand 
Total

Year Contract 
Expires

Owned Generation
Boundary 3,025,434 30.7% -
Gorge 689,925 7.0% -
Diablo 363,142 3.7% -
Ross 411,631 4.2% -
Cedar Falls 6,841 0.1% -
South Fork Tolt 44,885 0.5% -
Total Owned 4,541,858 46.1% -
Contracts
BPA Block 4,278,100 43.4% 2028
Priest Rapids 19,184 0.2% 2052
Columbia Basin Hydro 251,860 2.6% 2025–2027
High Ross 315,307 3.2% 2066
Seven Mile 3,263 0.0% 2066
Lucky Peak 290,821 3.0% 2038
Columbia Ridge 69,446 0.7% 2025
King County WW 9,647 0.1% 2033
Condon Wind 73,861 0.7% 2028

Total Contracts 5,311,489 53.9% -
Grand Total 9,853,347 100.0% -

Table 2: City Light’s 2024 Energy Resources
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Demand-Side Resource Programs 

The programs in the selected resource portfolio from the 2026 DSMPA were used as inputs for the 2026 IRP Report. 
Table 3 shows City Light’s economic achievable potential conservation targets by sector from the 2026 DSMPA.

Table 4 summarizes demand-side resources from the 2026 DSMPA used in the 2026 IRP Report by program category 
and for the resource plan reporting intervals.

TRANSMISSION 

The majority of City Light’s resources are delivered on BPA’s 
transmission system. As the largest regional Transmission 
Provider, BPA conducts a comprehensive transmission planning 
process to ensure that it meets its customers’ needs. City 
Light actively participates in these processes and intends 
to submit formal transmission requests required under 
RCW 19.280.030(1)(f)(ii) when necessary. Through ongoing 
engagement, City Light will ensure that its transmission needs 
are addressed as new resources are added to its portfolio. 

The 2026 IRP modeling evaluated future transmission needs. 
Full details can be found within the Appendix 7: Transmission.

New Resource Additions 2-Year
(2026–2027)

4-Year
(2026–2029)

10-Year
(2026–2035)

20-Year
(2026–2045)

Conservation (aMW) 21 39 78 103
Customer Solar Programs (aMW) 2 4 14 37
Demand Response (MW) 6 12 15 141

TOTAL2 29 55 107 154

Table 4: Achievable Economic Potential of Demand-Side Resources 

1     Demand response modeling includes customer attrition resulting in a reduction of resource additions.  
2   Subtotal and totals may vary due to rounding.

Sector 2-Year
(2026–2027)

4-Year
(2026–2029)

10-Year
(2026–2035)

20-Year
(2026–2045)

Residential 3 5 9 13
Commercial 17 31 62 82
Industrial 1 3 6 8

TOTAL1 21 39 78 103

Table 3: Achievable Economic Potential Conservation Targets (aMW)

1      Subtotal and totals may vary due to rounding.
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Figure 3: November 2024 Load Forecast Used in 2026 IRP

Note: Peak values are measured in megawatts (MW). Load is measured in average annual megawatts (aMW). Energy 
efficiency and customer rooftop solar are not incorporated into this view of the forecast, as they are incorporated later 
in IRP modeling as a resource that serves load.

LOAD FORECAST

An initial step in assessing the need for additional resources is forecasting City Light’s future electricity demand. To 
determine future electricity demand, City Light forecasts how much total energy customers will likely consume over a 
period of time (load), as well as the maximum amount of energy they will likely consume in a single hour of the year 
(peak demand).

The system load forecast completed in late 2024 (shown in Figure 3) represents the utility’s best estimate for how its 
retail load will change over time, as of the start of the 2026 IRP study. Consistent with many other utilities’ projections, 
City Light’s load forecast is higher than previous versions (pre-2024) primarily due to updated assumptions regarding 
electrification of the building and transportation sectors. The forecasts used in this report reflect the policy landscape 
as of November 2024, of city, state, and federal policies that have collectively accelerated the adoption of electric 
technologies over their fossil fuel–based alternatives. The load forecast also factors in additional elements, including 
projected population growth over the next two decades, a realistic amount of data center growth, and the impacts of a 
changing and more volatile climate in City Light’s service area. Since the development of this load forecast, there have 
been some significant changes including the federal roll back of electric vehicle (EV) incentives and data center growth. 
These changes will be accounted for in subsequent load forecasts and resource planning. For more information on the 
load forecast, see Appendix 3: Load Forecast. 
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REGULATORY 
ENVIRONMENT

4     www.utc.wa.gov/regulated-industries/utilities/energy/conservation-and-renewable-energy-overview/clean-energy-transformation-act/
social-cost-carbon

5    Revised Code of Washington related to IRPs that governs SCGHG methodology is 3a under 19.280.030.

City Light’s approach to modeling the regulatory environment has been relatively consistent since the 2024 IRP Progress 
Report. The following sections summarize the treatment of compliance obligations in the 2026 IRP. For more detailed 
summaries of the regulations, please see Appendix 4: Regulatory Requirements.

I-937 Energy Independence Act
The Washington State Energy Independence Act, also known as I-937, requires electric utilities serving at least 25,000 
retail customers to use minimum amounts of eligible renewable energy to serve their customers and requires them to 
fund cost-effective energy conservation. To comply with I-937 requirements, City Light used the Act’s “no-load growth” 
compliance option from 2019 through 2023. However, as load increased due to continued growth in transportation 
and building electrification in City Light’s service territory, City Light switched to the Act’s 15% eligible renewable energy 
target option starting in 2024 and expects to continue using that option through the study period. City Light updates its 
load forecast annually; reliability and regulatory planning will continue to follow the load forecast and other applicable 
information.

Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA)
CETA requires utilities to meet specific GHG targets by 2030 and 2045 and to prepare plans for how they will meet 
these targets: Clean Energy Implementation Plan (CEIP) and Clean Energy Action Plan (CEAP). City Light submitted its 
second CEIP to the Washington Department of Commerce under CETA in 2025. Appendix 4: Regulatory Requirements 
outlines City Light’s 10-year CEAP that allows City Light to meet its goals around reliability, affordability, and 
environmental responsiveness, while also complying with regulatory requirements and ensuring service equity.

CETA also requires utilities to consider the social cost of greenhouse gas (SCGHG)4 when developing IRPs and CEAPs.5 
The SCGHG affects decisions about whether to fulfill energy shortfalls with new supply- or demand-side energy additions 
or to purchase electricity from the market. In this evaluation, market purchases were assumed to be unspecified and 
therefore have a SCGHG penalty added to the price. City Light updated SCGHG values for the 2026 IRP Report.

Climate Commitment Act (CCA) and Clean Fuel Standard (CFS)
Washington’s CCA and CFS were passed in 2021. Impacts of the policies were incorporated into the 2024 system load 
forecast, which contributed to increased building and transportation electrification. Legislation-related updates were 
also incorporated into City Light’s 2026 DSMPA through its engagement with its consultant, Cadmus; otherwise, no 
updates specific to the IRP modeling were required.
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Ensuring adequate generating resources to meet 
customer power needs is an urgent and immediate 
challenge. To identify these resource needs, City Light 
performs resource adequacy assessments as part of its 
IRP analyses to estimate how much generation will be 
needed to ensure reliability. Without these assessments, 
City Light may find itself with insufficient resources to 
serve customers.

For the 2026 IRP, City Light evaluated resource 
adequacy using the production cost model within 
GridPath, focusing on the years 2030 and 2035. This 
analysis considers 870 possible combinations of 29 
distinct weather years and 30 distinct hydro years as 
modeled by the Northwest Power and Conservation 
Council. The industry standard is that a portfolio must 
not exceed a 0.1 Loss of Load Expectation (or one day 
with lost load in 10 years). To ensure reliability within 
this threshold, City Light also assesses multiple other 
resource adequacy metrics. In addition, City Light 
calculates Western Resource Adequacy Program’s 
Qualified Capacity Contribution requirements separately 
from the GridPath model runs. This process builds a 
portfolio that best meets all of City Light’s future needs.

Figure 4 shows the expected number of days with lost 
load in 10 years over the 870 different weather and 
hydro years, indicating how well City Light’s current 
resource portfolio meets future loads. If simulations 
show more than one day with lost load on average, the 
portfolio does not meet City Light’s resource adequacy 
requirements. For more information refer to Appendix 9: 
Resource Adequacy.

This graph shows that by 2030, City Light’s current 
resources would not be adequate to meet load, with 
1.1 days in the month of December alone expected to 
exceed the resource adequacy maximum. City Light’s 
largest resource need continues to occur in the winter, 
when poor hydro years combined with multiday cold 
snaps create the largest risk for energy shortfalls. In later 
years, this risk increases as load and peaks continue 
to rise. By relying on weather-dependent resources, 
City Light risks not meeting load during critical months. 
As such, City Light needs to consider acquiring firm 
resources so it can reliably meet load.

Figure 4: Yearly Lost Load with Current Portfolio
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For the 2026 IRP, City Light’s IRP team used Sylvan’s 
GridPath model to build candidate portfolios that would help 
City Light continue to reliably serve load over the 20-year 
study period. The IRP team modeled 32 representative days 
for key study years (2026–2030, 2035, 2040, and 2045). 
Twenty-four of the 32 representative days of each modeled 
year comprised two typical days per month (one weekday 
and one Sunday or holiday) under typical weather conditions. 
For the other eight days, the model used the day with the 
most unserved energy out of all 870 possible futures for 
each of eight months when only City Light’s current resource 
portfolio could be used to serve load. April, May, September, 
and October did not have any days with resource needs, so 
they did not contribute any days in this category to the 
portfolio expansion model. Over the total 32 representative 
days per modeled year, no unserved energy was allowed 
when building the portfolio.

To ensure that the 2026 IRP’s candidate portfolios met City 
Light’s resource adequacy requirement without relying on 
an unrealistic amount of intermittent wind and solar power, 
the IRP team added firm capacity products to the portfolios. 
To determine the quantity of firm capacity required for 
each candidate portfolio, City Light evaluated the resource 
adequacy of each portfolio across all days of key modeled 
study years covering the 20-year planning horizon, under all 
870 weather and hydro combinations. This comprehensive 
assessment revealed whether the number of days with lost 
load exceeded the resource adequacy standard—defined as 
no more than one day in 10 years with lost load. To close 
this gap, City Light added firm capacity resources until 
the portfolio achieved that standard. These firm capacity 
resource additions, as modeled in the IRP, are equivalent 
to resource options such as baseload resources like SMRs 
and enhanced geothermal, forward wholesale energy market 
purchases such as those that City Light’s power marketers 
already routinely transact, and power contracts with firm 
energy provisions that can be negotiated by the utility’s 
power contracts team. City Light limited wholesale energy 
market purchases to 200 MW in regionally constrained 
hours. For more information on power marketing, market 
prices, and modeling framework and see Appendix 1: 
Current Resource Portfolio, Appendix 6: Market Prices, and 
Appendix 8: Model Framework, respectively.
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New Resource Additions 2026–2030 2031–2035 2036–2045 TOTAL

Short-Duration Energy Storage 109 0 251 360
Solar PV 600 0 0 600
Wind 424 578 1,308 2,310
Firm Capacity Products 0 0 314 314

Supply-Side Resource Total1 1,133 578 1,873 3,585

2026 IRP Transmission Additions 0 302 204 505

Table 5: Resource Additions Selected Using GridPath 

1    Subtotal and totals may vary due to rounding.

RESOURCE ADDITIONS

Meeting the electric needs during the study period requires the addition of new resources during the 20-year planning 
horizon. Table 5 presents the recommended supply-side resource additions identified through the analysis. Resource 
additions are grouped by resource type and reporting interval, consistent with the 2026 IRP regulatory filing templates.

Supply-Side Resource Options

As part of the 2026 IRP, City Light considered several 
candidate supply-side resources to supplement both 
the planned demand-side resource additions identified 
in the 2026 DSMPA and the utility’s current owned and 
contracted portfolio including the Slice/ Block product 
choice under the BPA Provider of Choice contract, 
effective 2028. The study considered only carbon-free 
generation resources for addition to City Light’s power 
supply portfolio. Candidate resources were split into 
two categories: established technologies and advanced 
technologies.

Established technologies are technologies that are 
currently available for development and operation on 
a utility scale. The established resource technologies 
considered were wind, solar PV, short-duration energy 
storage, and co-located solar PV and short-duration 
energy storage. Cost assumptions for  established 
technologies were finalized in 2024; shortly after, the 
federal administration rolled back several renewable 
incentives. As such, the  cost assumptions for established 
resources in the 2026 IRP do not necessarily reflect the 
price changes under the current federal administration. 
City Light’s model included its existing transmission 

capacity for importing power into its service territory in 
times of need and at other times for exporting excess 
power from its generation resources to the wholesale 
energy market. When developing the optimal power 
supply portfolio, the model considered the cost of a new 
generation resource plus the cost of any transmission 
additions required to reliably meet City Light customers’ 
power requirements.

Because City Light cannot use weather-dependent 
resources such as wind and solar during periods without 
wind or sun, City Light continues to explore the possibility 
of acquiring carbon-free firm resources, which it classifies 
as “advanced technologies.” These resources will be 
critical to building a reliable and clean portfolio. The 
advanced technology resources City Light has considered 
are long-duration (multiday) energy storage, enhanced 
geothermal systems, SMRs, and green hydrogen peaker 
plants. City Light chose to model advanced technologies 
in an alternative analysis to prevent the substantial 
uncertainty around costs and timing of commercial 
availability of these resource technologies from 
influencing model guidance on less uncertain (established 
technology) portfolio resource options. As such, the IRP 
team performed break-even analyses separately for each 
advanced technology resource type.
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Advanced Resource Type1 Relative Break-even Value 
(% of established)

Baseload Resources (SMRs and
enhanced geothermal) 261% to 375% of solar PV cost

Green Hydrogen Peaker Plants 1,663% to 1,732% of short-
duration energy storage

Long-duration energy storage 1,732% to 1,857% of short-
duration energy storage

Table 6: Advanced Resource Price Breakdown

1   City Light did not evaluate Offshore Wind in the 2026 IRP. For more 
information see Appendix 11: Advanced Technology Break-even Analyses.

The break-even prices include the capital cost of the 
resource, operations and fuel costs when required, and 
any additional transmission costs to deliver the power to 
the wholesale energy market hub nearest to City Light’s 
service territory. The break-even analysis results showed 
that baseload resources were estimated to be worth 
two to four times the cost of the equivalent nameplate 
capacity of solar resources, when added to the portfolio 
in 2035. Baseload resources would provide energy 
that could consistently serve City Light’s load day or 
night, regardless of weather conditions, which provides 
increased value over the intermittent, daytime-only power 
provided by a typical solar PV plant, even east of the 
Cascade Mountains. However, baseload resources cannot 
easily be turned off when energy is not needed, which 
means sometimes excess energy must be sold on the 
wholesale energy market at a net loss.

Green hydrogen peaker plants and long-duration energy 
storage were found to be worth approximately 17 times 
the cost of the equivalent amount of short-duration 
energy storage in 2035, as shown in Table 6. In contrast 
to baseload resources, both of these resource types can 
easily be cycled on and off and are therefore operated 
to provide additional energy only when economically 
advantageous. This leads to these two resource types 
offering significantly more value relative to baseload 
and other resources present in the break-even analysis 
portfolio by 2035. Additionally, recent resource adequacy 
studies in the Pacific Northwest have shown that multiday 
extreme weather events, such as the cold-snap in  

January 2024, pose the greatest reliability risk to the 
region, which further contributes to the value offered by 
both green hydrogen peaker plants and long-duration 
energy storage to City Light’s power supply portfolio.

As shown in Table 6, the break-even analysis results for 
each of these advanced technologies show significant 
value to City Light beyond the value offered by established 
technology resources. While the 2024 IRP Progress Report 
offered some advanced technology resources to the 
portfolio expansion model a few years earlier than 2035, 
the break-even analysis results from the present 2026 
IRP are consistent with the conclusion that clean, firm 
advanced technologies, such as enhanced geothermal or 
SMRs will be a critical component of City Light’s portfolio 
as soon as they become commercially available on a  
utility scale.

If City Light could access firm resources, those firm 
additions could offset the volume of resources City Light 
would need to acquire by 2035 (Table 6), therefore 
potentially saving the utility money. As IRPs are repeated 
every two years, for the 2028 IRP, City Light will perform 
an in-depth analysis on clean, firm technologies to 
determine the best fit for these technology types within 
its portfolio. City Light will also be able to evaluate 
the potential value-add of specific bids for advanced 
technologies at the time the utility receives these bids in 
response to new resource acquisition requests  
for proposals.
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Member Organization

Steve Gelb, Roz Jenkins Emerald Cities Collaborative 

Dr. Angela Griffin Byrd Barr

Paul Munz Former Bonneville Power Administration

Jeremy Park University of Washington 

Yuri Rodrigues Seattle Pacific University 

Mike Ruby Envirometrics, Inc. 

Elizabeth Osborne
Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council

Austin Scharff WA Department of Commerce

Kevin Schneider Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Terry Sullivan King County

John Ollis
Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council

Charlee Thompson Northwest Energy Coalition

November 6, 2024
Introductions,  

Content and Framing,  
2026 IRP Overview, 

Timeline,  
New IRP Approach,  
2026 DSMPA Plan

January 15, 2025
2026 IRP Report Overview, 
2026 Load Forecast, 
IRP Input Assumptions 
(Transmission, BPA Product 
Choice, Resource Options, 
Wholesale Process)

April 2, 2025
2026 IRP & DSMPA 

Staggered Approach, 
2026 DSMPA Preliminary 

Results (EE and DR), 
Existing Resources

July 17, 2025
DSMPA Background and Context,  
2026 IRP/DSMPA Model, 
Capacity Expansion Model,  
Resource Adequacy,  
Setting Targets

September 24, 2025
IRP Recap,  

2026 IRP Results, 
Monthly Resources Need, 

Firm Energy Additions, 
Advanced Resources

Figure 5: Timeline of 
External IRP Advisory 
Panel Meetings

PUBLIC 
INVOLVEMENT

City Light convened an external advisory panel to provide 
feedback on the development of its IRPs. The panel 
comprises individuals representing customers, environmental 
organizations, regional energy-related governmental 
organizations, and academics. While conducting the modeling 
and analyses for the 2026 IRP Report, City Light hosted five 
meetings with the external IRP advisory panel covering topics 
such as energy conservation, climate policies, load forecasts, 
resource adequacy, IRP modeling assumptions, and many 
other energy-related issues. The timeline for the advisory panel 
feedback, which helped to shape the IRP process, findings, and 
recommendations is shown in Figure 5. For more information 
on public outreach see Appendix 12: Community Outreach and 
Public Involvement Process. 
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Jan. 1, 2026

Sept. 1, 2024

Jan. 1, 2026

Sept. 1, 2026

Q2 2026

Jan. 1, 2028

Sept. 1, 2028

CONCLUSION

As the IRP timeline in Figure 6 indicates, the 2026 IRP Report findings build on the 
results and trends from the 2024 IRP Progress Report and show the actions City Light 
is taking to plan for its customers’ future power supply needs. For the 2026 IRP, City 
Light selected a portfolio consisting of a diverse set of commercially available utility-
scale generation resources comprising wind farms, solar PV projects, short-duration 
energy storage, and solar PV projects co-located with short-duration energy storage. 
There is a risk associated with being fully reliant on weather-dependent resources 
that cannot be used during times with minimal wind or minimal sun. This has made 
City Light interested in the possibility of acquiring additional firm power supplies. This 
portfolio was developed under the most conservative of the assumptions around short-
term energy market reliance during times of regionally energy-constrained conditions. 
Because the effect of responding to extreme events on regional market conditions is 
both difficult to forecast on a long-term basis and requires computationally expensive 
modeling to explore, the utility selected the more conservative scenario as the most 
prudent choice.

City Light observed the following key changes from the 2024 IRP Progress Report:

•	 City Light’s load forecast shows a small increase in expected loads over the 20-
year study period. However, the forecasted peak loads over the study period show a 
greater rate of growth than for both the annual average load and the previous peak 
load forecast. This underscores the value of flexible generation resources, reliable 
baseload resources, and demand-side management solutions in City Light’s future 
power supply portfolio. Again, this load forecast was developed in November 2024 
prior to shifting policies on EV adoption and increases in data center requests.

•	 Considering only established, carbon-free resource technologies, City Light will need 
to add a very large and diversified mix of these resources (wind, solar PV, and short-
duration energy storage) to its portfolio to provide reliable services, which will come 
at a great cost to the utility. The size of the portfolio needed is significantly affected 
by City Light’s assumptions about its ability to rely on firm power from wholesale 
marketing opportunities, and City Light should reevaluate these assumptions in 
the next IRP cycle.  Besides market assumptions, new resource technologies could 
potentially provide alternative sources of firm power to greatly reduce City Light’s 
portfolio size to ensure that City Light can continue to deliver electricity to its 
customer-owners reliably, sustainably, and at the least cost.  

2024 IRP 
Progress Report

2026 Demand-Side 
Management Potential  
Assessment (DSMPA)

2026 Clean Energy 
Implementation Plan 
(CEIP)

2026 FULL IRP

2027-2032 
Strategic Plan

2028 Demand-Side 
Management Potential 
Assessment (DSMPA)

2028 IRP 
Progress Report

Figure 6: Integrated 
Resource Plan (IRP) 
Timeline Context
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Future Work

As the electric power system evolves and transitions to renewable and carbon-free energy resources, the 
tools, processes, inputs, and assumptions in long-term resource planning must evolve with it. In addition 
to iterating on its IRP model, City Light has identified several areas of future work to continue to improve 
analysis in the next full IRP in 2030.

TRANSMISSION

Consistent with conclusions in both City Light’s 2022 IRP Report and 2024 IRP Progress Report, 
improvements to the transmission system will be critical to meet clean energy targets and electrification 
goals established by city and state legislation. City Light will continue to develop and refine its transmission 
modeling, as transmission is one of the largest unknowns in modeling system reliability and a critical 
component in valuation of non-wires resources to City Light’s power supply portfolio.

ADEQUACY PLANNING
City Light is working to include additional resource adequacy metrics in its planning models to obtain a 
detailed, multidimensional method of quantifying and assessing total system reliability.

CLEAN-FIRM RESOURCES
Clean, firm resources will be an essential component of a reliable portfolio. City Light will continue to 
evaluate carbon-free, firm resource options that can reliably respond to changes in demand, including 
enhanced geothermal systems, SMRs, green hydrogen generation, multiday-duration energy storage, and 
other advanced technologies.

MARKET ASSUMPTIONS
City Light will continue to refine and update marketing assumptions and scenarios as it considers day-
ahead markets in the West.

The final 2026 IRP selected resource 
additions in Figure 7 show wind power 
to be the predominant resource by 
2050. The amount of new resource 
additions is largely due to wind power’s 
intermittency. City Light is interested in 
further evaluating clean, firm resources in 
the next IRP, as the lack of intermittency 
of firm resources could greatly reduce 
the portfolio size needed to deliver 
reliable power. The present study has 
produced estimates of break-even 
costs of advanced clean, firm resource 
technologies for internal guidance. 
City Light will monitor and perform 
deeper analyses of the development 
and commercial availability of these 
technologies to determine when these 
technologies could benefit City Light’s 
power supply portfolio. 

Figure 7: Selected Resource Additions by Category
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ACRONYMS 
 

ATB  Annual Technology Baseline 

BA  Balancing Authority 

BESS  Battery energy storage system 

BIPOC Black, Indigenous, or People of Color 

BPA  Bonneville Power Administration 

CAISO  California Independent System Operator 

CCA  Climate Commitment Act 

CEAP  Clean Energy Action Plan 

CEIP  Clean Energy Improvement Plan 

CETA  Clean Energy Transformation Act 

CO2  Carbon dioxide 

CO2e  Carbon dioxide equivalent 

COB  California-Oregon Border 

CONE  Cost of New Entry 

CVaR  Conditional Value at Risk 

DON  Department of Neighborhoods 

DSMPA Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment 

EIA  Energy Independence Act 

ELCC  Effective load carrying capacity 

EUE  Expected unserved energy 

FCRPS  Federal Columbia River Power System 

FERC  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

FY  Fiscal year 

ICE  Intercontinental Exchange 

IRP  Integrated Resource Plan 

ISO  Independent system operator 

LOLE  Loss of Load Expectation 

LOLEv  Loss of Load Event  

LOLH  Loss of Load Hours 

LOLP  Loss of Load Probability 

LSE  Load-serving entity 

Mid-C  Mid-Columbia 
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MoLOLEv Monthly Loss of Load event 

MW  Megawatt 

MWh  Megawatt-hour 

REC  Renewable energy credit 

NERC  North American Reliability Corporation 

NITS  Network Integration Transmission Service 

NPV  Net present value 

NREL  National Renewable Energy Laboratory 

NSRDB National Solar Radiation Database 

NWPCC Northwest Power and Conservation Council 

NWPP  Northwest Power Pool 

POD  Point of delivery 

POR  Point of receipt 

PPA  Power purchase agreement 

PRM  Planning reserve margin 

PTDF  Power Transfer Distribution Factor 

PTP  Point-to-point 

PUD  Public Utility District 

PV  Photovoltaic 

QCC  Qualifying capacity contribution 

RARE  Resource Adequacy Renewable Energy 

RFP  Request for proposal 

RTO  Regional transmission organization 

SAM  System Advisor Model 

SCGHG Social cost of greenhouse gas 

SMR  Small modular reactors 

SWEDE Southwest/East Diversity Exchange 

UTC  Utilities and Transportation Commission 

VOLL  Value of lost load 

WECC  Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

WEIM  Western Energy Imbalance Market 

WPP  Western Power Pool 

WRAP  Western Resource Adequacy Program 
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APPENDIX 1: CURRENT RESOURCE PORTFOLIO 
 

City Light’s existing resource portfolio has been curated to be among the cleanest and 

lowest cost in the nation. This portfolio includes many past investments in energy 

conservation (also known as energy efficiency), City Light owned hydropower resources, 

existing hydropower and renewable energy contracts from regional partners, and 

wholesale market purchases. Energy conservation programs have contributed to 

reducing City Light’s customer energy use by the equivalent of several large traditional 

thermal power plant additions. Figure 1.1 shows City Light’s 2024 power supply mix. 

 

Figure 1.1. Seattle City Light’s 2024 Power Mix 

 
1 Unspecified energy consists of market purchases that are assigned to the utility 

including purchases made by City Light to balance or match its loads and 

resources, along with market purchases made by BPA. Unspecified energy may 

incidentally include coal or natural gas resources. Any emissions associated with 

unspecified market purchases are offset through City Light’s GHG neutrality policy.  
2 This fuel represents a portion of the power purchased from BPA. 

 

City Light’s power supply mix generally consists of about 77% hydropower, 

approximately half of which is supplied by four hydroelectric projects owned and 

operated by the city.1 Beyond generating hydropower, City Light has the responsibility 

to operate its hydroelectric projects for flood risk mitigation, fish habitat protection, and 

summer recreation. Additionally, in coordination with Seattle Public Utilities, the Cedar 

Falls and South Fork Tolt hydro projects provide municipal water supply. 

 

 
1 City Light’s power supply mix is presented in the utility’s Fuel Mix Disclosure, which can be found at: 

www.commerce.wa.gov/energy-policy/electricity-policy/fuel-mix-disclosure/. Percentages listed above are 

from the 2024 Fuel Mix Disclosure Summary Report, the latest report approved at the time of writing. 
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Most of the remaining hydropower is purchased from the Bonneville Power 

Administration (BPA), a nonprofit federal power marketing agency. City Light’s power 

purchase from BPA also incorporates BPA’s nuclear, unspecified market purchases, and 

wind resources. BPA’s nuclear and unspecified market purchases represent 6% and 5% 

of City Light’s power supply mix, respectively. Between BPA’s wind resources, City Light’s 

renewable energy credit (REC) purchases, and City Light’s power purchase agreement 

with a 50 MW wind project in Oregon, wind power has become a larger component of 

City Light’s resource supply representing roughly 11%. The remaining 1% of City Light’s 

power mix comes from biogas facilities. Figure 1.2 shows the locations and types of 

resources owned and operated by City Light. Figure 1.3 shows BPA’s federal hydropower 

network, with Seattle City Light’s resources layered on top. 

 

Figure 1.2. Seattle City Light’s Generation and Non–BPA Contracted Resources 

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

145



SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 1.3 

Figure 1.3. BPA’s Federal Hydropower Network with Seattle City Light’s Generation and 

Non-BPA Contracted Resources 

Sources Esri, Mark Nowlin (The Seattle Times) 

 

City Light Owned Generation  

 

Approximately half of City Light's hydroelectric power is provided by four projects 

owned by City Light.  

 

Boundary Dam is City Light’s largest resource, with a peaking capability of around 

1,100 MW and an annual generation of about 415 average megawatts (aMW). It is 

located on the Pend Oreille River in northeastern Washington. Under the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) license, part of Boundary output must be sold to Pend 

Oreille County Public Utility District No. 1 (Pend Oreille Public PUD) to meet the Pend 

Oreille Public PUD’s load growth. In addition, about five aMW of energy must be 

delivered to the Pend Oreille Public PUD in compensation for Boundary Dam’s 

encroachment on Box Canyon Dam. While the Boundary Project produces the most 

power of any of City Light’s owned resources and has substantial operational flexibility, 

it has only modest storage capacity, limiting its ability to shape generation to match City 
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Light’s load. Energy from Boundary Dam is delivered to City Light’s customers over 

BPA’s transmission grid. 

 

The Skagit Project includes the Ross, Diablo, and Gorge Dams in the North Cascades, 

which have a combined one-hour peaking capability of about 750 MW at full pool and 

an average generation of about 270 MW annually. The Skagit Project has generous 

storage capacity at Ross Lake, but also significant operational constraints throughout 

the year for fish habitat protection. City Light’s transmission lines carry the power 

generation from the Skagit Project to Seattle. Figure 1.4 shows average monthly 

generation over 20 years from the Boundary and Skagit Dam projects.  

 

Figure 1.4. Boundary and Skagit Average Monthly Generation (2005–2024) 

 

 

Additional power is provided by City Light’s small hydro projects: South Fork Tolt and 

Cedar Falls. South Fork Tolt has a one-hour peaking capability of less than 17 MW. 

Cedar Falls Dam has a one-hour peaking capability of 30 MW. Both projects deliver 

power via Puget Sound Energy’s transmission lines per a long-term bilateral agreement. 

Figure 1.5 shows the average monthly generation over 20 years for these two hydro 

projects. 
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Figure 1.5. Cedar Falls and South Fork Tolt Average Monthly Generation (2005–2024) 

 

 

Figure 1.6 shows the proportions of total owned generation provided by each of City 

Light’s owned hydroelectric resources. 

 

Figure 1.6. Proportions of City Light's Owned Generation (2005–2024) 

 

 

City Light Power Purchase Contracts 

 

City Light’s largest power purchase contract is with BPA. The contract allows the 

utility to receive power from 31 federally owned hydroelectric projects and several 
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thermal and renewable projects in the Pacific Northwest. The energy is delivered to 

BPA’s customers, including City Light, over BPA’s transmission grid. In December 2008, 

City Light signed a contract with BPA to continue City Light’s access to the power 

resources that BPA markets through September 2028. Under this BPA contract, power is 

delivered in a “block” product in which allocated power is delivered in flat amounts for 

heavy-load and light-load hours by calendar month. Monthly total energy delivered to 

City Light is shaped according to City Light’s Net Annual Requirement, defined by BPA 

as the difference between City Light’s projected annual load and City Light’s resources 

dedicated to load service under critical hydro-year conditions. 

 

In December 2025, City Light signed a contract to renew its BPA power contract for 

October 2028 through September 2044. Under the new contract, City Light will purchase 

a hybrid “Slice/Block” product from BPA that will generally provide 550 aMW to 

800 aMW depending on hydro conditions. The Slice portion of the product gives City 

Light the power delivery capabilities and constraints of a simulated “slice” of the BPA 

hydroelectric system. The Slice product allows City Light to shape power deliveries for 

each day on an hourly basis, which provides City Light with greater flexibility to meet 

load peaks and manage the intermittency of other variable energy renewable resources 

in its power supply portfolio. 

 

The High Ross Agreement is an 82-year treaty with the hydropower operations 

division of the Canadian Province of British Columbia (BC Hydro). In 1984, City Light 

abandoned plans to raise the height of Ross Dam in exchange for power purchases from 

BC Hydro (acting through its subsidiary Powerex). The additional power delivery and 

price of that additional power were determined based on expected generation and costs 

City Light would have incurred had construction taken place (from 13 aMW to 67 aMW 

depending on the month). The treaty runs until 2066. 

 

The Seven Mile Encroachment contract associated with the High Ross Treaty allowed 

BC Hydro to raise the Seven Mile Reservoir, which reduced the output at Boundary Dam 

due to encroachment on the tailrace. As a result, BC Hydro returns or pays for the 

energy that would otherwise have been generated at Boundary Dam if Seven Mile 

Reservoir had not been raised (about 2 aMW). 

 

The Lucky Peak Contract is a long-term (50-year) contract for power generated by the 

Lucky Peak hydro irrigation project, located near Boise, Idaho. Because of its location 

near Boise, Lucky Peak can sell power to all major western trading hubs (Mid-Columbia 

[Mid-C], California-Oregon Border, Palo Verde, Mead, and Four Corners) without 

encountering normal transmission constraints, meaning City Light has the option to sell 
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to the highest price market. City Light has power purchase contract rights to Lucky Peak 

output (approximately 34 aMW) until 2038. 

 

The Priest Rapids Project consists of two dams: the Priest Rapids Dam and the 

Wanapum Dam. City Light purchases a fraction of the total power generated by this 

project under two agreements with Grant Public Utility District (Grant PUD), which owns 

and operates the project. The term of the agreements extends to the end of the current 

federal license for the project, April 2052. Seventy percent of Priest Rapids Project’s 

output has been allocated to Grant PUD. Under one agreement, City Light purchases 

about two to three average megawatts of output at the production cost of the facility. 

Under the second agreement, City Light has the option to receive a share of proceeds, if 

any, from an auction of 30 percent of the output, or to purchase the share of the output 

(about 18 aMW) at the price set in the auction. For this analysis, it is assumed City Light 

has taken the second option to purchase its allocation of the power generated by the 

Priest Rapids Project. City Light uses BPA’s transmission lines to deliver the power it 

receives from this project to its customers. 

 

The Columbia Basin Hydro contracts deliver power from five Columbia River Basin 

hydroelectric projects. The projects are part of three irrigation districts, so electric 

generation is greatest in the summer months. City Light has contracts to buy half of the 

output, or about 27 aMW, from all five Columbia River Basin hydroelectric projects. City 

Light’s contracts expire at different times between 2022 and 2027. Only one of the 

projects will be under contract at the start of the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) study 

period, January 2026. This project provides only an expected 13 aMW to City Light’s 

annual power supply portfolio. 

 

The Columbia Ridge Landfill Gas Project is a 20-year power purchase agreement with 

Waste Management Renewable Energy, LLC to purchase approximately 12 aMW each 

year from its landfill. As organic materials decay in a landfill they release methane, which 

can be collected and burned to produce electricity. The plant began commercial 

operations in January 2010. The Columbia Basin Co-Op and BPA provide transmission to 

deliver power from the project to City Light’s load. This project qualifies under the 

Energy Independence Act (or I-937) as renewable energy. The contract was prematurely 

terminated in 2025; however, because the 2026 IRP model finalized inputs in 2024 it was 

included in City Light’s current resource portfolio in the IRP model runs. 

 

The King County West Point Treatment Plant Project is a 20-year power purchase 

agreement that began in February 2010 with King County to purchase the output from a 

methane gas–producing digestor at the wastewater treatment plant in Discovery Park in 

north Seattle. The expected output of this project is 2.5 aMW. Methane is a by-product 
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of the wastewater treatment process that is collected and burned to produce electricity. 

The plant is inside City Light’s service area, so no third-party transmission is required to 

deliver the power to load. This project also qualifies under the Energy Independence Act 

(or I-937) as renewable energy. 

 

Condon Wind is a wind farm in northern Oregon with a nameplate capacity of 50 MW. 

City Light has entered into a five-year power purchase agreement (PPA) for energy 

produced at Condon Wind, with deliveries beginning June 1, 2023. 

 

Table 1.1 shows City Light’s 2024 owned and contracted energy resources. 

 

Table 1.1. City Light's 2024 Energy Resources 

Resource 

2024 Energy 

Produced 

(MWh) 

Percentage of 

Grand Total 

Year Contract 

Expires 

Owned Generation 

Boundary 3,025,434 30.7%  

Gorge 689,925 7.0%  

Diablo 363,142 3.7%  

Ross 411,631 4.2%  

Cedar Falls 6,841 0.1%  

South Fork Tolt 44,885 0.5%  

Total Owned 4,541,858 46.1%  

Contracts 

BPA Block 4,278,100 43.4% 2028 

Priest Rapids 19,184 0.2% 2052 

Columbia Basin Hydro 251,860 2.6% 2022–2027 

High Ross 315,307 3.2% 2066 

Seven Mile 3,263 0.0% 2066 

Lucky Peak 290,821 3.0% 2038 

Columbia Ridge 69,446 0.7% 2028/2033 

King County WW 9,647 0.1% 2033 

Condon Wind 73,861 0.7% 2028 

Total Contracts 5,311,489 53.9%  

Grand Total 9,853,347 100.0%  
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City Light Energy Conservation, Demand Response, and Customer 

Solar 

 

Energy conservation programs encourage customers to use power more efficiently and 

allow the utility to defer the acquisition of expensive new supply-side resources, 

including those that negatively affect the environment. Energy conservation is low cost 

and has low environmental impacts, as it does not produce greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions. It is also a local resource and can be strategically deployed within City Light’s 

service territory. Integral to developing the IRP, energy conservation programs help City 

Light maintain its status as a GHG-neutral utility, support the city’s environmental and 

climate change policy goals, and meet the requirements of I-937.  

 

Energy conservation programs are designed for all customer classes and apply to a 

range of energy end-uses such as lighting, water heaters, laundry appliances, HVAC, 

motors, and manufacturing equipment. These programs provide energy conservation 

information and financial incentives that encourage customers to, for example, insulate 

their homes, install energy efficient appliances, or install efficient lighting in commercial 

and industrial establishments. In 2024, City Light’s energy conservation programs 

accounted for approximately 71,187 MWh.2  

 

Starting with the 2024 IRP, City Light began evaluating demand response programs 

using the same modeling framework as it uses to evaluate candidate supply-side 

resources. Demand response refers to changes in electricity usage through programs 

that incentivize customers to alter their normal consumption patterns. This can include 

direct calls to reduce consumption during specific periods of time, time-of-use rates, 

and customer-side energy storage. City Light’s peak loads are expected to grow faster 

than its average loads, and demand response programs can be a local, low cost, and low 

environmental impact source of energy to help meet those peak loads. 

 

City Light’s 2026 Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment (DSMPA) targets 

75% of future energy conservation efforts in the commercial sector, with the remaining 

25% split between residential and industrial sectors. City Light’s 2026 DSMPA outlines 

economically efficient and achievable customer-side energy contributions by sector 

(Table 1.2). For more information, see Appendix 2: Demand-Side Management Potential 

Assessment. 

 

 
2 2024–2025 EIA Conservation Targets and Achievement Dashboard. Updated September 10, 2025. 

deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/y27oz4btzu41qjzorjijhy44xquuoa1u/file/1981892505215  
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Table 1.2. 2026 DSMPA Achievable Economic Potential  

2026 DSMPA Results 
2-Year  

(2026–2027) 

4-Year  

(2026–2029) 

10-Year  

(2026–2035) 

20% of  

10-Year 

Commercial 

Conservation (aMW) 
17 31 62 12 

Industrial 

Conservation (aMW) 
1 3 6 1 

Residential 

Conservation (aMW) 
3 5 9 2 

Total Conservation 

(aMW) 
21 39 78 16 

Demand Response 

(MW) 
6 12 15 N/A 

 

City Light Market Participation 

Wholesale Energy Market 

City Light sells and purchases power in the wholesale energy market to supplement its 

owned generation and contracted resources. Market participation is particularly 

important to City Light, because 90% of City Light’s current resource portfolio is 

hydroelectric, which is highly variable in nature as it is dependent on seasonal water 

availability and the operating constraints defined in each individual hydro project’s FERC 

license. City Light has surplus energy throughout most of the year during typical 

conditions, which can be sold in the energy market to offset operating costs. When 

power is insufficient to meet demand, City Light makes market purchases to 

compensate for the deficit. Most of this trading occurs through bilateral transactions.  

Western Energy Imbalance Market 

City Light joined the Western Energy Imbalance Market (WEIM) in April of 2020. 

Balancing Authorities (BAs) such as City Light start each hour with generation resources 

committed to meet their own forecasted load. Imbalances occur within the hour 

because load and generation typically vary slightly from what is forecasted. BAs have 

traditionally managed imbalances by relying on manual dispatches and extra power 

reserves.  

 

The WEIM solves these imbalance problems through an automated five-minute energy 

dispatch service. Participants in the WEIM can voluntarily provide bids to increase or 

decrease dispatch of their generation resources to help meet other participants’ load 
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imbalances. The WEIM market operator automatically selects the bids that result in the 

least-cost resource mix with respect to both generation and transmission operational 

parameters, commonly referred to as security constrained economic dispatch or SCED. 

 

The WEIM allows participating BAs to leverage the benefits of near-real-time energy 

balancing without sacrificing their existing autonomy; BAs remain responsible for 

procurement or self-provision of reserves and other ancillary services. The WEIM does 

not change City Light’s responsibilities for resource adequacy, reserves, and other 

reliability-based functions required by the North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC). The WEIM 

does, however, change how participating BAs deal with imbalances in real time. 

 

The WEIM’s automation and economic dispatch lower costs for participants to balance 

energy. This market becomes even more valuable as additional renewable resources 

connect to the grid, because these resources often have variable output that increases 

the total amount of energy on the grid that must be balanced. 

Western Organized Day-Ahead Markets 

Finally, City Light is evaluating whether to join a regional day-ahead energy market. 

Day-ahead markets expand the regional energy dispatch optimization potential of 

imbalance markets such as the WEIM to the day-ahead time frame. This greatly expands 

the volume of available energy in the market, and therefore the potential benefits to 

regional participants of market optimization in meeting loads with least-cost resources. 

 

City Light Participation in Regional Planning 

 

Independent system operators (ISOs) and regional transmission organizations (RTOs) 

were formed across North America during the late 1990s and 2000s as regulatory 

bodies intended to achieve several electricity industry objectives, including electricity 

market fairness, efficiency, and reliability. However, at the time of writing, an ISO/RTO 

has not been established in the West, with the exception of the CAISO, which includes 

most areas of California. Some reliability, market fairness, and efficiency policies for the 

West have been established by FERC, WECC, and other regional entities such as the 

Western Power Pool (WPP), formerly known as the Northwest Power Pool (NWPP). The 

WPP coordinates other regional reliability programs, including a Reserve Sharing 

Program, the Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement, and the Western Frequency 

Response Sharing Group. In recent years, concerns about system reliability have 

increased throughout the West as a result of the impending retirement of GHG-emitting 

energy generation resources, electrification efforts, and clean energy legislation and 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

154



SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 1.12 

policies requiring increased integration of intermittent renewable resources for load 

service. 

 

City Light has been working with the WPP and regional stakeholders since 2019 to 

design and implement the Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP). The program 

aims to enhance and increase electricity reliability for entities across the Western 

Interconnection. WRAP began its first non-binding phase in the summer of 2021 and is 

still under development. City Light plans to maintain its status as a participant with 

nonbinding status with a commitment timeframe to become fully binding in the Winter 

2027–2028 season. 

 

The program design centers on a regional reliability requirement intended to ensure 

that, in the event of extreme system demand, a participating load-serving entity (LSE) 

will be able to purchase available energy from other participating LSEs who are able to 

generate power in excess of their own load obligations. Based on self-reported 

generation capability from participating LSEs, the program operator will model regional 

requirements to maintain a 0.1 Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) reliability standard 

across the program footprint (for definition and discussion of LOLE, please see Appendix 

9: Resource Adequacy). The program is capacity-based for all thermal and other 

dispatchable generation resources, but generation capability will be based on historical 

energy generation for intermittent renewables like wind, solar, and run-of-river hydro, 

and for energy-constrained resources like storage hydro. The total regional capacity 

needed to meet that requirement will be allocated equitably to program participants 

based on amount of load served, via an assigned planning reserve margin (PRM), which 

will be updated prior to the start of each summer and winter season. Participating LSEs 

are required to demonstrate sufficient capacity to meet their assigned PRM seven 

months in advance of the next summer or winter season. Once the program moves into 

its binding phase, LSEs who do not demonstrate sufficient capacity are subject to 

penalty charges with proceeds distributed to surplus LSEs. 

 

Carbon-Free Energy Attributes 

 

When City Light sells energy from a specific resource, it is unable to claim environmental 

(carbon-free) attributes of that portion of energy in its own portfolio. Selling “specified” 

energy from renewable or non-carbon-emitting resources impacts the total non-

emitting resource attributes considered to be serving City Light’s retail load. 

 

Table 1.3 shows 2020–2024 specified sales for Ross, Boundary, and Lucky Peak dams. 

Specified sales include bilateral and WEIM sales.  
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Table 1.3. City Light Specified Sales (MWh) 

Year 
Boundary Ross Lucky Peak 

Annual Totals 
Bilateral WEIM WEIM Bilateral 

2020 794,746 41,304 10,400  846,450 

2021 351,077 197,136 42,333  590,546 

2022 295,464 116,752 40,774  452,990 

2023 176,733 90,030 160,501  427,264 

2024 548,088 71,453 157,977 73,099 815,657 

Average 433,222 103,335 82,397 73,099 626,581 
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APPENDIX 2: DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT POTENTIAL 

ASSESSMENT  
 

Seattle City Light completes a Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment 

(DSMPA) biannually to produce estimates of the magnitude, timing, and costs of 

conservation (henceforth referred to as “conservation” or “energy efficiency”) and 

demand response resources in its service territory over the next 20 years. The most 

recent DSMPA (2026 DSMPA) was completed in 2025 with forecasts for demand-side 

resources beginning in 2026. The results of the 2026 DSMPA are incorporated as an 

input into the 2026 IRP.  

 

The DSMPA analysis includes the conservation potential assessment (CPA) and demand 

response potential assessment (DRPA). The DSMPA identifies energy efficiency and 

demand response potential in City Light’s major customer sectors—residential, 

commercial, and industrial—while accounting for the impacts of climate change and 

building electrification.3 This study accomplishes several objectives: 

 

• Fulfills statutory requirements of Chapter 194-37 of the Washington 

Administrative Code (WAC), Energy Independence Act (I-937). The WAC requires 

that City Light identify all achievable, cost-effective conservation potential for the 

upcoming 10 years.4 The WAC also specifies that City Light’s public biennial 

conservation target should be no less than the pro rata share of conservation 

potential over the first 10 years. The study fulfills regulatory requirements by 

establishing City Light’s energy conservation targets for the 2026-2027 biennium. 

• Supports City Light’s compliance with Washington State’s Clean Energy 

Transformation Act (CETA), passed as Senate Bill 5116 in April 2019, to inform 

City Light’s energy efficiency and demand response short- and long-term 

targets.5 In addition, this study informs City Light’s near-term interim targets for 

its Clean Energy Implementation Plan (CEIP) as required by CETA. This study, 

more broadly, supports City Light’s Clean Energy Action Plan, a 10-year action 

plan described in Appendix 4: Regulatory Requirements to meet CETA 

requirements. 

 
3 The 2026 DSDMPA included demand response potential for managed electric vehicle (EV) charging and 

conservation potential for efficient, residential EV chargers. We did not estimate conservation potential for 

efficient EV chargers in the commercial sector.  
4 Washington State Legislature. Energy Independence Act. Washington Administrative Code  

Chapter 194-37. 
5 CETA requires proposing interim targets for meeting the standard under RCW 19.405.040(1) during the 

years prior to 2030 and between 2030 and 2045. This study estimates potential over 20 years, from 2026 

through 2045. 
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• Develops up-to-date estimates of energy conservation measure (ECM) datasets 

for the residential, commercial, and industrial market sectors using measures 

consistent with the Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (Power Council) 

2021 Power Plan, the Regional Technical Forum (RTF), and other data sources. 

• Provides inputs into City Light’s IRP and progress update reports. The DSMPA 

study period aligns with the timeline for City Light’s 2026 IRP and provides direct 

inputs into that analysis. The IRP requires a thorough analysis of conservation 

potential to properly assess the reliability, cost, risk, and environmental impact of 

different resource portfolios for power generation, as well as to assess other 

demand-side resources that are not part of the CPA. 

• Informs City Light’s planning and budget setting for customer programs and City 

Light’s load forecast. 

 

Inputs to the analysis include City Light–specific data compiled from the 2022 Northwest 

Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) Residential Building Stock Assessment (RBSA),6 NEEA’s 

2019 Commercial Building Stock Assessment (CBSA),7 and other regional data sources. 

The analysis uses methodology consistent with the supply curve workbooks of the 

Power Council’s 2021 Power Plan, published in March 2022.8 It also incorporates savings 

and costs for all ECMs in the Power Council’s 2021 Power Plan9 workbooks and selected 

unit energy savings (UES) workbooks from the RTF.10 

 

The analysis also calculated estimates of the demand response potential (summarized in 

the following subsections) that align with the Power Council’s demand response 

methodology and provided the data needed to meet Washington State’s CETA 

requirements.  

 

 
6 Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance. 2022 Residential Building Stock Assessment. 
7 Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance. 2019 Commercial Building Stock Assessment. 
8 The 2021 Power Plan is a regional plan that provides guidance on resources to ensure a reliable and 

economical regional power system from 2022 to 2041. The Power Council develops supply curves 

covering a variety of supply- and demand-side resources, considers how to best meet the region’s power 

needs across a range of future scenarios (balancing cost and risk), develops a draft plan, and gathers 

public input before releasing the final version. 

Results from the Power Council’s Ninth Power Plan were not included, as the planned completion will be 

in fall 2026. However, data from the draft Ninth Power Plan, such as updated regional transmission and 

distribution (T&D) avoided costs and program administration cost factors were included where applicable. 
10 RCW 19.285.040 requires CPAs to use methodologies consistent with those used by the Power Council’s 

most recent regional power plan.  
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Findings Overview 

 

City Light analyzed three types of potential through the DSMPA process and IRP 

optimization modeling:  

 

• Technical potential: This is the total amount of energy efficiency that could be 

achieved within City Light’s service territory assuming that all feasible resource 

opportunities can be captured regardless of cost and market barriers, such as 

customer willingness to adopt. The potential is only limited by physical and 

operational constraints. 

• Achievable technical potential: This is the portion of technical potential that 

could realistically be realized during the study’s period, considering market 

barriers such as customer awareness, willingness to adopt measures, and 

historical program participation rates. It includes savings, regardless of the 

acquisition mechanism, that may be acquired through utility programs, improved 

codes and standards, and market transformation without considering cost-

effectiveness. 

• Achievable economic potential: This is the portion of achievable technical 

potential determined to be cost-effective by the IRP’s optimization modeling, in 

which either bundles or individual energy efficiency measures are selected based 

on cost and savings. The cumulative potential for these selected bundles 

constitutes achievable economic potential. 

 

Table 2.1 shows the results from this study, representing the 20-year technical, 

achievable technical, and achievable economic potential for each resource considered. 

 

Table 2.1. Summary of Energy Savings and Demand Reduction Potential, Cumulative 2045 

Resource 

Energy (aMW) 
Winter Coincident Peak Capacity 

(MW) 

Technical 

Potential 

Achievable 

Technical 

Potential 

Achievable 

Economic 

Potential 

Technical 

Potential 

Achievable 

Technical 

Potential 

Achievable 

Economic 

Potential 

Energy 

Efficiency 
245 202 103 279 228 108 

Demand 

Response 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 193 14 

 

This study characterizes conservation potential in terms of an average megawatt (aMW), 

which is commonly used in the Northwest to represent the amount of conservation 
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potential. An average megawatt is equivalent to the energy produced by the continuous 

operation of one megawatt of capacity for a period of one year.11 

 

Conservation Potential Assessment (CPA) Findings 

 

The CPA found 124 average megawatts (aMW) of achievable technical conservation 

potential in the first 10 years (cumulative in 2035) in City Light’s service territory.12 To 

inform I-937 and CEIP energy efficiency targets, City Light calculated two-year and four-

year cumulative achievable technical potential. Cumulative achievable technical potential 

equals 29 aMW in the first two years and 54 aMW in the first four years.  

 

City Light used its GridPath model to select energy efficiency measures based on the 

levelized total resource cost (TRC) over a 20-year period. Overall, the cumulative 20-year 

achievable economic potential is 103 aMW, with 78 aMW acquired in the first 10 years. 

The pro rata share (20% of 10-year achievable economic potential), which represents 

City Light’s minimum biennial target, equals 16 aMW. All estimates of potential in this 

report are presented at the generator, which means they include line losses.13 

Technical Potential 

Table 2.2 shows the cumulative technical potential for each sector in 2045.14 Overall, the 

technically feasible conservation potential by 2045 was 245 aMW, which is the 

equivalent of 16% of forecasted baseline sales. The CPA results are presented as a 

percentage of forecasted baseline sales, which provides a useful benchmark for 

comparison against City Light’s previous studies. The baseline sales reported in the 

subsequent tables include City Light’s EV forecasts for the commercial and residential 

sectors. They do not include industrial forecasts for spot loads or district steam since 

these categories require custom engineering work that does not conform to the 

standard efficiency measures in the industrial sector. Similarly, streetlighting is not 

included in the baseline sales data because City Light has installed all efficient measures 

in this segment, and there is no remaining potential. The residential, commercial, and 

 
11 Northwest Power and Conservation Council definition of an aMW. 
12 An aMW refers to a unit of measure that represent one million watts (MW) delivered continuously 

24 hours a day for each day of the year (for a total of 8,760 hours in non-leap years). A detailed 

description of MW and aMW can be found on the Power Council’s website: 

www.nwcouncil.org/reports/columbia-river-history/megawatt  
13 City Light estimates T&D line losses to be 8.31%, so the minimum biennial target at a customer site is 

14.3 aMW. 
14 City Light selected the year 2045 as the final year for the DSMPA analysis to align with its long-term 

planning (GridPath model) timeline and to comply with CETA’s requirement for 100% clean electricity 

by 2045. 
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industrial sectors account for 19%, 15%, and 8% of the 20-year technical potential, 

respectively. Please note that due to rounding, some values presented in the tables and 

figures may not sum precisely. 

 

Table 2.2. Cumulative Technical Potential by Sector (2026–2045) 

Sector 
Baseline Sales– 

20-Year (aMW) 

Technical Potential– 

20-Year (aMW) 

Technical Potential 

as % of Baseline 

Sales 

Residential 512 97 19% 

Commercial 908 138 15% 

Industrial 109 9 8% 

Total 1,530 245 16% 

 

Achievable Technical Potential 

Table 2.3 shows the cumulative achievable technical potential for each sector in 2045. 

Overall, the analysis identified 202 aMW of technically feasible achievable potential by 

2045—the equivalent of 13% of forecasted baseline sales. The residential, commercial, 

and industrial sectors account for 16%, 12%, and 7% of the cumulative achievable 

technical potential, respectively. 

Table 2.3. Cumulative Achievable Technical Potential by Sector (2026–2045) 

Sector 
Baseline Sales– 

20-Year (aMW) 

Achievable 

Technical Potential– 

20-Year (aMW) 

Achievable 

Technical Potential 

as % of Baseline 

Sales 

Residential 512 81 16% 

Commercial 908 113 12% 

Industrial 109 8 7% 

Total 1,530 202 13% 

 

Table 2.4 provides two-year, four-year, 10-year, 20-year, and pro rata share (20% of the 

10-year potential) of the cumulative achievable technical potential by sector.15 These 

time increments align with regulatory reporting cycles, support short- and long-term 

planning needs, and correspond to key milestone years for energy conservation goals 

and utility resource planning. The commercial sector provides the majority of the 

 
15 Under Chapter 194-37 of the WAC Energy Independence Act, City Light’s public biennial conservation 

target must be no less than 20% of the 10-year potential—representing its pro rata share. The CEIP 

requires a four-year planning roadmap. 
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cumulative achievable technical potential. This is due to the commercial sector’s higher 

baseline sales compared with those of the residential and industrial sectors.  

Table 2.4. Cumulative Achievable Technical Potential by Sector and Time Period 

Sector 

Achievable Technical Potential (aMW) 

2-Year  

(2026-2027) 

4-Year  

(2026–2029) 

10-Year  

(2026–2035) 

20-Year  

(2026–2045) 

20% of 

10-Year 

Potential 

Residential 7 13 35 81 7 

Commercial 20 38 82 113 16 

Industrial 1 3 6 8 1 

Total 29 54 124 202 25 

Achievable Economic Potential 

After incorporating the achievable technical levelized cost of conserved energy bins, City 

Light’s GridPath model identified an optimal amount of annual conservation. Bundling 

resources into distinct cost groups allowed the portfolio optimization model to select 

the combination of conservation cost bundles by sector that provided City Light with 

the least-cost portfolio alongside renewable resources while also achieving resource 

adequacy targets, I-937 requirements, and CETA requirements. By integrating 

conservation choices alongside renewable supply options into the portfolio optimization 

model, City Light captured the different value streams from all resources within the 

same analytical framework. 

The resulting IRP analysis selected 103 aMW of achievable economic potential by 2045, 

with sector-specific selections shown in Table 2.5. Cumulative 20-year achievable 

economic potential accounted for 7% of the total baseline sales in 2045. The commercial 

sector had the greatest achievable economic potential relative to baseline sales, 

accounting for 9% of the 2045 commercial baseline sales. This was followed by the 

industrial sector’s cumulative achievable economic potential, which accounted for 7% of 

the 2045 commercial baseline sales. Finally, the residential sector’s cumulative 

achievable economic potential made up 2% of the 2045 residential baseline sales.  

The IRP portfolio optimization model differentiated the levelized TRC by sector, allowing 

it to select the specific energy efficiency cost bins that best fit City Light’s portfolio and 

minimize overall costs. The model also recognized that the conservation supply curves 

for each sector have different shapes, limits, and elasticities. As shown in Table 2.5, the 

achievable economic potential represented a levelized TRC of $30 or less per megawatt-

hour for residential, $160 or less per megawatt-hour for commercial, and $70 or less per 

megawatt-hour for industrial.  
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Table 2.5. Cumulative Achievable Economic Potential by Sector (2026–2045) 

Sector 

Levelized 

TRC 

($/MWh) 

Baseline Sales 

20-Year (aMW) 

20-Year 

Achievable 

Economic 

Potential (aMW) 

Achievable 

Economic 

Potential as % of 

Baseline Sales 

Residential 30 512 13 2% 

Commercial 160 908 82 9% 

Industrial 70 109 8 7% 

Total N/A 1,530 103 7% 

 

Table 2.6 provides the two-, four-, 10-, and 20-year cumulative achievable economic 

potential estimates by sector. The final column shows the pro rata share of the 

achievable economic potential, which represents the lower limit for the biennial 

conservation target (as defined by I-937). Overall, 20% of the total 20-year achievable 

economic potential is achieved in the first two years, and 76% is achieved in the first 

10 years. 

 

Table 2.6. Cumulative Achievable Economic Potential by Sector and Time Period 

Sector 

Achievable Economic Potential – aMW 

2-Year  

(2026–2027) 

4-Year  

(2026–2029) 

10-Year 

(2026–2035) 

20-Year 

(2026–2045) 

20% of 

10-Year 

Potential 

Residential 3 5 9 13 2 

Commercial 17 31 62 82 12 

Industrial 1 3 6 8 1 

Total 21 39 78 103 16 

 

For discussion of the conservation potential, further details can be found in the 

2026 DSMPA report.16 

 

Demand Response Potential Assessment (DRPA) Methodology 

This section summarizes the demand response potential that provided the inputs to City 

Light’s GridPath model.  

 

 
16 Seattle City Light. 2026 Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment. 

www.seattle.gov/documents/departments/citylight/demandsidemanagementpotentialassessment.pdf 
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The DRPA assessed the following products: 

 

• Residential Batteries Direct Load Control (DLC) 

o Batteries DLC 

o Batteries DLC – Highly Impacted Communities 

• Residential Space Heat and Cool Direct Load Control (DLC) 

o Connected Heat Pump DLC 

o HVAC AC and Heat DLC Switch 

o Residential Bring Your Own Thermostat (BYOT) 

• Residential Direct Load Control (DLC) Water Heat 

o Heat Pump Water Heater (HPWH) DLC Grid-Enabled 

o Electric Resistance Water Heater (ERWH) DLC Grid-Enabled 

o ERWH DLC Switch 

• Residential Managed Electric Vehicle (EV) Direct Load Control (DLC) 

• Residential Behavior 

• Residential Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) 

• Residential Peak Time Rebate Pricing 

• Residential Time of Use (TOU) Pricing Opt-In 

• Residential Time of Use (TOU) Pricing Opt-Out 

• Commercial and Industrial Demand Curtailment 

• Commercial and Industrial Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) 

• Commercial Space Heat and Cool Direct Load Control (DLC) 

o Small Commercial HVAC DLC Switch 

o Medium Commercial HVAC DLC Switch 

o Small Commercial BYOT DLC 

• Commercial Batteries 

o Small Batteries DLC 

o Large Batteries DLC 

• Commercial Electric Vehicle Support Equipment (EVSE) Charger Control 

o Heavy Duty (HD) 

o Light Duty (LD) 

o Medium Duty (MD) 

• Commercial Grid Interactive Efficient Buildings Curtailment 

• Commercial Time of Use (TOU) Pricing  

• Commercial Electric Vehicle (EV) Time of Use (TOU) Pricing  

• Industrial Curtailment 

• Industrial Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) 

 

This 20-year study time horizon starts in 2026; however, it takes time to design, 

promote, and implement new programs. This study assumes that Commercial EV TOU, 
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Residential TOU Opt-out, and Commercial TOU all start in 2027 and that all other 

products start in 2026. Future planning activities may investigate other demand 

response products in addition to the ones presented in this study. 

 

This analysis modeled all products cumulatively, assuming they are competing within 

the market. This analysis used a T&D value of $41.08 in 2026 dollars to reflect the latest 

regional data available.17 The modeling incorporated City Light Tempwise pilot 

evaluation data to inform the thermostat demand response direct load control 

modeling. Additionally, the design for the Commercial and Industrial (C&I) curtailment 

program is aligned with the necessary specifications to ensure its effectiveness within 

the model. The model assumes participation from up to 10 entities, each capable of 

achieving at least a 1 MW load reduction, with curtailment durations of up to 72 hours. 

Time-of-Use (TOU) periods are accounted for in the modeling, using the following 

definitions: 

 

• Winter (Nov-Mar): Morning peak period of 6 a.m. to 9:59 a.m. and evening peak 

period of 5 p.m. to 8:59 p.m. (4 hours each), with mid-peak between the two. 

• Summer (Jun-Aug): Evening peak period of 5 p.m. to 8:59 p.m., with mid-peak 

starting at 6 p.m. 

• Shoulder (Apr/May/Sept/Oct): No peak period; only off-peak and mid-peak. 

 

The analysis updated data sources and incorporated feedback from the 2024 DRPA, as 

well as ongoing input throughout this study period, to ensure that the analysis remains 

accurate and reflective of current conditions. 

 

DRPA Findings Overview 

This assessment considered 29 total demand response product options (listed above) to 

estimate total winter and summer achievable demand response potential in City Light’s 

service area. The model did not incorporate recurring back-to-back events as 

consecutive events are not permitted for the products analyzed and could have had an 

impact on demand reduction and customer attrition rates. The DRPA modeled 

residential TOU for both customer opt-in and customer opt-out adoption scenarios. The 

DRPA reported the residential TOU opt-out as the primary results presented (unless 

noted otherwise). 

 

Table 2.7 lists the estimated resource potentials (by 2045) for all demand response 

products for the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors during winter and 

 
17 T&D value based on Northwest Power and Conservation Council Ninth Power Plan draft assumptions 

and adjusted to 2026 dollars. 
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summer in the second, fourth, tenth, and final year of the program. The greatest 

achievable potential by 2045 is seen in the winter months of the residential program, 

reaching 138.2 MW.  

 

Table 2.7. Summary of Conservation Results by Sector 

Sector 
Achievable Technical Potential (MW) 

2027 2030 2036 2045 

Residential Winter  16.1  47.1  89.9  138.2  

C&I Winter  9.9  27.1  41.1  55.1  

Total Winter  26.0  74.1  131.0  193.4  

Residential Summer  15.3  41.3  72.1  113.6  

C&I Summer  13.1  35.9  55.1  75.5  

Total Summer  28.4  77.2  127.2  188.1  

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

Table 2.8 identifies the winter demand response economic potential selected by the 

GridPath model, which is the achievable economic potential of the commercial critical 

pricing product, the only demand response product selected by the GridPath model. 

This selection offers significant achievable potential in both winter and summer seasons, 

with an estimated potential of 14.3 MW in 2045 at a levelized cost of negative $31 per 

kilowatt-year.18 

 

Table 2.8. Demand Response Achievable Economic Potential (MW) 

Sector 
Winter Achievable Economic Potential (MW) 

2027 2030 2036 2045 

Commercial 6  15  15  14  

Total 6  15  15  14  

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

 

 
18 The negative levelized cost for commercial critical peak pricing is result of applying a T&D deferral 

levelized cost of 41.08 $/kW-year. This deferral cost is applied to all demand response products and in the 

case of the product commercial critical peak pricing causes the overall levelized cost to be negative. 
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APPENDIX 3: LOAD FORECAST 
 

One of the most critical steps in future power planning is establishing an expectation of 

future power supply needs. For the purposes of the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), this 

involves an assessment of how much total energy City Light customers are expected to 

consume over a period of time (load), the maximum amount of energy they are 

expected to consume instantaneously (peak demand), and how rapidly they are 

expected to change their instantaneous needs (flexibility or ramp). 

 

City Light’s system load forecast 

used in this IRP Report was 

finalized in late 2024 and is 

referred to as the “2026 IRP” load 

forecast.19 The 2026 IRP 20-year 

load forecast anticipates overall 

continued load growth trends in 

electricity demand for City Light’s 

service area. This growth is 

primarily driven by transportation 

and building electrification and is 

tempered by increasing 

equipment efficiency trends.  

 

Load impacts due to energy 

efficiency, demand response, and customer-sited solar are not initially included in the 

forecast but are determined by the Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment 

(DSMPA). These values are then incorporated as inputs into the IRP process. For this 

reason, the load forecasts in Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2 below show the IRP baseline load 

forecasts with historical energy efficiency incorporated, but without the impacts of new 

energy efficiency, demand response, or customer-sited solar. 

 

Comparison to Previous Forecasts 

The 2026 IRP load forecast shows that growth trends in electricity demand for City 

Light’s service area are expected to continue through the duration of the study period 

(2026–2045). Figure 3.1 shows a comparison of the 2026 IRP Report annual average 

system load forecast—finalized in late 2024 and also used in the 2026 DSMPA—to the 

 
19 The 2026 IRP load forecast reflects the policies in place at the time it was finalized. It does not account 

for the more recent rescission of some Federal EV policies, short-term tariff impacts, or recent increases in 

service requests for data centers. 

Load Forecast Modeling Methodology 

 

City Light has employed an end-use load 

forecasting approach since 2018. This approach 

accounts for load impacts from customer-driven 

adoption of technologies, such as equipment 

efficiency trends, transportation electrification, 

customer solar, and building electrification (e.g., 

space and water heating, cooling). The forecast 

uses hourly load shapes and a probabilistic 

modeling framework to forecast future peak loads 

based on historical weather patterns, adjusted for 

gradually warming temperatures.  
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previous two forecasts: the 2024 IRP Progress Report average system load forecast 

(finalized in late 2023) and the 2024 DSMPA load forecast (finalized in late 2022). Figure 

3.1 shows that the 2026 IRP annual average system loads are expected to grow at a rate 

similar to that of the 2024 IRP annual average system load forecast, and at a notably 

faster rate than that of the 2024 DSMPA forecast. Figure 3.2 compares the annual 

average and peak hourly load forecasts in the 2026 IRP Report against those used in the 

2024 IRP Progress Report. This figure illustrates the nominal changes in annual average 

forecast loads from the 2024 IRP Progress Report to the 2026 IRP Report; while the 2026 

IRP Report forecast hourly peak loads show little change, forecast peak loads decreased 

slightly from the previous load forecast.  

 

Figure 3.1. System Load Forecast Used in the 2026 IRP and Comparison with Previous 

Forecasts 
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Figure 3.2. Annual Average Energy and Peak Hourly System Load Forecasts Used in the 

2026 IRP Compared to the 2024 IRP 

 

 

Factors Driving the Load Forecast  

 

Relative to the 2022 and earlier IRP load forecasts, the 2026 IRP load forecast shows a 

faster rate of load growth due to electric vehicle and heat pump penetration, regulatory 

changes, building codes, and customer behaviors. Incorporating these factors in the 

2024 IRP and 2026 IRP load forecasts results in load peaks growing faster than the 

annual average energy, which is consistent with historical observations over the past 10 

years.  

 

Figure 3.3 shows the drivers of load growth and reduction that have the largest impacts 

to annual average load projections overall. Transportation electrification and building 

electrification were the two largest drivers of forecast load increases over the 20-year 

IRP study period. Programmatic energy efficiency and behind-the-meter (BTM) solar 

(also known as “customer solar”) were primarily responsible for reductions in the 

forecast load. 
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Figure 3.3. Annual Average MW System Load Forecast Used in the 2026 IRP by Driver 

 

 

Figure 3.4 and Figure 3.5 show the impact of transportation electrification, new air 

conditioning, and building electrification for sample summer and winter days in 2045 to 

illustrate changing dynamics by the end of the present IRP study period.20 New 

residential cooling contributes to the summer peak on the July sample day shown in 

Figure 3.4, whereas electrification of space and water heating drives the winter peak for 

the December sample day shown in Figure 3.5. The overall shape of these diurnal loads 

is generally what one would expect to see in the future: summer peaks in the afternoons 

(when cooling loads are highest), and winter peaks once in the morning and once in the 

evening (when heating loads are highest). 

 

 
20 Figure 3.4 and Figure 3.5 each show a sample illustrative day from the model. The graphs do not show 

averages of the model output over a set period of time and are intended to only provide examples of how 

the load might look in the future. 
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Figure 3.4. Sample Summer Day Load Forecast in Year 2045 (MW) 

 

 

Figure 3.5. Sample Winter Day Load Forecast in Year 2045 (MW) 
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APPENDIX 4: REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

City Light is required to comply with several regulations aimed at addressing the 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the energy it generates, transacts, and 

delivers. Following are some of these policies: 

 

• Seattle’s Sustainable Buildings and Sites Policy, establishing a commitment to 

GHG neutrality (set by City Council in 2000) 

• Washington’s Energy Independence Act, I-937 (signed into law in 2006) 

• Washington’s Clean Energy Transformation Act (signed into law in 2019) 

• Washington’s Climate Commitment Act (signed into law in 2021) 

• Washington’s Clean Fuel Standard (signed into law in 2021) 

• California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (signed into California law in 2006; 

however, City Light did not meet reporting and compliance applicability until 

2020 when it joined the Western Energy Imbalance Market) 

 

The goals and requirements of these regional policies will help utilities, including City 

Light, accelerate the rate of carbon-free resource adoption necessary to reduce state 

and regional energy sector emissions. In addition to reducing emissions, a number of 

these regulations seek to ensure renewable energy transitions are done in a socially 

conscientious manner by putting environmental justice and equity at the center of these 

climate policies.  

 

Though much of City Light’s portfolio already comprises renewable and non-emitting 

resources, it must strive to eliminate the remaining sources of fossil fuel-derived energy 

in its portfolio to comply with legislative requirements. Reducing and eliminating 

emitting resources will require leveraging a broad portfolio of solutions. 

 

City Light must comply with reporting programs that are governed by different 

jurisdictions and authorities. These programs apply distinct emissions calculations and 

reporting frameworks that are designed to achieve their intended policies and 

objectives. For example, City Light’s neutrality efforts aim to identify all emissions 

associated with City Light’s business activities, including those associated with its energy 

portfolio, and use offset credits to meet its neutrality goals. Meanwhile, City Light’s 

compliance with varying Cap-and-Invest programs require the utility to report and 

provide eligible compliance instruments for electricity transactions generated in, 

imported into, or exported out of the given jurisdiction. 
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City Light GHG Neutrality 

 

In 2000, the City Council set a long-term goal for City Light to achieve GHG neutrality 

while meeting all of the city’s electricity needs. In 2005, City Light became the first 

electric utility in the country to achieve zero net GHG emissions. To maintain this status, 

City Light completes an inventory of its GHG emissions every year. The largest source is 

from market purchases of power, both directly by City Light and through the Bonneville 

Power Administration (BPA). Other sources include fossil fuels used in vehicles and 

equipment, leakage of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), a potent greenhouse gas used in 

electrical equipment; employee air travel; and natural gas used for building and water 

heat and fuel in emergency generators. City Light purchases carbon offset credits for 

these emissions, which are registered through organizations like the Climate Action 

Reserve and the Verified Carbon Standard. 

 

I-937 Renewable Portfolio Standard 

 

The Washington State Energy Independence Act, also known as I-937, requires electric 

utilities serving at least 25,000 retail customers to meet specific targets for renewable 

energy use (15% by 2020 and beyond)21 and set two- and ten-year energy conservation 

to serve their loads.22 Compliance for renewable energy use can be met on an annual 

basis in one of three ways: 

 

• A utility may always comply with I-937 by using eligible renewable resources23 

and/or renewable energy credits (RECs) to meet 15% of its customer retail load. 

• If a utility has no load growth, it may use eligible renewable resources and/or 

RECs to meet 1% of its retail revenue requirement and offset any incremental 

nonrenewable energy purchases.  

• A utility may spend at least 4% of its annual retail revenue requirement on the 

incremental cost of eligible renewable energy and/or RECs.24 

 

To comply with I-937 requirements, City Light used the “no load growth” compliance 

option from 2019 to 2022. In 2023, City Light chose to comply with the 15% pathway. 

City Light’s load has steadily increased since 2021 and the utility will likely need to 

 
21 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 19.285.040(2). 
22 RCW 19.285.040(2) and WAC 194-37-070(2). 
23 “Eligible resources include incremental hydro, wind, solar energy, geothermal energy, landfill gas, wave, 

ocean or tidal power, gas for sewage treatment plants, and biodiesel fuel and biomass energy.” Energy 

Independence Act (EIA). November 2006. www.commerce.wa.gov/energy-policy/electricity-policy/eia/ 
24 The retail revenue requirement refers to the portion of a utility's annual budget approved by its 

governing body or regulator that is intended to be recovered through rates. 
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continue meeting I-937 requirements by meeting 15% of retail load with eligible 

resources and RECs. 

 

Current eligible resources and contracted RECs are not enough to meet I-937 

requirements, but with planned renewable energy resource additions and REC 

purchases—as per the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) preferred portfolio—City 

Light is well-positioned for meeting I-937 requirements for renewable energy into the 

future as shown in Figure 4.1. New eligible generation to meet City Light’s energy and 

capacity needs causes City Light to have surplus RECs starting in 2029, eliminating the 

need for spot REC purchases. Due to the surplus, City Light does not anticipate needing 

to renew its long-term contracted REC purchases that expire in the 2030s. 

 

Figure 4.1. I-937 Needs 

 

 

Compliance for energy conservation is further described in Appendix 2: Demand-Side 

Management Potential Assessment.  

 

Clean Energy Transformation Act 

 

CETA requires electric utilities in Washington state to meet the following milestones: 

 

• Utilities must remove coal-fired generation from Washington’s allocation of 

electricity by 2026. 
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• Washington retail sales must be GHG-neutral, with at least 80% renewable or 

non-emitting, by 2030. 

• Washington electricity retail sales must be 100% renewable or non-emitting by 

2045. 

 

CETA requires utilities to submit a Clean Energy Implementation Plan (CEIP), which 

outlines progress toward meeting these milestones while ensuring an equitable 

distribution of energy benefits and reducing burdens to vulnerable populations and 

highly impacted communities. The CEIP includes renewable energy, energy efficiency, 

and demand response targets. The most recent CEIP was approved by Seattle City 

Council in September 2025.25 

 

The milestones are modeled in GridPath’s capacity expansion model.26 The model must 

choose a mix of resources so that by 2030 generation from GHG-free resources exceeds 

80% of retail sales and this generation plus purchased RECs exceeds 100% of retail sales. 

The RECs required by I-937 exceed those required by CETA. Additionally, generation 

from GHG-free resources (without REC purchases) must exceed 100% of retail sales by 

2045. These model constraints influence each portfolio’s mix of resources. 

 

The Clean Energy Action Plan (CEAP) is a 10-year plan required by CETA to show how 

the utility plans to meet the CETA milestones at the lowest reasonable cost and at an 

acceptable resource adequacy standard. This plan consists of the demand-side 

resources, supply-side resources, and transmission selected by the IRP model for the 

years 2026–2035. Additionally, CETA requires that the IRP and CEAP be informed by the 

results of the Demand-Side Management Potential Assessment (DSMPA), sets a 

resource adequacy requirement, and identifies necessary transmission acquisitions. Each 

of these requirements are addressed in the 2026 IRP report and appendices. 

 

CETA also requires electric utilities to consider the social cost of greenhouse gas 

(SCGHG)27, 28 as part of the total portfolio cost when developing their IRPs and CEAPs. 

The assumed SCGHG, as published by the Washington Department of Commerce, in 

2026 dollars per metric ton of CO2e is shown in Figure 4.2.  

 

 
25 www.seattle.gov/city-light/energy/power-supply-and-delivery/clean-energy-implementation-plan  
26 GridPath is City Light’s open-source grid analytics framework. More details can be found in Appendix 8: 

Model Framework. 
27 www.utc.wa.gov/regulated-industries/utilities/energy/conservation-and-renewable-energy-

overview/clean-energy-transformation-act/social-cost-carbon 
28 Revised code of Washington related to IRPs that governs SCGHG methodology is 3a under 19.280.030. 
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In the 2026 IRP, this SCGHG cost-adder is applied to all unspecified energy (i.e., 

purchased electricity without a known or declared fuel type) serving retail load. There 

are three sources from which City Light would incur this adder: 

 

• A small percentage of unspecified power in the BPA power contract 

• Several of City Light’s long-term contracts (e.g., High Ross contract) 

• City Light spot market purchases from unspecified generating sources 

 

The SCGHG cost calculations incorporate the CETA-assigned emissions rate of 0.437 

metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per megawatt-hour of unspecified 

energy, using the SCGHG value in 2026 dollars per metric ton of CO2e.  

 

Figure 4.2. 2026 IRP Assumed Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas (2026–2045) 

 

 

Climate Commitment Act  

 

The Climate Commitment Act (CCA) was signed into law in May 2021. It was designed to 

ensure that the state meets the GHG limits outlined under the Climate Pollution Limits 

bill (RCW 70A.45.020). The CCA creates a Cap-and-Invest program. This program sets an 

emissions allowance budget for the state and puts a cap on the allowable emissions 

associated with large emitters (those producing more than 25 thousand metric tons of 

emissions). Over time, the amount of allowable emissions will decrease to ensure that 

the state meet statutory limits. 
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Entities covered under the Cap-and-Invest program, including City Light, must report on 

their emissions and obtain eligible instruments to cover their compliance obligations. 

Some entities, including City Light, receive free allowances to offset the cost burden 

associated with program compliance. City Light’s hydroelectric projects are not 

considered to generate emissions under this program. However, City Light must report 

and provide compliance instruments for any emissions associated with energy that is 

imported into the state of Washington, such as wholesale power from emitting sources 

or power generated by a source that cannot be documented. 

 

This policy has a relatively low impact on the portfolio expansion decisions City Light 

would make and, so it is not explicitly modeled in the IRP. However, effects of this policy 

are reflected in the market price forecasts and load forecast. The policy is considered 

outside of the IRP for internal policy and short-term decisions. 

 

Clean Fuel Standard 

 

The Clean Fuel Standard (CFS), signed into law in 2021, is a Washington state regulation 

designed to reduce transportation pollution. The Department of Ecology tracks pollution 

created by the use of various types of transportation fuels, from gasoline and diesel to 

electricity and hydrogen. 

 

The CFS requires suppliers of high-pollution transportation fuels to either reduce their 

pollution over time or purchase credits, so that the money can be used to address the 

harms from that pollution. Suppliers of low-pollution transportation fuels can opt in to 

the CFS, generating credits that can be sold to high-pollution suppliers. 

 

Under CFS legislation, City Light's supply of carbon-neutral electricity makes the utility 

eligible to generate CFS credits when customers use City Light electricity to power 

electric vehicles. The state allows City Light to use revenue from the sale of these credits 

to invest in initiatives that reduce air pollution, improve the power grid and the local 

economy, and continue to expand access to EV charging. 

 

The CFS has no impact on the portfolio expansion decisions City Light would make and 

so it is not explicitly modeled in the IRP. It is considered outside of the IRP for internal 

policy and short-term decisions. 

 

California’s Global Warming Solutions Act 

 

In 2006, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act gave the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB or ARB) the authority to implement a Cap-and-Invest program to meet the 
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state’s established GHG emissions targets. Although California requires electric power 

entities to report emissions and comply with its programs, City Light’s electricity 

transactions did not initially meet reporting and compliance requirements. When City 

Light entered into the WEIM and acquired a scheduling coordinator identification in the 

California Independent System Operator (CAISO) market, it became obligated to report 

applicable electricity transactions (imports, exports, wheeled) associated with California. 

City Light must provide compliance instruments for the emissions associated with 

applicable electricity transactions. 

 

This policy has a relatively low impact on the portfolio expansion decisions City Light 

would make, so it is not explicitly modeled in the IRP. However, effects of this policy are 

reflected in the market price forecasts, and it is considered outside of the IRP for internal 

policy and short-term decisions. 

 

Secondary Legislative Impacts 

 

Several other pieces of legislation have a significant impact on City Light’s system load 

forecast, which was used as an input to the 2026 IRP.  

 

• Seattle’s Building Emissions Performance Standard, enacted in December 2023, 

requires non-residential and multifamily buildings larger than 20,000 square feet 

to meet progressively stronger GHG emissions targets over the next two decades. 

Covered buildings must eventually reach net-zero emissions by 2041–2050. This 

has significantly increased expected loads as a result of increased building 

electrification.  

• Washington’s Transportation Electrification Strategy legislation, enacted in early 

2023, intended to ensure electric vehicle incentives and infrastructure are 

accessible and available to all people in Washington and advance Washington’s 

market and infrastructure readiness to support new electric vehicle sales. This 

legislation and strategy significantly increased expected transportation 

electrification loads in City Light’s service territory.  

 

The expected impact of these policies were incorporated into City Light’s load forecast 

used in the IRP. These assumptions were set in late 2024. Since the time the 

assumptions were set, the industry has seen large changes in the operating environment 

including decreased federal incentives for electric vehicles, which may impact how 

quickly our customers transition to electrification. City Light follows these developments 

closely and will update future load forecasts and IRPs as more information becomes 

available.  
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APPENDIX 5: RESOURCE OPTIONS 
 

As part of the 2026 IRP, both established and advanced technologies were assessed in 

GridPath (see Appendix 8: Model Framework for a more detailed description of the 

GridPath model) as candidate resources to help meet City Light’s portfolio requirements 

over the 20-year IRP study period. Established resource technologies that were 

considered for portfolio expansion in the model included utility-scale solar photovoltaic 

(PV), short-duration (four-hour) lithium-ion battery energy storage systems (BESSs), and 

onshore wind. Advanced technologies were handled separately via break-even analyses. 

Advanced technologies considered in this study included long-duration energy storage, 

enhanced geothermal systems, small modular reactors (SMRs), and green hydrogen 

peaker plants. Demand side resources chosen in the 2026 Demand-Side Management 

Potential Assessment (DSMPA) were included in City Light’s modeled existing portfolio, 

and as such, did not vary across different candidate portfolios. 

 

Established Technologies 

 

City Light allowed as candidates in the portfolio expansion portion of the study only 

carbon-free resource technologies that were commercially available at a utility scale at 

the time inputs to the model were finalized: 

•  onshore wind  

• solar PV 

• short-duration BESSs 

 

Table 5.1 provides more details on the model’s supply-side candidate resources. 
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Table 5.1. Modeled Supply-Side Candidate Resources 

Technology Location(s) Data Sources and Notes 

Onshore Wind Gorge (Washington-Oregon 

border) 

Idaho 

Montana 

National Renewable Energy Laboratory 

(NREL)-based wind shapes 

Vibrant Clean Energy’s Resource 

Adequacy Renewable Energy (RARE) 

dataset 

Request for Proposal (RFP) responses 

NREL Annual Technology Baseline (ATB) 

Solar PV Central Washington 

Northeast Washington 

Oregon 

Idaho 

NREL-based solar shapes 

RFP responses 

NREL ATB 

BESSs On-system 

On Bonneville Power 

Administration’s (BPA’s) system 

Co-located with renewables 

RFP responses 

NREL ATB 

85% round-trip efficiency 

Duration selected by model (4-hour 

minimum) 

 

The 2026 IRP used candidate utility-scale wind resources located in the Columbia River 

Gorge on both the Oregon and Washington side as well as wind resources in Idaho, and 

Montana. However, due to City Light’s lack of current transmission rights from Montana, 

the 2026 IRP did not include Montana wind resources as candidates until 2035, as this is 

the first year the model assumed additional transmission capacity would be available. 

The generation profiles for these locations were taken from a blend of Vibrant Clean 

Energy’s RARE Power Dataset and NREL wind resource profiles available through the 

System Advisor Model (SAM) tool. 

 

The 2026 IRP included candidate solar PV resources located in central and northeast 

Washington, Oregon, and Idaho; power generation profiles were created using NREL’s 

SAM tool. The SAM’s solar profiles are derived from the National Solar Radiation 

Database (NSRDB), which is a serially complete collection of hourly and half-hourly 

historical measurements of global horizontal, direct normal, and diffuse horizontal 

irradiance by location. The SAM tool uses these data in combination with solar panel 

specifications to estimate hardware- and location-specific solar generation output.  

 

Finally, the 2026 IRP model included candidate four-hour BESSs with an 85% round-trip 

efficiency. These candidate resources were assumed to be located within City Light’s 
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balancing area, on BPA’s transmission system, or co-located with candidate solar PV 

projects. Short-duration BESS operations were modeled endogenously in GridPath, 

charging at times of relatively low resource need and low market prices and discharging 

at times of high resource need, high market prices, or both. 

 

New resource availability was assumed to be unconstrained for the purposes of this IRP 

study. Unconstrained availability helps  the utility understand the volume of resources 

that will be needed to meet City Light’s needs. However, in reality, new resource 

availability is quite constrained, and City Light will be competing with other utilities and 

large electricity users for available projects to meet the demonstrated need.  

 

Capital, operations and maintenance, and curtailment cost data for candidate wind 

resources, solar PV resources, and short-duration BESSs were derived from a 

combination of NREL’s ATB and responses to City Light’s 2023 resource acquisition RFPs. 

Assumptions around resource pricing were finalized in late 2024, prior to the 

implementation of many of the financially impactful policies enacted by the current 

federal administration. Of the policies that were enacted by the time resource pricing for 

the IRP were required to be finalized, much uncertainty remained around the longevity 

and specific financial impacts to generation resource pricing. The short time between 

the change in federal administration and deadline for finalizing IRP inputs did not allow 

third parties to complete analyses of policy impacts to resource pricing. These analyses 

were therefore not available for City Light’s reference and use to inform the 2026 IRP. 

 

Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2 show City Light’s low, mid, and high cost scenarios for solar 

and wind, respectively. For both sets of cost scenarios, the initial representative cost of 

the resource in 2025 was determined from a blend of NREL’s ATB and City Light’s 2023 

RFP responses. The high cost scenarios both propagate this value forward in time, 

unchanged. The low cost scenario for solar PV uses linear interpolation from the initial 

blended 2025 cost to the NREL ATB Class 7 Moderate (including the Production Tax 

Credit (PTC)) cost by 2030 and then follows the ATB Class 7 Moderate costs through 

2045. Similarly, the low cost scenario for wind uses linear interpolation from the initial 

blended 2025 cost to the NREL ATB Class 10 Moderate cost by 2030, and tracks the ATB 

Class 10 Moderate costs through 2045. The mid cost scenarios for both wind and solar 

PV were derived by averaging their respective low- and high cost forecasts. 
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Figure 5.1. Solar Cost Scenarios ($2026) 

 

 

Figure 5.2. Wind Cost Scenarios ($2026) 
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Table 5.2 shows capacity factors of the various wind and solar PV resource options in the 

2026 IRP.  

 

Table 5.2. Wind and Solar Capacity Factors by Location, All Simulated Years 

Resource Capacity Factor (%) 

Solar – Central WA 25% 

Solar – Northeast WA 24% 

Solar – Idaho  24% 

Solar – Oregon  24% 

Wind – WA Gorge 30% 

Wind – OR Gorge 30% 

Wind – Idaho 29% 

Wind – Montana 39% 

 

Advanced Technologies 

 

Incorporating a broader range of carbon-free resource technology types into the IRP 

study beyond the resource technologies that are currently commercially available on a 

utility scale adds diversity and value to a future power supply portfolio. However, at the 

time the current IRP inputs were finalized, a significant amount of uncertainty remained 

with respect to the commercial availability, timing, and pricing of these advanced 

technology resources. City Light separated these resources from the established 

resource technologies in the present IRP study to prevent those uncertainties from 

muddying final portfolio results. The advanced technologies City Light considered were 

long-duration energy storage, enhanced geothermal, SMRs, and green hydrogen peaker 

plants. These clean, firm resources will be an important component for City Light’s 

future energy portfolio.  

 

Table 5.3 provides more details on model assumptions for these advanced technologies. 
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Table 5.3. Advanced Technologies in the IRP Study 

Technology  Location(s) Data Sources and Notes 

Long-Duration 

Energy Storage  

On-system Form Energy 

Modeled as 100-hour iron-air batteries 

75% charging efficiency, 50% discharging efficiency 

20-year expected life span 

Enhanced 

Geothermal  

Delivered to Mid-C NREL ATB  

Modeled as a baseload resource 

95% capacity factor 

SMRs  Delivered to Mid-C NREL ATB  

Modeled as a baseload resource 

95% capacity factor 

Green Hydrogen 

Peaker Plants 

On-system NREL ATB 

Modeled as new-frame combustion turbines 

Heat rate of 9.72 MMBtu/MWh 

 

Long-Duration Energy Storage was modeled using publicly available performance 

parameters from Form Energy’s 100-hour iron-air batteries. Specifically, the 2026 IRP 

assumed a 75% charging efficiency, a 50% discharging efficiency, and a 20-year 

expected life span of the system. 

 

Enhanced geothermal and SMRs were modeled as baseload resources, both with 95% 

capacity factors, per NREL ATB. They were assumed to be delivered to Mid-C, so cost of 

transmission to Mid-C was included in the break-even analysis. 

 

Green hydrogen peaker plants were modeled as new-frame combustion turbines with a 

heat rate of 9.72 MMBtu/MWh, per NREL ATB, and were assumed to be located on City 

Light’s system. The cost of these peaker plants was assumed to include all costs 

associated with the production, transport, and storage of green hydrogen. 

 

Break-even analyses were performed for each advanced resource technology type 

individually. The purpose of a break-even analysis is to determine the point at which a 

given advanced technology type would add value to a candidate portfolio. For more 

details on the break-even analysis methodology, see Appendix 11: Advanced 

Technology Break-even Analyses. 
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Market Purchases  

 

City Light also has the option to purchase energy from the market in lieu of supplying 

energy from demand- or supply-side resources. Market purchases were valued 

according to the hourly wholesale market price forecast. Further details on the 2026 

IRP’s assumptions on availability and cost of market purchases are detailed in  

Appendix 6: Market Prices. 
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APPENDIX 6: MARKET PRICES 
 

The 2026 Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) developed three scenarios (Mid, Low, and 

High) for hourly wholesale price forecasts at the Mid-Columbia (Mid-C) and California-

Oregon Border (COB) market hubs. These forecasts were based on third-party S&P 

hourly price forecasts, Northwest Power and Conservation Council (Power Council) 

hydro-dependent price forecasts across 30 different hydro futures, and Intercontinental 

Exchange (ICE) forward-looking Mid-C prices. The 2026 IRP relies particularly on Power 

Council price data as they focus on modeling hydro conditions and operating 

constraints across the hydro-heavy Pacific Northwest, and the impact of hydro 

conditions and constraints on the wholesale energy market. Power Council prices were 

incorporated into all three price scenarios so that the 2026 IRP model would include the 

weather-driven joint distribution of hydroelectricity generation and wholesale market 

prices.  

 

The methodology used to develop the three ensemble forecasts corresponding to the 

Low, Mid, and High price scenarios for Mid-C is described below. 

 

Mid: This scenario reflects near-term market scarcity, long-term expectations that align 

with S&P projections, and monthly or hydrological year price variability that roughly 

corresponds to the Power Council’s hydro modeling. To develop the Mid scenario, the 

2026 IRP began with the S&P hourly prices and made the following adjustments:  

 

• In years 2025–2030, monthly scalars were applied to Mid-C prices for all hours in 

which the ICE forward prices as of October 9, 2024, were blended with the hourly 

S&P prices. The scalars ramp down linearly so that average monthly prices in 

2025 align with ICE forward prices and average monthly prices in 2030 align with 

S&P monthly averages. 

• For each hydro year, a monthly price adder was applied based on the Power 

Council price data’s monthly average price deviations for that hydro year. 

• A price floor of $0/MWh was applied, due to S&P applying a minimum price of 

$0/MWh. 

 

Low: This scenario reflects near term market scarcity, long-term expectations that align 

with the Power Council’s projections, and monthly/hydro year price variability that 

roughly corresponds to the Power Council’s hydro modeling. To develop the Low 

scenario, the 2026 IRP began with the Power Council’s High Demand Mid Gas price 

forecast and made the following adjustments: 
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• In years 2025–2030, monthly scalars were applied to Mid-C prices in all hours that 

blend the ICE forward prices with the Power Council prices. The scalars ramp 

down linearly so that average monthly prices in 2025 align with ICE forward 

prices and average monthly prices in 2030 align with Power Council hydro-year-

specific monthly averages. Prior to 2030, the scalars were applied based on 

average hydro conditions to maintain consistent hydro-based spreads across the 

price scenarios. 

• A price floor of $0/MWh was applied, because the price floor for the S&P data for 

the Mid price scenario was also $0/MWh, and for purposes of a consistent 

methodology it was considered desirable to treat the Low scenario the same. 

 

High: This scenario projects persistent scarcity into the future, and monthly/hydro year 

price variability that roughly corresponds to the Power Council’s hydro modeling. To 

develop the High scenario, the 2026 IRP began with the ICE hourly prices and applied 

the same methodology used to develop the Mid scenario, with the following 

adjustments: 

 

• Rather than ramping down the ICE forward price scalar between 2025 and 2030, 

ICE average monthly prices were applied for all years, including beyond 2030. 

• For each hydro year, a monthly price adder was applied based on the Power 

Council price data’s monthly average price deviations for that hydro year. 

 

The resulting price forecasts are shown in Figure 6.1. 
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Figure 6.1. Mid-C Prices Across Hydro Futures 

 

 

City Light evaluated several additional price forecasts from external entities and 

determined that the three price scenarios described above encompass the range of 

feasible Mid-C price forecasts. 

 

Since City Light did not have access to hourly California market price forecasts, the team 

used the S&P Mid-C price forecasts as a starting point and adjusted the prices as 

follows:  

 

• In hours when the S&P Mid-C price is $0/MWh, the California price is also 

assumed to be $0/MWh to avoid unrealistic arbitrage opportunities (e.g., to avoid 

making profit from importing excessive energy when prices are negative in 

California). 

• In hours when the S&P Mid-C price is not $0/MWh, the monthly peak/off-peak 

price difference between the S&P COB market price and the S&P Mid-C market 

price is added to the hourly S&P Mid-C price.29 

 

 
29 Specifically, the average market price difference between COB and Mid-C for the month and peak 

period is calculated for hours where the Mid-C price is not $0/MWh. The price difference is then scaled 

upward by multiplying by the ratio of the total number of hours in the month and peak period divided by 

the hours included in the month and peak period excluding hours when Mid-C price is not $0/MWh. This 
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Market Reliance 

 

The new resource buildout in the IRP model framework is highly dependent on 

assumptions of how much energy City Light can purchase in the market. This 

dependance is because new resource buildouts are primarily driven by resource 

adequacy, and many of the eligible new resources (even batteries for long-duration 

events) have fairly low capacity factors during resource adequacy events. Each megawatt 

of market purchases can therefore offset multiple megawatts of new resource buildouts 

needed to provide the same amount of capacity. 

 

In the capacity expansion model, City Light tested limiting market purchases to both 200 

MW and 300 MW in (and only in) hours where the region is resource constrained from 

meeting loads,30 to avoid overly relying on the market and underbuilding needed 

resources while determining how different market purchase uncertainties affect new 

resource buildouts. To ensure resource adequacy, in production cost model and 

resource adequacy model runs, City Light limited market purchases to 200 MW in 

resource-constrained hours for all runs. The 200 MW value is consistent with the market 

reliance assumption used in the 2024 IRP; however, the 2024 IRP applied this constraint 

to all hours. 

 

In hours when the region is not resource constrained, City Light limited total 

transactions (imports plus exports) to 1 GW in all hours, based on historical trading of 

around 500 MW.  

 

Carbon and Renewable Energy Content Requirements 

 

City Light has carbon emissions compliance requirements under Washington’s Clean 

Energy Transformation Act (CETA) and Climate Commitment Act (CCA). Generally, 

demand- and supply-side resources are considered emissions free, while market 

purchases are treated as having an unspecified source, and therefore are assumed to 

have an emissions rate equal to the marginal resource in the market. Carbon prices are 

embedded in the wholesale market price forecasts and are therefore automatically 

applied to market purchases. 

 

 
scaling ensures that the full average price differential between COB and Mid-C for the given period is 

accounted for. For example, if COB is on average $10/MWh cheaper than Mid-C in April peak hours in 

2030, there are 400 peak hours and 40 of the Mid-C peak hours have prices of $0/MWh, then the price 

adjustment to COB would be -$10/MWh * (400 hours / (400 – 40 hours)) = -$11.11/MWh. 
30 Resource-constrained loads are based on the Power Council’s modeling of hours with greatest loss of 

load probability (LOLP) in the region. 
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However, the social cost of greenhouse gas (SCGHG) may be higher than the market 

price for carbon. Consistent with the analysis performed in the 2022 and 2024 IRPs, the 

SCGHG was calculated and added after the fact to each 2026 IRP portfolio, based on 

each IRP portfolio’s emissions and the social cost of carbon dioxide (CO2) from the 

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC), as detailed in Appendix 4: Regulatory 

Requirements. 

 

Minimum renewable energy requirements established by CETA and the Energy 

Independence Act (EIA, I-937) place constraints on the resource options and market 

reliance selected by the IRP model. These requirements are discussed in further detail in 

Appendix 4: Regulatory Requirements. 
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APPENDIX 7: TRANSMISSION  
 

City Light implemented a zonal “pipe and bubble” model within GridPath with flow-

gate-based constraints to represent relevant regional transmission in the 2026 IRP. The 

development and application of flow-gate-based constraints in a pipe and bubble 

transmission model differ from common practice. However, City Light decided this was 

necessary due to the unique circumstances the Pacific Northwest is facing in the 

transmission system. 

 

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) provides approximately 75% of the transmission 

serving the Pacific Northwest. The remaining 25% is owned by individual utilities. 

Typically, utilities and other load-serving entities in the Pacific Northwest secure long-

term firm point-to-point (PTP) or Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS) 

transmission rights to deliver generation across BPA’s system to ensure reliable load 

service. Because weather-dependent resources cannot generating energy at their full 

capacity 100% of the time, the reserved transmission is not fully utilized at all times. This 

means transmission capacity remains reserved even when it is not being used to serve 

load. In particular, as utility-scale wind and solar resources have grown in the region and 

load-serving entities continue to reserve more transmission capacity than required to 

serve load, BPA’s transmission system has become largely oversubscribed. As a result, 

flows across key transmission paths in the region appear highly constrained at all times, 

even though most of the time, those paths are not physically constrained. Because 

transmission rights holders can resell some of their reserved transmission capacity, there 

is potential for transmission to be used more efficiently, which could prevent regional 

transmission from being underutilized, as well as mitigate the need for costly and slow 

transmission projects across the region. 

 

Historically, planning studies have modeled long-term firm transmission paths as being 

fully subscribed when physically there is still significant flexibility left on those pathways. 

For this IRP, an alternate, more physically-based approach was selected that involves 

modeling the use of existing transmission flexibility within City Light’s own portfolio 

when evaluating its long-term transmission requirements. The model approximated the 

hourly physical constraints on the regional transmission system, rather than applying 

static firm constraints on an annual basis. To accomplish this, the model tracked when 

resources were generating and the resulting transmission impacts across key regional 

paths. The model then used this information to evaluate transmission congestion and 

physical constraints to determine whether City Light needed to acquire additional long-

term transmission rights. 
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Figure 7.1 below shows the different zones included in GridPath where City Light has 

existing transmission rights, and the assumed connectivity capacities between them. An 

additional zone included in the model, Montana, is not pictured in the figure, since City 

Light does not currently have transmission rights from Montana to Mid-C for final 

delivery to City Light’s balancing area. Transmission pathways in the figure with no label 

and connections in directions not indicated by arrows are assumed to be unconstrained. 

For example, the path from SCL to CAISO is assumed to be limited to 160 MW, but the 

path from CAISO to SCL is assumed to be unconstrained. Based on its current 

transmission portfolio, City Light does not anticipate any difficulty in securing 

transmission to deliver power from the regional hubs connected to its service territory, 

so no transmission limitations were imposed on power imports to City Light from 

regional hubs in the model; thus, transmission capacities for power imports to the SCL 

zone are unlabeled in the figure. 

 

Figure 7.1. City Light’s Existing Transmission Rights and Connectivity Capacities 
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Once GridPath’s capacity expansion model built candidate portfolios, it tracked total 

flows from both existing resources and the selected candidate resources on an hourly 

basis in the production cost and resource adequacy models. Flows in the capacity 

expansion model were limited based on the quantity of transmission rights that City 

Light holds. In particular, for any flow going into the City Light zone to serve its own 

load, the model calculated the impact to flows across key constrained paths. When flows 

exceeded estimated transmission rights in City Light’s existing portfolio, the model had 

two options: 

 

1. The dispatch could change, meaning resources could be curtailed or the portfolio 

could be redispatched to respect the transmission constraints on the system. 

2. If the constrained dispatch occurs in 2035 or later, the model was allowed to 

select and acquire additional transmission rights, using existing reference prices 

(see below). 2035 was the first year in which it was assumed that City Light could 

utilize newly acquired transmission, allowing the utility time to acquire or build 

new transmission over the next ten years. Transmission rights from the modeled 

Montana zone to the Mid-C balancing area could also be selected by the capacity 

expansion model if needed. 

 

The capacity expansion model weighed both of the options above when encountering 

flow constraints into City Light’s zone, to arrive at the least-cost, reliable portfolio over 

the entire study period. 

 

New transmission contracts adding capacity between City Light and Oregon, and 

between City Light and Central Washington, were priced within the model according to 

the BPA BP-24 Long-Term Firm PTP rate of $19,766/MW-year estimated for 2024,31 

adjusted for inflation. Transmission connecting the Oregon and Idaho zones was set to 

Idaho Power’s long-term firm PTP transmission rate at the time IRP inputs were finalized, 

which was $31,419/MW-year. Additional transmission connecting Montana to the 

Central Washington zone was priced at the BP-24 intertie rate of $6,288/MW-year. Data 

inputs for the IRP were finalized in late 2024, and the transmission rates were not 

updated for changes in rates between late 2024 and the submission of the IRP report.32  

 

The map in Figure 7.2 provides an overview of some of the key flow paths, or “flow 

gates,” that BPA monitors and plans around. The flow gates demarcated by red lines 

 
31 Based on the posted rate of $1.648/kW-month, converted to dollars per megawatt-year. 
32 For example, BPA’s rates have been updated in proceedings.bpa.gov/Home/OpenDoc?fileId=8124. 

BPA’s Long-Term Firm PTP rate has increased from $1.648/kW-month to $2.043/kW-month, although the 

increase is less dramatic when adjusting for inflation. The Montana intertie rate increased from 

$0.524/kW-month = $6,288/MW-year, to become $0.545/kW-month. 
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were found by Sylvan and City Light to be the key paths between established resources 

and City Light’s balancing area.  

 

Figure 7.2. BPA Paths and Flow Gates 

 

 

The transmission model used in this IRP estimates physical flows across each of the key 

flow gates listed in Table 7.1. The estimates were established using Power Transfer 

Distribution Factor (PTDF) calculations from BPA’s Long-Term Original Inventory Map for 

regional transmission paths, which City Light clustered into zones. PTDFs were available 

for all transmission paths relevant to City Light’s system except the BPAPOWER to 

BPAT.SCL path, which was estimated using BPA’s short-term PTDF calculator instead. 

PTDFs represent the approximate fraction of a given quantity of power flow that moves 

across each path when that quantity of power is injected into the grid at one location 

and withdrawn at another. For example, if 1 MW of power were injected into the 

Northeast Washington (NE_WA) zone and withdrawn at City Light’s balancing area, the 

first column of Table 7.1 indicates that approximately 0.52 MW of power will flow across 

Cross Cascades North flow gate, and approximately 0.15 MW of power will flow across 

the North of Echo Lake flow gate, and so on. 

 

To derive transmission constraints for energy flowing into City Light’s territory, City Light 

started by clustering City Light’s various firm transmission rights into ten zones, based 

on point of receipt (POR) and point of delivery (POD). City Light then used BPA’s PTDFs 

to determine fractional flows across regional flow gates for each POR and POD pair. 

Flow gates showing minimal or negative flows across all of City Light’s firm transmission 

pathways were eliminated as constraining flow gates, leaving nine constraining flow 
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gates. The team performed k-means clustering for every integer k from k=2 through 

k=7 to investigate the impact of different reductions in problem size and identify flow 

gates that were of higher importance for the model to resolve. The team selected the 

groupings corresponding to k=7 to maintain the greatest amount of transmission flow 

gate resolution in the model. 

 

City Light also derived the maximum capacity in megawatts at all key flow gates based 

on City Light’s existing rights and the seven key modeled flow gates. If City Light were to 

use the maximum extent of its transmission rights simultaneously across each of the 

seven key modeled flow gates, the net impact at each flow gate would be the maximum 

capacity City Light would be permitted to use at any given time. These maximum flows 

are indicated in the right-most column of Table 7.1 and serve as maximum transmission 

capacities across each of the modeled key flow gates given City Light’s existing portfolio 

of transmission rights.  

 

The following example illustrates how the table can be used to identify modeled 

constraints on power flow:  

 

• Suppose City Light attempts to transfer 1,000 MW from NE_WA to SCL and 

1,000 MW from OR to SCL.  

• When flowing 1,000 MW from the NE_WA zone to the SCL zone, the impact on 

the Cross Cascades North flow gate can be found by looking down the first 

column of the table to the Cross Cascades North row and calculating the product 

of the total power flow and the fractional impact indicated in the table:  

(1,000 MW * 0.52) means the impact of that exchange would result in 520 MW of 

increased power flow at Cross Cascades North.  

• Similarly, the impact on the Cross Cascades North flow gate of flowing power 

from the OR zone to the SCL zone can be found in the third column of the table 

in the Cross Cascades North row and is equal to 0.73; the total impact of that 

second exchange on Cross Cascades North would be 1,000 MW * 0.73 = 730 MW.  

• The total impact on the Cross Cascades North flow gate of these simultaneous 

power flows is the sum, 520 MW + 730 MW = 1,250 MW, which is less than the 

1,341 maximum flow allowed at that flow gate. The maximum allowed flow can 

be found under the “Max Flow” column on the far right of the table, in the Cross 

Cascades North row (this number was derived from the impact on Cross 

Cascades North when all of City Light’s current transmission rights are fully 

utilized).  

• However, the same logic shows that at the West of McNary flow gate the increase 

in power would be 40 MW + 340 MW = 380 MW, which is greater than City 

Light’s 151 MW maximum flow limit.  
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• Even though the “Max Flow” constraint is not violated at Cross Cascades North, 

the constraint is violated at another location (in this case West of McNary), which 

means City Light is not allowed to import 1,000 MW from NE_WA and 1,000 MW 

from OR at the same time. 

 

Table 7.1. Flow Gates Used to Model Transmission 

Zone From NE_WA CE_WA OR CA Max Flow 

(MW) Zone To SCL SCL SCL SCL 

CROSS CASCADES N. 0.52 0.82 0.73 0.71 1,341 

NORTH OF ECHO LAKE  0.15 0.34 0.36 0.36 561 

SOUTH OF CUSTER  0.37 0.04 0.04 0.03 425 

WEST OF HATWAI  0.57 0.07 0.08 0.04 673 

WEST OF MCNARY 0.04 0.04 0.34 -0.12 151 

WEST OF LOMO 0.14 0.10 0.01 -0.02 255 

CROSS CASCADES S. 0.05 0.06 0.13 0.12 161 
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APPENDIX 8: MODEL FRAMEWORK 
 

For the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), City Light used the open-source grid 

analytics framework GridPath to better support an understanding of the utility’s position 

within the changing energy landscape and the potential of supply-side energy 

resources. GridPath integrates the following models that make up the complete IRP 

analysis:  

 

• Capacity expansion modeling: what resources to acquire  

• Production cost modeling: how to dispatch resources within a modeled portfolio  

• Resource adequacy analysis: how well the selected resources meet energy and 

capacity needs 

 

Compared with the model framework used in prior IRPs at City Light, GridPath presents 

some notable advantages for modeling City Light’s generation resource portfolio and 

candidate supply-side resource selections. First, in the present IRP, GridPath was able to 

dynamically dispatch flexible generation resources within one- and two-week periods 

while accounting for complex operational constraints at City Light’s Skagit hydroelectric 

project. The previous 2024 IRP model could only optimize Skagit and Boundary resource 

generation within five-day intervals and could not fully account for operational 

constraints at Skagit. 

 

Second, GridPath’s capacity expansion model can utilize hourly capacity profiles of 

available resources, contracts, and market purchases to build optimal candidate 

portfolios. The previous 2024 IRP model could not incorporate capacity profiles at an 

hourly resolution and instead relied on stacking single-value effective load carrying 

capacities (ELCCs) for each candidate resource to meet resource adequacy requirements. 

The 2024 IRP model’s ELCC value abstraction was not only expensive to compute for all 

existing and candidate resources, but the results were less informative and reliable in 

quantifying the contribution of energy storage resources. 

 

Third, GridPath’s zonal transmission module uses physics-based constraints at key flow 

gates in the region. This technique more realistically captures constraints placed on 

market availability by transmission availability to better guide cost-effective wholesale 

energy marketing activity. The previous 2024 IRP model was unable to effectively model 

transmission-based constraints. As a result, City Light’s previous IRP studies could 

account for transmission only through sensitivity analyses that allowed for unlimited 

transmission but applied a range of transmission cost assumptions. 
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Finally, GridPath allows for wholesale energy market arbitrage, something that was not 

present in the 2024 IRP model. City Light’s power marketers currently perform wholesale 

energy market arbitrage, so incorporating arbitrage into the model more accurately 

reflects the additional value that the energy resources provide to City Light.  

 

The capacity expansion model was run for five investment years (2029, 2030, 2035, 2040, 

and 2045), representing periods when new resources could optionally be added to the 

system (i.e., the earliest a new resource can be added is 2029). For each investment 

period, the model used 32 representative days (one weekday and one weekend/holiday 

per month, plus the eight most resource-adequacy-constrained days spread across 

eight calendar months) at an hourly resolution to endogenously account for detailed 

operations and resource needs throughout the year. Market access was also included in 

the capacity expansion analysis. An assumption was made that market purchases will fill 

open positions in any hour to the extent that they are available and come at a lower 

cost than further resource additions. The capacity expansion model was constrained to 

allow zero expected unserved energy (EUE), because it explicitly includes only a fraction 

of the days in a full year. Zero EUE is a constraint that is much more stringent than what 

is implicitly allowed under resource adequacy metrics. This helped ensure that the 

resulting candidate portfolios would meet City Light’s resource adequacy requirements 

through all hundreds of distinct simulated conditions for each of the twenty years in the 

study period, as explained in Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy. However, this incurs the 

risk that the model will build overly conservative, potentially overbuilt candidate 

portfolios. 

 

The portfolios produced by the capacity expansion model were grouped into two 

clusters, from which a representative portfolio was selected from each for further 

analysis. In addition to the Current portfolio with no candidate resources added, the 

other resultant portfolios were the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios. The Small 

Diverse portfolio allows a maximum of 300 MW of market purchases during resource-

adequacy-constrained days to offset the capacity expansion model’s potential to 

overbuild to meet the zero EUE constraint. This results in a smaller resource portfolio 

buildout. In comparison, the Large Diverse portfolio allows a maximum of only 200 MW 

of market purchases during resource-adequacy-constrained days, increasing the needed 

resource portfolio buildout. It is important to note that the assumption of differing 

access to the market was only introduced in the capacity expansion model to build a 

menu of options. In the production cost and resource adequacy modeling, market 

access was held constant at 200 MW in constrained hours. 
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In addition to the Current portfolio, which did not add any new resources, City Light 

created six candidate portfolios. These portfolios are further described in Appendix 10: 

Portfolio Outputs and Analysis.   

 

• Small Diverse 

• Large Diverse  

• Large solar + storage  

• Small solar + storage  

• Large wind  

• Small wind  

 

The last four portfolios kept the total new energy generation from the new resources 

the same as their Small Diverse and Large Diverse counterparts33 but met the new 

energy generation with only the resources indicated in their respective names. Studying 

the resource adequacy metrics and costs of “bookend” candidate portfolios, for which 

all the additional resources consisted of only one type, provided helpful perspective on 

the mix of types identified in the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios. 

 

The reliability of the Current portfolio and the six candidate portfolios for serving load in 

2030 was evaluated through GridPath’s resource adequacy model for 870 scenarios, 

comprising 29 historical weather year effects on City Light’s load (1994–2023 calendar 

year data, trimmed to 29 hydro years)34 crossed with 30 Northwest Power and 

Conservation Council (Power Council) hydro trajectories, for a total of 870 distinct hydro 

and load scenarios. The hydro scenarios determine inflows to City Light’s hydro 

resources, generation from the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS), variations 

to the hourly wholesale market prices, and regional loss-of-load risk (to inform hourly 

market availability constraints). The weather scenarios determine load and wind and 

solar generation profiles at several locations in the region. 

 

The Current portfolio and six candidate portfolios were evaluated in the production cost 

model for a typical hydro year and typical load conditions over a total of 27 different 

cost conditions. These 27 conditions included three market price scenarios (low, mid, 

high), three wind resource capital cost conditions (low, mid, high), and three solar and 

storage resource capital cost conditions (low, mid, high). 

 
33 The total new energy generation was the same, but the installed capacity (MW) was not necessarily the 

same. 
34 A hydro or BPA fiscal year (FY) spans October of the preceding calendar year to September of the 

current calendar year. For example, FY 1995 spans October 1, 1994, to September 30, 1995. The 30 

calendar years have data for only 29 hydro/FYs in full; in this case FY 1995 to FY 2023 (data preceding 

October of the first calendar year and following September of the last calendar year are unused). 
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Market Reliance 

 

As explained in further detail in Appendix 6: Market Prices, the new resource buildout in 

the IRP model framework is sensitive to City Light’s market reliance assumptions. On 

region-wide resource-adequacy-constrained days, City Light limited short-term (day-

ahead or spot) wholesale energy market purchases to a maximum of 200 MW, which is 

consistent with the market reliance assumption used in the 2024 IRP. This market 

reliance assumption may be reevaluated in the future. As described in Appendix 6: 

Market Prices, different magnitudes of assumed market reliance or different time 

periods where there are market reliance constraints can significantly change the size of 

resource portfolio buildouts. This can be seen in the total capacity requirement 

differences in the Large Diverse portfolio, which allowed only 200 MW of market 

reliance on constrained days, and the Small Diverse portfolio, which allowed 300 MW of 

market reliance on constrained days.  

 

Aside from the constraints on short-term market reliance during constrained periods, 

City Light did not assume market constraints on the ability to purchase energy from the 

market on a longer-term forward basis to cover resource adequacy capacity needs. Not 

putting constraints on the model to purchase energy on a longer-term forward basis 

causes the model to assume it can purchase from the market as much “firm capacity” 

(see Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy) as needed when the candidate portfolio is not 

adequate to meet resource adequacy needs. This assumption is helpful for 

understanding total resource needs, but may not be practicable.  

 

Cost for Right to Call Capacity 

 

Energy purchased to meet resource adequacy needs does not necessarily cost the same 

as energy purchased in short-term wholesale energy markets. This is because energy to 

ensure reliable load service must often be purchased in forward markets, which may 

carry a price premium reflective of providing certainty of available energy and 

associated capacity in the forward period.  

 

The IRP model framework estimated the forward capacity price premium by using the 

Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA’s) monthly demand charges. The capacity cost in 

the IRP model for each month was set to the BPA monthly demand charge times the 

maximum kilowatts of capacity met by forward purchases. BPA’s demand charges are 

$138/kW-year, which is implied capacity premium of $15.75/MWh.35 

 
35 $138/kW-year after summing BPA monthly demand charges and converting to 2026 dollars. Implied 

capacity premium is from multiplying $138/kW-year * 1,000 kW/MW * 1 year/8,760 hours. 
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City Light believes estimating the value of capacity costs based on BPA demand charges 

is reasonable within the IRP model framework for several reasons. First, BPA’s demand 

charges are based on an estimated cost to build a new capacity resource, referred to as 

the Cost of New Entry (CONE). Valuing capacity based on BPA’s CONE is consistent with 

the methodology to price capacity used in several neighboring utilities’ recent IRPs, 

where CONE capacities also have annual capacity costs comparable to BPA’s demand 

charges. Second, City Light validated its capacity cost assumption by observing the 

differences between market forward and spot market energy prices, and assuming that 

the difference in pricing is due to the valuation of certainty of capacity of the forward 

purchases. These observations resulted in similar implied capacity premiums of roughly 

$15/MWh. 

 

While the IRP model framework employs a capacity price premium based on the cost to 

build a new physical capacity resource, inclusion of capacity price premiums within the 

IRP does not necessarily represent procurement of physical capacity resources or direct 

purchase of capacity products. Instead, the cost of a physical capacity resource is simply 

used to set the implicit price premium for the right to firmly call on certain megawatt-

hours during resource-adequacy-constrained events. 

 

Transmission 

 

The IRP model framework utilizes a zonal transmission topology model to realistically 

constrain energy and marketing availability to City Light, as opposed to the 2024 IRP 

model, which did not model transmission topology. Prior to 2035, the model constrains 

transmission based on City Light’s existing transmission rights. Starting in 2035, the 

model allows City Light to purchase new transmission based on prevailing regional 

transmission rates. See Appendix 7: Transmission  for further details on the transmission 

modeling. 
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APPENDIX 9: RESOURCE ADEQUACY 
 

Resource adequacy is a measure of the ability of a portfolio of generation and 

transmission assets to meet the electric demands on a power system during all hours of 

the year and under all but the most extreme conditions. It is typically a probabilistic 

assessment, meaning that the analysis is performed over a large set of circumstances, 

such as varying weather conditions. In addition, criteria are set to provide a certain level 

of confidence in the system’s ability to meet demand. Various metrics can be used to 

indicate how well a system meets demand, highlighting different types of stress on the 

system. The criterion selected for the 2026 IRP to determine whether a potential 

portfolio is resource adequate was 0.1 Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE), or an expected 

maximum of one loss of load day in 10 years. City Light chose the resource adequacy 

standard of 0.1 LOLE for the 2026 IRP because it is an industry standard and is used in 

the Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP). 

 

In the worst-case scenarios, such as the one day in ten years when City Light finds itself 

in a shortfall event, emergency measures and resources may be available as a last resort; 

thus, one allowed day with loss of load does not necessarily mean that the power will go 

out in Seattle. However, to further bolster reliability, City Light used multiple additional 

resource adequacy metrics for each candidate portfolio to more fully understand the 

characteristics of loss of load occurrences. While City Light does not set a numeric 

standard for the other resource adequacy metrics, analyzing a variety of metrics 

provides a better understanding of the relative performance of each portfolio and lays a 

foundation for potentially adding additional numeric standards in future IRPs.  

 

In theory, it is possible to set a lower LOLE and acquire enough resources to meet load 

under all but the most extreme and unlikely scenarios that only occur, for example, only 

once every 100 years; however, this would overbuild at a cost to ratepayers. Instead, a 

balance must be found between reducing resource adequacy metrics and reducing cost. 

 

It is important to note that this analysis focuses on the ability of the generation 

resources and transmission system within a candidate portfolio to deliver power to 

Seattle’s service territory. It does not consider whether the distribution grid is able to 

bring that power to customers. In actuality, most outages customers experience are due 

to failures in the distribution grid (e.g., a tree falling on a power line). Integrated system 

planning, which provides a more unified evaluation across the distribution grid, 

transmission system, and bulk system power, is a new concept that City Light is currently 

investigating. However, this 2026 IRP Report analysis looks at only outages due to 

energy deficits. 
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Resource adequacy metrics were calculated for the Current portfolio and each of the six 

candidate portfolios for the model years 2030 and 2035. The portfolios are described in 

more detail in Appendix 10: Portfolio Outputs and Analysis. For each year studied, the 

resource adequacy model ran the Current portfolio and each candidate portfolio 

through 870 distinct hourly simulations: one for each combination of 29 weather and 30 

hydro futures. This reflects the year-to-year uncertainty in hydro resources, load and 

generation from weather-dependent resources, such as wind and solar. This model is 

described in more detail in Appendix 8: Model Framework. To calculate the resource 

adequacy metrics used in this analysis, the resource adequacy model recorded every 

hour that a given portfolio was not able to fully serve electric demand, along with the 

magnitude of the shortfall for each simulation. If the portfolio was unable to meet the 

criterion of 0.1 LOLE, additional firm capacity was added to that portfolio to bring it up 

to that standard. 

 

In previous IRPs, City Light used the Monthly Loss-of-Load Event (MoLOLEv) metric of 

0.2 MoLOLEv (no more than two events every 10 years for each month of January, July, 

August, and December). City Light decided to move away from this metric in favor of the 

more conservative 0.1 LOLE. As the energy landscape evolves, resource adequacy and 

the metrics used to evaluate it are becoming more important. A more holistic approach 

is necessary, and City Light will continue to evaluate what metric or metrics will be most 

useful moving forward. 

 

Firm Capacity Additions 

 

The candidate portfolios as built in the capacity expansion model consist of wind, solar 

PV, and short-duration battery resources. Wind and solar are weather-dependent 

generation sources. Short-duration batteries are not weather dependent, but with only 

four hours of storage duration, rely on weather-dependent resources to recharge once 

depleted. Building a resource adequate candidate portfolio using only these resources 

would be infeasible, as it would require an exponential amount of additional new-build 

utility-scale wind, solar PV, and short-duration battery projects to address the risk 

introduced by weather dependence and reduce the number of loss-of-load days. 

Instead, the portfolios were built by requiring no unserved energy during 32 

representative days (see Appendix 8: Model Framework for more information) using 

wind, solar PV, and short-duration batteries. Then the resource adequacy model was run 

to identify how much additional firm capacity is needed each year for the Current 

portfolio and each candidate portfolio to become resource adequate, as shown in Table 

9.1. For 2040 and 2045, only the Current portfolio was run through the resource 

adequacy model. For the other portfolios, firm capacity need was estimated using the 
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base need from the Current portfolio and subtracting the estimated wind and solar 

capacity contributions based on the wind and solar–only portfolios for 2030 and 2035. 

 

Table 9.1. Cumulative Firm Capacity Needs (MW) for Each Portfolio by Year 

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Current 78 315 567 828 

Small Diverse 0 180 387 466 

Small Wind 0 168 382 467 

Small Solar 11 251 475 672 

Large Diverse 0 0 275 314 

Large Wind 0 0 269 305 

Large Solar  0 181 433 616 

 

There is uncertainty around when new advanced technology resources such as long-

duration batteries, green hydrogen peaker plants, and non-emitting baseload resources 

will become commercially available at scale, and at what cost (see Appendix 5: Resource 

Options and Appendix 11: Advanced Technology Break-even Analyses), but this analysis 

does show that resource adequate portfolios comprising only established technologies 

will not be economically feasible in the near future. Clean, firm technology resources will 

be necessary to keep City Light’s power supply portfolio resource adequate.  

 

For example, in 2035 the Large Diverse portfolio is resource adequate without the need 

for additional firm energy. However, the Small Diverse portfolio did not meet City Light’s 

resource adequacy standard, with seven loss-of-load days in ten years. To meet the 

resource adequacy standard, the Small Diverse portfolio required an additional 180 MW 

of firm capacity additions. When comparing the Large Diverse and the Small Diverse 

portfolios, the Large Diverse portfolio had an additional 1,000 MW of nameplate 

capacity of intermittent resources and short-duration batteries. This addition of 180 MW 

of firm capacity additions for the Small Diverse portfolio was enough to make up for the 

1,000 MW addition that the Large Diverse portfolio had.  

 

In the real world, firm capacity as modeled in the IRP can be thought of as any firm 

capacity product, or firm energy product with capacity components. These include 

baseload resources such as small modular reactors (SMRs) and enhanced geothermal 

systems, forward wholesale energy market purchases, or short-term contracts with firm 

energy provisions. 

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

204



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.4 

Metrics 

 

The first set of metrics calculated for the analysis below shows the expected values of 

shortfall magnitude and frequency over all 870 simulated years, for a given portfolio. 

These metrics take into account both good and bad hydro and weather futures. Table 

9.2 provides definitions of the metrics. These definitions are lightly modified versions of 

definitions provided by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI).36  

 

Table 9.2. Resource Adequacy Metrics and Definitions 

Metric Abbreviation Units Definition 

Loss-of-Load 

Expectation 

LOLE days/year Average event-days per year across 

all simulations 

Loss-of-Load 

Hours 

LOLH hours/year Average total event-hours per year 

across all simulations 

Expected 

Unserved 

Energy 

EUE MWh/year Average load not served per year due 

to shortfall events across all 

simulations 

Loss-of-Load 

Events 

LOLEv Contiguous 

events/year 

Average count of events per year 

across all simulations 

 

These metrics as defined above refer to the expected value, but it is also important to 

look at the worst case for each metric to evaluate the risk of each metric for a given 

candidate portfolio. This can be done by calculating the Conditional Value at Risk 

(CVaR), for each metric (see Figure 9.1). Each metric listed above can be calculated for an 

individual year-long simulation rather than over all 870 year-long simulations taken 

together. The CVaR takes a certain percentage of the worst of the simulations based on 

these metrics and calculates the expected value (or average) of those simulations. This 

analysis calculated the CVaR95 (the worst 5% of simulations) and CVaR99 (the worst 1% 

of simulations) for each metric to show how the portfolio performs in the worst-case 

scenarios. 

 

 
36 EPRI. Metrics Explainers. msites.epri.com/resource-adequacy/metrics/metrics-explainers  
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Figure 9.1. Visualization of CVaR95 

 

 

Results 

 

The following results show the scenario comparison of each portfolio by annual metrics, 

monthly metrics, shortfall distribution, and individual events, with individual events 

defined by the period of time in which there is unserved energy. For example, consider a 

time window between 1 p.m. and 7 p.m. If an outage occurs between 1 p.m. and 4 p.m. 

with service restored between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. followed by another outage from 6 p.m. 

to 7 p.m., then these outages would count as two separate events. 

Annual Metrics 

To obtain the metrics presented in this appendix, the resource adequacy model was run 

for two evaluations years: 2030 and 2035. Each table below represents analysis for one 

of the four metrics identified above (LOLE, LOLH, EUE, and LOLEv) as well as CVaR95 and 

CvaR99 for the two evaluation years. Table 9.3 through Table 9.6 show each portfolio 

without the additional firm capacity described in the Firm Capacity Additions section 

above. The shading represents the relative performance of each portfolio within a given 

study year. The darker shading indicates worse performance relative to the lighter 

shaded metrics.  
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Table 9.3. Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) in Days/Year - Excludes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLE 
LOLE 

CVaR95 

LOLE 

CVaR99 
LOLE 

LOLE 

CVaR95 

LOLE 

CVaR99 

Current 0.20 3.91 7.89 1.97 12.43 17.89 

Small Diverse 0.09 1.86 6.00 0.68 7.45 10.78 

Small Wind 0.09 1.68 5.78 0.56 6.73 10.00 

Small Solar 0.12 2.36 6.67 1.12 8.95 11.22 

Large Diverse 0.02 0.39 1.89 0.09 1.70 5.56 

Large Wind 0.03 0.52 2.56 0.07 1.30 5.67 

Large Solar 0.03 0.59 2.89 0.55 7.00 10.33 

 

Table 9.4. Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) in Hours/Year - Excludes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLH 
LOLH 

CVaR95 

LOLH 

CVaR99 
LOLH 

LOLH 

CVaR95 

LOLH 

CVaR99 

Current 3.40 67.25 131.89 31.87 198.41 257.22 

Small Diverse 1.74 34.32 108.89 12.50 138.23 196.00 

Small Wind 1.59 31.45 105.78 10.35 128.27 179.33 

Small Solar 2.14 42.41 115.11 20.31 161.59 214.33 

Large Diverse 0.40 7.91 38.67 1.69 33.34 110.67 

Large Wind 0.53 10.55 51.56 1.26 24.98 110.78 

Large Solar 0.51 10.02 49.00 9.83 124.20 188.33 

 

Table 9.5. Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) in MWh/Year - Excludes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

EUE 
EUE 

CVaR95 

EUE 

CVaR99 
EUE 

EUE 

CVaR95 

EUE 

CVaR99 

Current 314  6,213  17,943  4,932  42,666  58,676  

Small Diverse 92  1,825  7,961  1,137  16,825  28,519  

Small Wind 84  1,662  7,122  920  14,488  25,973  

Small Solar 139  2,740  11,085  2,517  29,208  44,109  

Large Diverse 15  300  1,468  82  1,616  6,710  

Large Wind 22  433  2,118  77  1,527  6,954  

Large Solar 48  955  4,667  1,027  16,784  28,076  

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

207



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.7 

Table 9.6. Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) in Contiguous Events/Year - Excludes Capacity 

Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLEv 
LOLEv 

CVaR95 

LOLEv 

CVaR99 
LOLEv 

LOLEv 

CVaR95 

LOLEv 

CVaR99 

Current 0.20 4.05 9.78 2.33 19.66 29.33 

Small Diverse 0.08 1.59 5.67 0.59 8.68 15.22 

Small Wind 0.07 1.41 5.22 0.53 8.39 15.89 

Small Solar 0.11 2.16 6.89 0.99 10.39 15.78 

Large Diverse 0.01 0.27 1.33 0.06 1.18 4.33 

Large Wind 0.02 0.45 2.22 0.05 0.91 4.22 

Large Solar 0.04 0.80 3.89 0.41 6.20 11.11 

 

Table 9.7 through Table 9.10 show metrics for each portfolio after the additional firm 

capacity has been included. The shading represents the relative performance of each 

portfolio within a given study year. The darker shading indicates worse performance 

relative to the lighter shaded metrics. Each table below represents analysis for one of 

the four metrics identified above (LOLE, LOLH, EUE, and LOLEv) as well as CVaR95 and 

CVaR99 for 2030 and 2035. 

 

Table 9.7. Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) in Days/Year - Includes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLE 
LOLE 

CVaR95 

LOLE 

CVaR99 
LOLE 

LOLE 

CVaR95 

LOLE 

CVaR99 

Current 0.10 1.95 6.67 0.10 1.91 7.44 

Small Diverse 0.09 1.86 6.00 0.10 1.98 7.33 

Small Wind 0.09 1.68 5.78 0.09 1.86 7.33 

Small Solar 0.10 1.95 6.67 0.10 1.95 7.44 

Large Diverse 0.02 0.39 1.89 0.09 1.70 5.56 

Large Wind 0.03 0.52 2.56 0.07 1.30 5.67 

Large Solar 0.03 0.59 2.89 0.09 1.77 6.67 

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

208



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.8 

Table 9.8. Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) in Hours/Year - Includes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLH 
LOLH 

CVaR95 

LOLH 

CVaR99 
LOLH 

LOLH 

CVaR95 

LOLH 

CVaR99 

Current 1.66 32.91 112.11 1.64 32.34 124.11 

Small Diverse 1.74 34.32 108.89 1.68 33.25 119.00 

Small Wind 1.59 31.45 105.78 1.50 29.59 113.22 

Small Solar 1.71 33.80 113.67 1.72 33.98 123.44 

Large Diverse 0.40 7.91 38.67 1.69 33.34 110.67 

Large Wind 0.53 10.55 51.56 1.26 24.98 110.78 

Large Solar 0.51 10.02 49.00 1.52 30.00 108.67 

 

Table 9.9. Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) in MWh/Year - Includes Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

EUE 
EUE 

CVaR95 

EUE 

CVaR99 
EUE 

EUE 

CVaR95 

EUE 

CVaR99 

Current 111  2,201  9,459  70  1,392  6,539  

Small Diverse 92  1,825  7,961  58  1,152  5,332  

Small Wind 84  1,662  7,122  59  1,161  5,297  

Small Solar 117  2,321  9,991  58  1,154  5,511  

Large Diverse 15  300  1,468  82  1,616  6,710  

Large Wind 22  433  2,118  77  1,527  6,954  

Large Solar 48  955  4,667  58  1,147  4,969  

 

Table 9.10. Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) in Contiguous Events/Year - Includes Capacity 

Additions 

Portfolio 

2030 2035 

LOLEv 
LOLEv 

CVaR95 

LOLEv 

CVaR99 
LOLEv 

LOLEv 

CVaR95 

LOLEv 

CVaR99 

Current 0.10 2.00 7.11 0.08 1.55 7.00 

Small Diverse 0.08 1.59 5.67 0.10 2.02 9.00 

Small Wind 0.07 1.41 5.22 0.09 1.70 7.67 

Small Solar 0.09 1.84 6.56 0.08 1.64 6.78 

Large Diverse 0.01 0.27 1.33 0.06 1.18 4.33 

Large Wind 0.02 0.45 2.22 0.05 0.91 4.22 

Large Solar 0.04 0.80 3.89 0.09 1.80 7.33 

 

The worst performing portfolio across all metrics is the Current portfolio. This portfolio 

does not meet the resource adequacy standard of 0.1 LOLE, which means City Light is 
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likely to experience more than one loss of load day in the next 10 years and will need to 

procure new resources to avoid this outcome and reliably meet future loads. 

 

Of the six candidate portfolios, three are considered large, meaning they have more 

wind, solar PV, and short-duration battery resource additions than the portfolios 

considered to be small. The portfolios are described in more detail in Appendix 10: 

Portfolio Outputs and Analysis. The small portfolio group allowed for 300 MW of spot 

market imports during regional resource-adequacy-constrained hours, while the large 

portfolios allowed for 200 MW of spot market imports when building portfolios. In the 

rest of the analysis, only 200 MW were allowed. 

 

The large portfolios show much better performance across resource adequacy metrics 

than the small portfolios; however, this better performance across these resource 

adequacy metrics suggests that the large portfolios could be overbuilt in study years 

2030 and 2035. For example, Table 9.7 shows the LOLE results for each portfolio in 2030 

and 2035. In 2030, the large portfolios have LOLEs of 0.02 and 0.03, which are 

significantly smaller than the resource adequacy standard of 0.1 LOLE. This difference in 

LOLE suggests that City Light has more resources than needed to ensure that it meets 

the necessary resource adequacy standard. 

 

Within the small portfolios, the Small Wind portfolio has consistently better metrics. This 

is due to the higher capacity factor of wind, as compared to solar PV, and the timing of 

potential energy deficits City Light will face from increased load as a winter-peaking 

utility. In addition, City Light can currently purchase cheap solar power from California 

during the day, so adding solar to the portfolio may reduce arbitrage opportunities. In 

terms of resource adequacy metrics, the Small Diverse portfolio, with a mix of wind and 

solar PV resources, is only slightly worse than the Small Wind, and significantly better 

than the Small Solar portfolio. 

 

Within the large portfolios, the Large Diverse portfolio with wind and solar PV projects 

has consistently better resource adequacy metrics through every study year in the IRP. 

This is likely because the increased generation from wind and solar PV projects improves 

the portfolio’s effectiveness in serving load. However, the marginal nameplate capacity 

of wind and solar PV resources produces diminishing returns in terms of reliability 

because of the weather-driven intermittency of these resources. High saturation of 

generation from one type of weather-driven renewable resource within a region also 

acts to suppress regional wholesale energy market prices. The combined impacts of low 

production in times of need and low market prices in times of high production are likely 

not fully captured here; City Light expects that the diverse portfolios will likely offer 

some unseen benefits over the wind portfolios as a result of their diversity. 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

210



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.10 

The addition of firm capacity to bring each portfolio to the 0.1 LOLE standard decreases 

the expected (average) values of other resource adequacy metrics as well. The firm 

capacity can reduce the number of hours the portfolio is in deficit, meaning fewer total 

LOLH, and even if it does not completely remove the deficit, adding firm capacity 

reduces the amplitude of energy shortfalls, or EUE. Adding firm capacity also reduces 

the number of long energy shortfall events, but can have the effect of breaking up 

larger singular capacity shortfall events into multiple smaller ones. Overall, the expected 

LOLEv for the candidate portfolios decreases after capacity additions. In contrast, firm 

capacity additions have less of an effect on the metrics’ CVaRs; while increased firm 

capacity ameliorates the worst-case LOLH and EUE, it leaves the most extreme scenarios 

relatively untouched in terms of frequency (LOLE and LOLEv). 

Monthly Metrics 

Calculating monthly metrics can demonstrate both seasonality and the changing 

characteristics of shortfalls month-to-month. The sum of the monthly metrics for one 

year equals the annual metric, which allows for comparison. For example, if the LOLE in 

January is 0.1 and in December is 0.1, the annual LOLE will be 0.2 assuming no other 

month has lost load.  

 

Each figure below represents analysis for one of the four metrics identified above (LOLE, 

LOLH, EUE, and LOLEv) for one of the years evaluated (2030 and 2035). Figure 9.2 

through Figure 9.9 show each portfolio without the additional firm capacity described in 

the Firm Capacity Additions section above. Months for which a metric was zero are not 

shown in the figure. For example, in Figure 9.2, none of the portfolios had a LOLE for the 

months of April through October in 2030.  
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Figure 9.2. 2030 Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) by Month – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.3. 2035 Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) by Month – Excludes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.4. 2030 Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) by Month – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.5. 2035 Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) by Month – Excludes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.6. 2030 Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.7. 2035 Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) – Excludes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.8. 2030 Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.9. 2035 Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

City Light can generally meet summer load due to its hydro generation projects in the 

Upper Skagit basin, and particularly its flexible operating range at Ross Lake. City Light is 

a winter-peaking utility, and its analysis shows that December has the greatest risk for a 

loss of load event (LOLEv), followed by January. 

 

Within the small candidate portfolios, the Small Solar portfolio performs the worst 

across all resource adequacy metrics and months in the winter due to lower irradiance in 
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the Pacific Northwest from both increased cloud cover and high latitude. The large 

candidate portfolios show less consistency across reliability metrics in the winter. In 

terms of LOLH and LOLEv, the Large Solar portfolio performs the best of the three large 

portfolios in January and the worst in December, but its EUE is worse in January than in 

December. This is likely due to more solar production in January during the day, but the 

lower capacity factor leads to an increase in total unserved energy. The Large Wind 

portfolio is consistently, but only slightly, worse in all metrics than the Large Diverse 

portfolio due to increased saturation of wind. 

 

Figure 9.10 through Figure 9.17 represent analysis for one of the four metrics identified 

above (LOLE, LOLH, EUE, and LOLEv) for one of the years evaluated (2030 and 2035), 

with the inclusion of the additional firm capacity for each portfolio as listed in Table 9.1, 

including the Current portfolio. Months for which a metric was zero are not shown in the 

figure. 

 

Figure 9.10. 2030 Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) by Month – Includes Capacity 

Additions 
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Figure 9.11. 2035 Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) by Month – Includes Capacity 

Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.12. 2030 Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) by Month – Includes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.13. 2035 Loss-of-Load Hours (LOLH) by Month – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.14. 2030 Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) – Includes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.15. 2035 Expected Unserved Energy (EUE) – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.16. 2030 Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) – Includes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.17. 2035 Loss-of-Load Events (LOLEv) – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Adding firm capacity eradicates all shortfalls in March and November of 2030 and 2035. 

The solar portfolios continue to show greater losses than their comparable diverse and 

wind portfolios, and December generally shows the largest losses across portfolios and 

metrics. January occasionally surpasses December with poor performing large portfolios 

in 2030 across all metrics however in 2035, December is by far the worst performing 

month across all metrics and portfolios except for a slightly higher January LOLE for the 

Large Wind portfolio and higher January LOLEv for the Small Diverse, Small Wind, and 

Large Wind portfolios. 

Shortfall Distribution 

Beyond looking at average and extreme conditions, it is also useful to explore the full 

distribution of events across the 870 simulations, in both duration and magnitude, from 

a resource adequacy perspective. Each simulation represents a combination of a 

weather and hydro year, with each year consisting of 8,760 hours. A single simulation 

run can have multiple noncontiguous periods with shortfalls, so it is possible to have 

frequencies exceeding 870. That is, if a simulation has a 10-hour shortfall followed by a 

20-hour shortfall, the frequency for both the 7-to-12-hour and the 13-to-24-hour 

shortfall duration bins will increase in value by one, rather than the 25-to-48-hour 

shortfall duration bin increasing in value by one. Figure 9.18 through Figure 9.21 show 

event distributions with and without firm capacity additions. Note that the units on the 

y-axes of Figure 9.18 and Figure 9.19 are of different orders of magnitude and that the 

2035 duration distribution shows a total frequency that is much higher than that of the 

2030 distribution. 
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Figure 9.18. 2030 Shortfall Duration Distribution – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.19. 2035 Shortfall Duration Distribution – Excludes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.20. 2030 Shortfall Duration Distribution – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.21. 2035 Shortfall Duration Distribution – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Without firm capacity additions, the frequency of short events greatly increases from 

2030 to 2035, with the Current portfolio analysis for 2035 showing roughly 20 times the 

number of events lasting six hours or less (and half of these events lasting only one 

hour). In 2030, the majority of shortfalls last 12 to 24 hours across all portfolios without 

firm capacity additions, but by 2035, the majority of events are six hours or less except 

with the Large Wind portfolio, which has double the number of events from 12 to 24 

hours. This pattern is seen in the distribution of shortfall duration within portfolios after 
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firm capacity is added, although at a much smaller scale. This is likely due to the 

increased variability in both load and generation in 2035, which causes shorter and more 

frequent peaks in load and lows in weather-dependent generation. Wind, on the other 

hand, has a tendency to die out for longer periods of time than other resources, leading 

the Large Wind portfolio to have longer shortfalls.  

 

Adding firm capacity mostly eliminates shortfalls lasting over 72 hours (three days) but 

may cause an increase in shorter duration events that occur very close to each other. 

Additionally, the number of events longer than two days in 2035 after capacity additions 

is fairly consistent across all portfolios, demonstrating that longer duration extreme 

events are hard to mitigate for all portfolio compositions given established commercially 

available resources. 

 

Figure 9.22 and Figure 9.23 show the magnitude of events (in MWh) rather than the 

duration of the energy shortfalls, which highlights significant differences between the 

portfolios’ reliability. The x-axis displays the magnitude ranges for the 870 scenarios’ 

median-duration energy shortfall. Note that the units on the y-axes of the two figures 

are of different orders of magnitude. The 2035 shortfall frequencies easily exceed the 

2030 shortfall frequencies in all magnitude bins, indicating growing generation resource 

needs over time. 

 

Figure 9.22. 2030 Shortfall Magnitude Distribution – Excludes Capacity Additions 
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Figure 9.23. 2035 Shortfall Magnitude Distribution – Excludes Capacity Additions 

 

 

In 2035, the frequency of higher magnitude events greatly outpaces that of smaller 

events across all portfolios. This is likely due to peak demand increasing faster than 

average load, resulting in greater shortfalls when they occur. This is especially true given 

the limited flexibility of established commercially available technologies. The trends of 

the annual metrics between portfolios show the solar portfolios having the highest 

event frequency, especially for events with a median magnitude between 50 MWh and 

200 MWh; this is likely due to the lower capacity factor of solar.  

 

Figure 9.24 and Figure 9.25 show the same analysis with the addition of firm capacity to 

the portfolios.  
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Figure 9.24. 2030 Shortfall Magnitude Distribution – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 9.25. 2035 Shortfall Magnitude Distribution – Includes Capacity Additions 

 

 

After capacity additions, the solar portfolios continue to have the most frequent and 

highest magnitude shortfalls of the seven portfolios. In 2035, the current, solar, and 

remaining large portfolios have a number of shortfall events between 100 MWh and 

150 MWh. The large portfolios require less added capacity to bring the annual LOLE to 

0.1, resulting in higher magnitude events if wind and solar generation is reduced from 

inclement weather. 
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Individual Event Analysis 

While looking at summary metrics is useful for comparing portfolios, it can obfuscate 

important details about the types of events City Light may be facing in the future. When 

calculating resource adequacy metrics, an event is defined as a contiguous set of hours 

with some amount of energy shortfall. This means that a five-hour shortfall, followed by 

one hour without a shortfall, followed by another five-hour shortfall is considered to be 

two five-hour events. In reality, most would consider such an occurrence as one 11-hour 

event. Figure 9.26 shows a five-day period from a single simulation, specifically using 

1996 weather and a single hydro year simulation. The y-axis on the left is unserved 

energy and on the right is load, both in megawatt-hours. The dotted line represents the 

load and corresponds to the right y-axis, and the solid lines represent the unserved 

energy of each portfolio in 2030 and correspond to the left y-axis. Most hours of the five 

days have some magnitude of energy deficit, but the model’s calculations are based on 

five short events rather than one long event.  

 

Figure 9.26. Five-Day Event Comparing Load to Portfolio Shortfalls – Excludes Firm 

Capacity Additions 

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

226



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.26 

For this specific event, the Current, Small Solar, and Large Solar portfolios without firm 

capacity additions have the highest shortfalls. The Small Diverse and Small Wind 

portfolios perform slightly better than the solar portfolios but still have shortfalls over 

100 MWh. The Large Diverse portfolio is even better, managing to reduce the peak of 

the deficit to 95 MWh. The Large Wind portfolio performs best in this specific event at 

under 40 MWh, but if the wind dies down, the energy deficit will skyrocket. The flat 

peaks of unserved energy are due to the flexibility within City Light’s Current portfolio 

since the model dispatches generation to reduce the maximum peak of unserved energy 

as much as the resources within it allow. 

 

Sustained events like these are a large driver of many of the resource adequacy metrics. 

This one event occurs over five days and five contiguous sets of hours, affecting LOLE, 

LOLEv, and LOLH more than a single five-hour event would. The long duration also 

reduces City Light’s ability to flex resources, resulting in increased EUE. 

 

These types of events often occur in bad hydro years, when City Light’s flexibility and 

capacity at Ross Dam is significantly reduced and the Pacific Northwest region, which is 

generally hydro-heavy, experiences concurrent energy deficits due to less available 

water. The long duration of the event provides limited ability for short-duration batteries 

to recharge, and the high peaks alongside sustained increased load prevent them from 

achieving more than flattening the magnitude of hourly shortfalls. Winter events like this 

also tend to coincide with decreased wind generation because cold weather events 

bring with them low temperature gradients, leading to stagnant air. 

 

Specific types of supply- or demand-side resources will be necessary to remedy these 

types of events. Clean baseload resources, such as SMRs or enhanced geothermal 

systems, would almost guarantee (beyond unplanned outages) reducing the total 

energy shortfall. Long-duration batteries may have sufficient capacity to flex during the 

majority of a five-day event, reducing the total shortfall or the number of hours with 

shortfalls. Demand response programs that have a guaranteed capacity and ability to 

shift multiple days or even completely curtail energy usage may also be useful. 

 

Resource Adequacy Conclusions 
 

The results in this appendix demonstrate that of the portfolios analyzed, the Large 

Diverse portfolio most consistently meets the resource adequacy metrics analyzed. This 

appendix also highlights the need to study a wide range of resource adequacy metrics 

to develop a comprehensive view of the performance of each portfolio. For example, in 

2030 both the Large Diverse and the Large Solar portfolios meet the 0.1 LOLE resource 

adequacy standard (both with and without firm capacity additions). However, the LOLE 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

227



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 9.27 

CVaR values in that same year highlight the better performance of the Large Diverse 

portfolio over the Large Solar portfolio. City Light can employ mitigation measures to 

help ensure its ability to meet load, including selecting a portfolio that is not heavily 

reliant on a single resource (such as the wind or the solar + storage portfolios). 

Conducting extensive resource adequacy analysis to mitigate risk and fully understand 

how well a given portfolio performs provides guidance for picking a portfolio that 

performs well across a variety of metrics and would be robust enough to avoid the 

largest variety of loss of load events.  

 

It is worth noting that in worst-case scenarios, when City Light encounters a shortfall 

event, contingency measures and emergency resources may be available. As such, using 

the 0.1 LOLE or one day with lost load resource adequacy metric does not guarantee a 

power outage in Seattle. It is only when a utility declares an energy emergency such as 

some utilities were forced to do during the MLK Day weekend cold snap in January 

2024, that regional emergency resources become available to avoid the utility shedding 

load. This is also one of the anticipated benefits of joining WRAP. If despite all 

reasonable good faith efforts and planning City Light finds itself in an energy deficit with 

no energy available for purchase from the wholesale market, WRAP is designed to 

ensure that emergency energy reserves will be available from others in the region who 

are not experiencing the same strain on their systems.  

 

Finally, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license that governs City 

Light’s hydroelectric operations on the Skagit River allows City Light to generate extra 

power using the water reserves in Ross Lake to serve firm load when no other options 

are available. Even though City Light can utilize these emergency measures to avoid 

load shed under worst-case conditions, these are not measures that should be relied 

upon on a planning basis. A LOLEv in the IRP represents a situation in which City Light 

would need to take emergency action due to an energy deficit position, which would 

likely help City Light avoid an actual load shed event, but would not guarantee this 

outcome. 
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APPENDIX 10: PORTFOLIO OUTPUTS AND ANALYSIS 
 

As part of the 2026 IRP, City Light evaluated the costs and reliability of City Light’s 

existing power supply portfolio over the 20-year study period, 2026–2045, with no new 

resource additions; this is referred to as the Current portfolio. City Light also evaluated 

six variants of the Current portfolio: three small portfolios and three large portfolios. To 

create these clusters, the team ran GridPath’s capacity expansion model with two 

distinct sets of market access assumptions. The small portfolio group allowed for 

300 MW of spot market imports during regional resource-adequacy-constrained hours, 

while the large portfolios allowed for 200 MW of spot market imports. The small and 

large portfolio groups each comprised three portfolio types: diverse, wind, and solar + 

storage (4-hour batteries). Diverse portfolios allow for both wind and solar + storage 

resources. To create the wind and solar + storage portfolios, these specific resource 

additions were scaled up from the diverse portfolios with annual renewable energy 

provided by the portfolios held constant.37  

 

City Light evaluated the performance of each portfolio based on Seattle City Light’s 

selected resource adequacy criterion and policy compliance.  

 

The six candidate portfolios meet the following conditions: 

 

• All six portfolios were built in the capacity expansion modeling phase to meet 

resource adequacy needs with the metric of 0.1 Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE), 

which is equivalent to one expected day every ten years. 

• All portfolios meet I-937 policy requirements and Clean Energy Transformation 

Act requirements under hydro median conditions. 

 

Table 10.1 describes City Light’s current portfolio with no new resources and the six 

candidate profiles for the 2026 IRP. Table 10.2 through Table 10.7 present the 

composition and total nameplate capacities for each resource in 2030, 2035, 2040, and 

2045 under each candidate portfolio. Each of these tables include firm capacity as a 

resource option. As described in Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy, after the candidate 

portfolios were built in the capacity expansion model, they were tested against the 

0.1 loss of load event (LOLE) resource adequacy metric. If the portfolio was unable to 

meet the criterion of 0.1 LOLE, additional firm capacity was added to that portfolio to 

bring it up to that standard.  

 

 
37 Because different resources have different capacity factors, even though the energy generation is held 

constant within each cluster, the nameplate capacity of the portfolios within the clusters differs. 
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Table 10.1. 2026 IRP Portfolio Names 

Portfolio Description 

Current Existing portfolio 

Small Diverse Existing portfolio + wind + solar + storage 

Small Wind Existing portfolio + wind 

Small Solar Existing portfolio + solar + storage 

Large Diverse Existing portfolio + wind + solar + storage 

Large Wind Existing portfolio + wind 

Large Solar Existing portfolio + solar + storage 

 

Table 10.2. 2026 IRP Small Diverse Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 282 457  668  1,743 

Solar (MW) 119 119 119 119 

Battery (MW) 10 10 189 345 

Firm Capacity (MW) 0 180 387 466 

 

Table 10.3. 2026 IRP Small Wind Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 376 574 799 1,840 

Solar (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Battery (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Firm Capacity (MW) 0 168 382 467 

 

Table 10.4. 2026 IRP Small Solar Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Solar (MW) 477 712 989 2,338 

Battery (MW) 87 130 311 1,404 

Firm Capacity (MW) 11 251 475 672 

 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

230



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                        PAGE 10.3 

Table 10.5. 2026 IRP Large Diverse Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 424 1,002 1,002 2,310 

Solar (MW) 600 600 600 600 

Battery (MW) 109 109 188 360 

Firm Capacity (MW) 0 0 275 314 

 

Table 10.6. 2026 IRP Large Wind Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 897 1,468 1,468 2,798 

Solar (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Battery (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Firm Capacity (MW) 0 0 269 305 

 

Table 10.7. 2026 IRP Large Solar Portfolio Resource Additions In Study Years  

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Wind (MW) 0 0 0 0 

Solar (MW) 1,137 1,891 1,891 3,534 

Battery (MW) 207 345 595 2,123 

Firm Capacity (MW) 0 181 433 615 

 

Metrics 

 

The portfolios were evaluated according to five different metrics: Net Present Value 

(NPV), transmission capacity need, the social cost of greenhouse gas (SCGHG), the LOLE, 

and the Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP) requirements.  

Net Present Value 

The NPV, which is reported in millions of 2026 real dollars, contains the sum of all 

portfolio costs for resources (e.g., supply, transmission, firm capacity, energy 

conservation, demand response, customer solar, and renewable energy credit 

purchases), City Light’s BPA power contract, and the SCGHG from 2026 to 2045  

 

The inputs for the 2026 IPR NPV analysis were determined at the end of 2024. The 

energy industry is experiencing a particularly volatile operating environment and has 

experienced dramatic changes over the past year, which are not reflected in the analysis.  
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• The current Presidential administration repealed tax credits for many 

renewable energy resources, which will increase the cost to acquire these 

resources 

• The current administration also repealed tax credits for electric vehicles 

• The growing role of Artificial Intelligence has led to higher demand for data 

centers, which will increase load forecasts 

• The picture of market availability in the northwest has radically shifted, with 

multiple studies identifying the possibility of resource shortages across the 

region during severe weather 

• There has been further and accelerated development of clean, firm resources 

such as enhanced geothermal and small modular nuclear reactors.  

 

City Light completes an IRP every two years and will complete additional in-depth 

analyses to capture these changes, as well as the increasing volatility across the industry, 

in the 2028 IRP Progress Report. 

 

Figure 10.1 shows the NPV cost of each of the seven portfolios in three different future 

wholesale energy market-price scenarios: Low, Mid, and High (see Appendix 6: Market 

Prices for more detail about market prices). Of the seven portfolios, the NPV cost is 

lowest for the Current, Small Diverse, and Small Wind portfolios. The Current portfolio 

has the lowest cost of the seven portfolios; however, it is the only one that is not 

resource adequate. 
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Figure 10.1. 2026 IRP Seven Portfolio Annual Portfolio Costs 

 

 

The remaining portfolios, particularly the Large Solar portfolio, are more expensive likely 

due to the increased addition of wind, solar, and battery resources. These resources are 

both expensive and lack dispatch flexibility to take advantage of wholesale market 

arbitrage opportunities. The higher capacity of wind, solar, and battery resources in the 

large portfolios is due to their limited market access in the capacity expansion model on 

regionally resource-adequacy-constrained days (200 MW) compared with the small 

portfolios (300 MW). It is impossible to know how much market availability will actually 

occur in the future during severe events when the market is likely to be constrained. 

Transmission 

The transmission metric looks at the total estimated transmission capacity needed in 

each of the six IRP candidate portfolios. Due to uncertainty in available future 

transmission capacity, this metric can be viewed as a transmission risk level for each of 

the portfolios. 

 

Figure 10.2 shows the transmission capacity needed for each portfolio in five-year 

intervals from 2030 to 2045. The model does not allow for additional transmission 

acquisition until 2035, but beginning in 2035 it can select five-year contracts as needed. 

Although the model does not allow for transmission acquisition until 2035, some 

portfolios could require transmission additions before the model allows. Both wind 
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portfolios need the largest amount of cumulative transmission capacity from 2030 

through 2045. While the solar + storage portfolios do not require additional 

transmission until 2040, their transmission capacity needs increase by 408% for the 

Small Solar portfolio and 113% for the Large Solar portfolio from 2040 to 2045.  

 

Although the capacity expansion model selects similar magnitudes of wind and solar 

resources for the wind portfolios and the solar + storage portfolios, the model’s results 

show that the wind resources require more transmission additions than the solar 

resources. The wind resources selected by the model are in the Gorge (Washington-

Oregon border), Montana, and southern Idaho. Generation capacity produced by 

southern Idaho wind is assumed to be routed through Oregon before Seattle and 

Montana wind capacity is transmitted to Seattle through Mid-C. Since City Light has 

limited additional available transmission capacity along the Southern Idaho to Oregon 

and Montana to Mid-C transmission paths, the capacity expansion model requires 

transmission capacity additions to deliver this energy to Seattle.  

 

In contrast, the new solar resources selected by the model are located exclusively in the 

NE_WA and CE_WA zones, both of which have direct paths to Seattle. As such, no 

additional transmission is needed to deliver these solar resources to Seattle’s balancing 

area. The reason why additional transmission is required for the solar + storage 

portfolios is that the model selects batteries located in Idaho, and like the Idaho wind 

resources, storage capacity from these batteries is routed through Oregon before 

reaching Seattle. Of the diverse portfolios, the small one requires the least amount of 

added transmission capacity up to 2040, although both the Small Diverse and Large 

Diverse portfolios show increasing needs in later years.  
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Figure 10.2. IRP 2026 Six Portfolios’ Annual Transmission Capacity 

 

Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas 

City Light is required to consider the SCGHG according to the Clean Energy 

Transformation Act (CETA). The SCGHG cost calculations for the seven portfolios 

incorporate the CETA-assigned emissions rate of 0.437 metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent (CO2e) per megawatt-hour of unspecified energy to express the SCGHG in 

2026 dollars per metric ton of CO2e. Unspecified energy enters the portfolio through a 

small portion of the BPA contract, some of City Light’s long-term contracts, firm capacity 

additions, and spot market purchases as identified through the Production Cost Model 

runs. Refer to Appendix 4: Regulatory Requirements for more information. 

 

Figure 10.3 shows the SCGHG for each of the seven portfolios in 2030, 2035, 2040, and 

2045 under the Mid market-price scenario. For the six candidate portfolios, the SCGHG 

decreases over time in response to regional compliance mandates. This is because the 

capacity expansion and production cost models have constraints that are based on 

regional requirements, which affects how City Light interacts with the market. Because 

these portfolios have higher capacities, they have fewer spot market purchases. 

However, the Current portfolio’s SCGHG remains relatively stable over the four study 

years and is significantly higher than that of the other candidate portfolios in 2045, 

because it requires more market purchases. For example, the Current portfolio is 28% 

higher than the Large Diverse portfolio in 2045.  
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Figure 10.3. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios’ Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas 

 

WRAP 

City Light is a participant in the Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP), which 

requires participating utilities to meet recent historic peak loads plus a planning reserve 

margin (PRM) percentage with the qualifying capacity contributions (QCCs) of owned 

and contracted-for resources. This subsection looks to see if the IRP portfolios allow City 

Light to comply with WRAP’s requirements. WRAP estimates whether City Light has 

sufficient resources to contribute to its share of regional load during the region’s 5% 

highest peak summer and winter hours (capacity critical hours). WRAP helps ensure that 

there is adequate regional capacity to meet regional need, but the amount and timing 

of resource adequacy needs of City Light may differ from those of the region. Because 

the IRP model builds its portfolio primarily to meet City Light’s needs, the IRP model 

generally overbuilds resources with respect to the resources needed only to meet 

WRAP. 

 

A challenge of estimating WRAP compliance is that peak loads and QCCs are dependent 

on data that does not yet exist; for example, the 2045 QCC of City Light’s resources 

would be derived in part from the performance of those resources in 2040. Additionally, 

PRMs are currently set by WRAP for five years out. However, existing PRMs and QCCs 

combined with City Light’s peak load forecast can provide a rough estimate of whether 

the IRP portfolios allow City Light to be compliant with WRAP. 
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PRMs for all years were assumed to be the same as the PRMs used for the WRAP Winter 

2024–2025 and Summer 2025 seasons. QCCs of City Light’s existing resources were also 

assumed to be equal to the QCCs in City Light’s respective WRAP Winter 2024–2025 and 

Summer 2025 workbooks. For new resources, WRAP provides QCC values, which allow 

the nameplate capacity of new resources to be converted to equivalent QCCs.38 Since 

these QCC values vary both by resource and WRAP subregion, each new resource 

selected in the IRP portfolios was binned into a WRAP subregion, and then the 

resource’s nameplate capacity was multiplied by the QCC value for the respective 

resource type and subregion. The IRP resources for which WRAP does not provide a 

QCC value are the firm capacity additions. Firm capacity additions were assumed to 

provide perfect capacity (e.g., 100 MW of capacity additions would have a QCC value of 

100 MW). In addition, all resource changes to the Current portfolio after Summer 2025, 

other than changes to City Light’s BPA power contract and resources selected in the 

2026 IRP, are ignored.39 

 

Figure 10.4 through Figure 10.7 show the capacity position for the months when City 

Light has the worst capacity position, (i.e., the greatest capacity deficit or smallest 

surplus) for the given summer or winter season, year, and portfolio. For example, if a 

portfolio has a surplus capacity in the summer of 2030 of 100 MW, 300 MW, 400 MW, 

and 200 MW for June, July, August, and September, respectively, then the figure would 

show 100 MW (the smallest surplus) for summer 2030. If instead the values for the same 

four months were -200 MW, 100 MW, 400 MW, and -300 MW, the figure would show -

300 MW (the greatest capacity deficit). Values that are positive indicate that City Light 

has a surplus across all months in the given season, whereas values that are negative 

indicate that City Light has a deficit in at least one month in the season. 

 

 
38 Specifically, the latest available QCC percentage was used, which was for the Winter 26-27 and Summer 

2027 seasons. 
39 Resource changes after Summer 2025 include but are not limited to the new NewSun solar project and 

removal of the Columbia Ridge and Columbia Basin Hydro contracts. 
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Figure 10.4. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Summer Greatest Monthly Deficit/Smallest Surplus 

Without Firm Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 10.5. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Winter Greatest Monthly Deficit/Smallest Surplus 

Without Firm Capacity Additions 
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Figure 10.6. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Summer Greatest Monthly Deficit/Smallest Surplus 

with Firm Capacity Additions 

 

 

Figure 10.7. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Winter Greatest Monthly Deficit/Smallest Surplus 

with Firm Capacity Additions 
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Figure 10.4 and Figure 10.5 show the smallest monthly surplus and the greatest monthly 

deficit for the seven portfolios without additional capacity in summer and winter, 

respectively. In the winter months the Current portfolio surplus decreases until 2040, at 

which point it enters a deficit. Small Wind enters a deficit in 2045. The surplus in both 

Large Solar and Small Solar increases over the years, while the surplus of the Large Wind 

portfolio steadily decreases. In the summer months none of the portfolios is ever in 

deficit. The Current portfolio steadily decreases but does not reach a deficit.  

 

Figure 10.6 and Figure 10.7 show the greatest monthly capacity deficit and the smallest 

monthly capacity surplus for the seven candidate portfolios with additional generation 

in winter and summer, respectively. In winter, monthly surplus capacity increases over 

the years. By 2045, both the Large Solar and the Small Solar portfolios show more of a 

surplus than the remaining five portfolios due to the current high QCC accreditation of 

energy storage in WRAP. In contrast, the Current portfolio surplus decreases from 2030 

to 2035 and in 2040 and 2045 is in deficit. 

 

In the summer months, none of the portfolios is in deficit (although the surplus for all 

increases over time with the addition of new resources) and Figure 10.6 shows that 

under current QCC accreditation values solar and storage portfolios have a surplus that 

increases over the years. However, QCC accreditation of energy storage may decrease 

significantly in the future,40 which means that the surplus provided by the solar and 

storage portfolios may actually be significantly closer to that of the other portfolios. 

 

Overall, the seven portfolios are expected to be WRAP sufficient or nearly WRAP 

sufficient even prior to capacity additions for all years and for both winter and summer 

seasons. While uncertainty exists about actual WRAP PRM requirements and future QCC 

accreditation, after capacity additions all portfolios have a buffer of several hundred 

megawatts of capacity to account for the uncertainty. Under a sensitivity (not shown 

above) where PRMs are 50% greater than they currently are (i.e., WRAP requirements 

increase) and all new resource QCCs are derated by 33%, all portfolios were still or 

nearly WRAP sufficient, with no portfolio having a deficit greater than 11 MW. Therefore, 

meeting WRAP compliance is not a major factor in portfolio selection. 

 
40 For example, in the WRAP Forward Showing September 2, 2025, advanced assessment shows that in the 

separate SWEDE (Southwest/East Diversity Exchange) region of WRAP, energy storage QCCs decrease 

from approximately 100% in 2025 to 86% in 2027 due to oversaturation of short duration energy storage 

over that time period. 
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Resource Adequacy 

Figure 10.8 shows the LOLE in 2030 and 2035 for each portfolio without adding firm 

capacity. The figure shows that only the large portfolios are resource adequate without 

additional capacity. In particular, the Current and small portfolios significantly exceed 

the maximum LOLE value allowed to meet City Light’s resource adequacy standard in 

2035.  

 

Figure 10.9 shows the LOLE for each of the seven portfolios with firm capacity additions. 

Note that the quantity of added firm capacity for each portfolio was specifically 

calculated to equal the minimum required to make the portfolio resource adequate, and 

no firm capacity was added to portfolios that were already resource adequate.  

 

In 2030, all the large portfolios are well below the standard of one day in ten years with 

lost load, indicating that in 2030 these portfolios are overbuilt. However, in 2035, these 

large portfolios are much closer to City Light’s resource adequacy standard and are 

therefore more appropriate for the City Light system.  

 

Figure 10.8. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Loss-of-Load Expectation without Additional Firm 

Capacity 

 

 

As Figure 10.8 shows, the additional wind, solar, and battery resources in each of the 

candidate portfolios (with the exception of Large Diverse and Large Wind) are not 

enough to ensure resource adequacy at a level of at most one loss-of-load day in ten 

years. To meet this standard, City Light added the minimum required firm capacity to 
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each candidate portfolio, as shown in Table 10.8. These capacity additions could come 

from baseload resources, forward purchases, or contracts with firm energy provisions.  

 

Table 10.8. 2026 IRP Seven Portfolio Firm Capacity Additions 

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Current 78 315 567 827 

Small Diverse 0 180 387 466 

Small Wind 0 168 382 467 

Small Solar 11 475 475 672 

Large Diverse 0 0 275 314 

Large Wind 0 0 269 305 

Large Solar 0 181 433 616 

 

Figure 10.9 includes the firm capacity additions and shows each of the candidate 

portfolios now meeting the 0.1 LOLE threshold.  

 

Figure 10.9. IRP 2026 Seven Portfolios Loss-of-Load Expectation with Additional Firm 

Capacity 

 

 

While all candidate portfolios were required to meet the resource adequacy standard of 

a maximum of one day in ten years with lost load, further analysis is necessary to 
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evaluate the overall reliability of each portfolio. For further resource adequacy analysis, 

please refer to Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy.  

 

Portfolio Analysis Evaluation 

 

Table 10.9 summarizes the key strengths and weaknesses of the seven portfolios. A 

more extensive reliability analysis of these portfolios is presented in Appendix 9: 

Resource Adequacy. 

 

Table 10.9. 2026 IRP Seven Portfolio Strengths and Weaknesses 

Portfolio 

Name 
Strengths Weaknesses 

Small 

Diverse 

• Lowest NPV overall 

among candidate 

portfolios 

• Diverse resource mix 

lowers cost and reliability 

risk 

• Is not resource adequate on its own 

and requires firm capacity additions to 

meet resource adequacy standard 

earlier than large portfolios 

Small 

Wind 

• Low NPV value across all 

three price futures 

• Relies solely on wind (lack of resource 

diversity significantly increases risk) 

• Large transmission acquisition need 

• Is not resource adequate on its own 

and requires firm capacity additions to 

meet resource adequacy standard 

earlier than large portfolios 

• Only portfolio that is in deficit in 

WRAP requirements before the end of 

the IRP study period 

Small 

Solar 

• Has low transmission 

acquisition need through 

2045 

• Relies solely on solar + storage (lack of 

resource diversity significantly 

increases risk) 

• Is not resource adequate on its own 

and requires firm capacity additions to 

meet resource adequacy standard 

earlier than Large portfolios 

• Among the highest of the candidate 

portfolios’ SCGHG 
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Portfolio 

Name 
Strengths Weaknesses 

Large 

Diverse 

• Diverse resource mix 

lowers cost and reliability 

risk 

• Resource adequate 

through 2035; lower 

dependency on acquiring 

firm capacity products for 

future reliability 

• Lowest SCGHG through 

2045 

• Has a LOLE of 0.02 in 2030, indicating 

extra resources in the portfolio 

Large 

Wind 

• Resource adequate 

through 2035 

•  Has a LOLE of 0.03 in 2030, indicating 

extra resources in the portfolio 

• Relies solely on wind (lack of resource 

diversity significantly increases risk) 

• Large transmission acquisition needs 

Large 

Solar 

• Low transmission 

acquisition need through 

2045 

•  Has a LOLE of 0.03 in 2030, indicating 

extra resources in the portfolio 

• Relies solely on solar + storage (lack of 

resource diversity significantly 

increases risk) 

• Among the highest of the candidate 

portfolios’ SCGHG 

• Highest NPV across all three price 

futures 

 

Recommendation 

City Light finds that the portfolio attributes of the Large Diverse portfolio would be the 

best fit. While the existing resource scenario had the lowest NPV costs by a small 

margin, it did not meet City Light’s resource adequacy requirement of 0.1 LOLE through 

the 20-year study period and represents the highest risk of loss of load. Under extreme 

load and hydro scenarios, City Light expects the Current portfolio would fall even further 

below the resource adequacy threshold, and relative costs would increase due to the 

higher market reliance necessary to serve load. City Light feels uncomfortable with 

recommending any of the wind or solar + storage variants, since a portfolio with a 

significant percentage of only wind or solar renewables presents significant challenges 

to balancing energy in real time and also creates additional resource procurement risk. 
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Furthermore, the Small Diverse portfolio requires significantly more firm capacity 

additions than the Large Diverse portfolio does and also has an additional 100 MW of 

market reliance. The Large Diverse portfolio is the 2026 IRP preferred portfolio. 

However, circumstances may change, City Light will continue to evaluate whether its 

plans should be altered every two years. 
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APPENDIX 11: ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY BREAK-EVEN 

ANALYSES 
 

City Light analyzed an additional set of resource technologies, termed “advanced 

technologies” here, separately from the established new resource technologies (wind, 

solar PV, and short-duration BESSs) included in the primary IRP analysis. Advanced 

technologies are those that have not yet been extensively deployed at scale, even 

though the technological capabilities may already exist and they may have already been 

deployed at scale in a few instances. These technologies also tend to have much longer 

deployment times from investment to the first operational deliveries than wind, solar PV, 

and short-duration BESSs. Advanced technologies treated in this IRP include enhanced 

geothermal systems, small modular reactors (SMRs), long-duration energy storage, and 

green hydrogen peaker plants. 

 

These technologies provide clean, firm power in the form of baseload or dispatchable 

power and will be critical to building a reliable and clean portfolio. A portfolio built only 

on wind, solar and short-duration batteries requires a high capacity volume to overcome 

the weather dependency of these resources, but is still not guaranteed to produce 

power when it is needed.  

 

The advanced technology resources were treated separately because there remains 

uncertainty surrounding when these resources will become commercially available on a 

utility scale and what they will cost. City Light performed separate break-even analyses 

for each advanced technology type to determine the price at which adding an advanced 

technology resource would reduce the cost of the 2026 IRP’s candidate portfolios.  

 

Background 

Resource Adequacy Need 

Seattle City Light’s existing power supply portfolio currently provides significant 

flexibility for meeting its system load, especially because of the seasonal reservoir 

storage available at its Skagit hydroelectric project. As discussed in more detail in 

Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy, the most significant drivers of new resource needs are 

long (multiday) resource adequacy events. 

 

While established technology resources, namely utility-scale wind, solar PV, and short-

duration BESSs, could hypothetically satisfy Seattle’s resource needs during most 

conditions, relying on only these resource types during multiday events poses significant 

risks. In particular, the meteorological conditions that cause City Light’s load to increase 
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(multiday heat waves in summer and cold snaps in winter) also tend to cause low-wind 

conditions. These circumstances are compounded by the fact that the conditions that 

result in multiday heat waves in summer can also cause reduced solar irradiance. During 

winter cold snaps, skies are often clear, but solar irradiance is naturally diminished due 

to the low angle of the sun. If a multiday event occurred during an extended period of 

poor hydrological conditions, the region could experience low hydro, solar, and wind 

energy for multiple consecutive days, which would present a high risk of insufficient 

generation for serving loads directly or for recharging short-duration BESSs. 

Consequently, clean, firm advanced technology resources that are not weather 

dependent and therefore not at high risk of generating low or zero power during 

multiday heat and cold snap events would likely better meet City Light’s resource 

adequacy needs. 

Advanced Technology Types Considered 

In the 2024 IRP Progress Report, City Light included enhanced geothermal systems and 

Oregon offshore wind as candidate resources in the portfolio expansion model. 

Incentives for development and work toward commercial deployment of offshore wind 

in the coastal waters of the Pacific Northwest have been significantly hampered by 

recent federal policies, which were considered not likely to change in the near future. 

Thus, City Light excluded offshore wind from the advanced technologies to be evaluated 

in the present work. 

 

Due to demonstrated regional need for clean, firm resources, City Light chose to retain 

enhanced geothermal systems as a candidate resource for evaluation in the 2026 IRP 

break-even analyses, because as a baseload resource it is both clean and firm. 

Conventional geothermal plants require natural sources of heat far below the earth’s 

surface to have pre-existing paths through cracked or porous rock. In these specific 

geological conditions, energy is relatively easy to harness when cool water is pumped 

underground and returns to the surface at a much higher temperature. However, these 

specific geological conditions are not common in the contiguous United States, 

especially in the Pacific Northwest. Enhanced geothermal systems still rely on harnessing 

energy from cool water pumped underground and heated by the Earth along its return, 

but unlike conventional geothermal plants, they can be built by drilling a deep well 

through nonporous subsurface rock. The pre-existing geological conditions enhanced 

geothermal systems require are much more common in the United States, which 

significantly expands the untapped potential for harnessing geothermal energy, 

including in the Pacific Northwest. Even if enhanced geothermal systems are build 

outside of the northwest, City Light would be able to deliver that resource to load, 

provided sufficient transmission capacity. 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

247



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                       PAGE 11.3 

Similarly, based on the demonstrated regional need for clean, firm resources, City Light 

also added SMRs into the break-even analyses as another type of advanced technology 

that functions as a baseload resource. The other type of clean, firm resources City Light 

chose to include in the break-even analyses were green hydrogen peaker plants and 

long-duration energy storage (100 MWh), as these advanced technologies provide 

clean, firm dispatchable power. City Light evaluated these advanced technology types in 

the present IRP based on the steady technological progression of and positive economic 

outlook for these technologies. As with established resource technologies and enhanced 

geothermal systems, these advanced technology resources do not necessarily need to 

be developed in the Pacific Northwest; they only need sufficient transmission pathways 

to deliver the energy generated to the Pacific Northwest. 

Firm Capacity Product Assumptions 

City Light began its break-even analyses using the information provided by the Small 

Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios, which were both built using only established 

technology resources as candidates for portfolio expansion purposes. As discussed in 

the main 2026 IRP Report and in more detail in Appendix 9: Resource Adequacy, the 

Small Diverse candidate portfolio required City Light to procure specific amounts of firm 

capacity products in each year from 2031 through 2045 to meet its resource adequacy 

standard of at most one loss-of-load day in ten years. Similarly, the Large Diverse 

candidate portfolio required procurement of firm capacity products from 2036 through 

2045 to achieve City Light’s resource adequacy standard. This firm capacity is necessary 

because the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios were built in the capacity 

expansion model using only single days in each calendar month with regionally extreme 

resource needs (also known as resource-adequacy-constrained days); as a result, the 

capacity expansion model did not capture more extensive resource needs for multiday 

resource-adequacy-constrained days. In contrast, the resource adequacy model 

included all hours across hundreds of modeled years and, as a result, captured the 

increased resource needs due to multiday resource-adequacy-constrained days. Table 

11.1 summarizes the firm capacity additions required for each candidate portfolio at key 

modeled years.41 

 

Table 11.1. Resource Adequacy–Required Firm Capacity Resource Additions by Year (MW) 

Portfolio 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Small Diverse 0 180 567 828 

Large Diverse 0 0 387 314 

 
41 For years between modeled years, annual firm capacity requirements were linearly interpolated between 

the modeled years. 
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Figure 11.1 shows reliability in terms of Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) of the Small 

Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios in 2030 and 2035 before any firm capacity 

additions. In 2030, the Small Diverse portfolio is just under City Light’s resource 

adequacy standard of one loss-of-load day in ten years and is thus near-optimally sized 

for Seattle’s system as modeled. The Large Diverse portfolio is far under this threshold in 

2030, indicating that it is overbuilt. By 2035, the Large Diverse portfolio has 0.9 expected 

loss-of-load days in ten years, making it near-optimally sized for Seattle’s system, while 

the Small Diverse portfolio in 2035 does not meet the resource adequacy standard 

without additional firm capacity. After 2035, both the Small Diverse and Large Diverse 

portfolios require increasing quantities of firm capacity to stay below the resource 

adequacy standard. 

 

Figure 11.1. Portfolio Resource Adequacy Before Added Firm Capacity 

 

 

The GridPath model limited market access on regionally resource-adequacy-constrained 

days; on those days, once market resources were exhausted, the model had to either 

build additional supply-side resources or purchase firm capacity products. For the 

advanced technology break-even analyses, City Light simulated a case in which the cost 

of firm capacity was consistent with the average cost of new resources built by the Large 

Diverse portfolio beyond the total new resource capacity of the Small Diverse portfolio. 

This approach is explained in greater detail in the following section. 
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Firm Capacity Price Estimates 

In the main 2026 IRP analysis, City Light assumed that firm capacity products were 

priced according to BPA’s BP-24 demand charge rates of $138/kW per year.42 City 

Light’s subject matter experts consider this to be a best-case-scenario price, as it would 

be very low compared with the cost of buying wholesale energy products or building 

additional generation resources to meet City Light’s additional energy and capacity 

needs. From an energy and capacity perspective, these firm capacity products could be 

replaced with equivalent energy products that have a capacity component, whether 

purchased from the wholesale energy market through forward transactions, procured 

via power purchase agreements (PPAs), or obtained by building out or acquiring 

renewable energy projects, albeit at a higher price point than that of the BP-24 demand 

charge rate. 

 

City Light was especially interested in evaluating advanced technology resources that 

would offer an essentially constant or on-demand supply of energy. These resource 

types have the potential to offset a significant portion of the sizable magnitude of 

intermittent renewable energy resources identified in the IRP main report’s preferred 

(Large Diverse) portfolio in future years. The intermittent renewable energy resources 

have a low capacity factor. Achieving the same megawatt-hours of generation requires a 

higher nameplate capacity than a resource with a higher capacity factor requires.  

 

Figure 11.2 compares the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios in 2035, 

demonstrating how just 180 MW of firm energy or firm capacity resources in the Small 

Diverse Portfolio can replace nearly 1,000 MW of nameplate capacity of intermittent 

renewables and short-duration batteries in the Large Diverse portfolio, while still 

meeting City Light’s resource adequacy standard. For this reason, the potential cost 

savings of advanced technology resources are approximated as the marginal cost of 

new intermittent renewable resources, which is significantly higher than the BP-24 

demand charge rate. 

 

 
42 After adjusting for inflation to 2026 dollars. 
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Figure 11.2. Large Diverse and Small Diverse portfolios’ New Resource Additions in 2035. 

 

 

To calculate the cost of new intermittent renewable resources (the cost of marginal 

capacity), City Light used the difference in the total portfolio costs excluding the 

additional firm capacity products (but inclusive of project capital costs, O&M, and net 

marketing revenue) between the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios, divided by 

the difference in added firm capacity of the Small Diverse and Large Diverse portfolios, 

for each study year.43 This resulted in estimated firm capacity costs by year as shown in 

Table 11.2.44 

 

 
43 The equation for the cost of marginal capacity was: (large portfolio cost without added firm capacity - 

small portfolio cost without added firm capacity) / (small portfolio firm capacity - large portfolio firm 

capacity) = cost of marginal capacity. 
44 For this analysis, these firm capacity costs indicate the average cost to procure intermittent renewable 

resource capacity in the last decade of the IRP study period; high firm capacity costs would make 

relatively expensive emerging technology projects look more appealing. Based on the resource adequacy 

analysis of the Large Diverse portfolio in the IRP, this method likely determines an appropriate upper-

bound cost estimate for 2035, but may slightly underestimate the cost of marginal new-build capacity 

after 2035. This underestimation occurs because the Large Diverse portfolio almost exactly met City 

Light’s resource adequacy standard of one loss-of-load day in ten years without any firm capacity 

additions in 2035 but required firm capacity additions after 2035 to continue meeting City Light’s resource 

adequacy standard. 
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Table 11.2. Firm Capacity Prices Under the Mid-Market Price Scenario 

Year Firm Capacity Price ($/kW-year) 

2035 484 

2040 658 

2045 686 

 

As the Pacific Northwest becomes increasingly saturated with wind, solar and short-

duration BESSs, each unit capacity addition of these resources contributes less to meet 

peak net loads. It is likely that City Light would find alternate means to procure firm 

capacity by 2035; even the estimated costs of firm capacity presented in Table 11.2 are 

high compared with forecast wholesale energy market prices, for example. 

Consequently, City Light was comfortable using these estimates as a reasonable upper-

bound for firm capacity costs in the break-even analyses, described further in the 

Method section below. In such a future, it is likely that any advanced technologies that 

become commercially available at a utility-scale would compete to set the marginal 

price of firm capacity below the costs in Table 11.2. 

 

Method 

 

To perform the break-even analysis for each advanced technology resource type, City 

Light evaluated advanced technology resources in the context of the Small Diverse 

candidate portfolio without the addition of firm capacity products. City Light added 

200 MW of one advanced technology type to the candidate portfolio starting in 2035 at 

zero capital cost. The portfolio was then run through the resource adequacy model to 

determine the minimum amount of firm capacity needed on top of the 200 MW of the 

advanced technology resource to allow the new advanced technology portfolio to meet 

City Light’s resource adequacy standard. City Light then added that minimum amount of 

firm capacity to the new advanced technology portfolio. Table 11.3 shows the required 

firm capacity additions to the Small Diverse portfolio with 200 MW of the given 

advanced technology resource, by year, that are necessary for the portfolio to meet City 

Light’s resource adequacy requirement of 0.1 LOLE. 
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Table 11.3. Firm Capacity Additions with 200 MW of Advanced Technology Resource 

Year 

None  

(Small Diverse 

Portfolio) 

Green 

Hydrogen 

Peaker Plant 

Baseload 
Multiday 

Storage 

2030 0 0 0 0 

2035 180 0 0 0 

2040 322 120 119 128 

2045 420 196 196 214 

 

Each advanced technology portfolio was run through GridPath’s production cost model 

for the same typical weather and hydro year that was used in the main IRP work to 

evaluate the Small Diverse and Large Diverse candidate portfolios to determine the 

advanced technology portfolios’ costs by year. The difference in total costs between the 

Small Diverse candidate portfolio, which consists of established resource technologies 

and firm capacity additions, and the new advanced technology candidate portfolio with 

any capacity additions necessary represents the total savings to the utility from adding 

200 MW of that particular advanced technology to the portfolio. Thus, the value of firm 

capacity is a determining factor in calculating the break-even value.  

 

Break-even values were calculated by dividing the annual levelized savings by the 

average annual megawatt-hour generation for advanced technology baseload resources 

(in the 2026 IRP these were enhanced geothermal systems and SMRs) or by the 200 MW 

nameplate capacity of the resource for dispatchable advanced technology resources (in 

the 2026 IRP, these were green hydrogen peaker plants and long-duration energy 

storage. This allowed City Light to determine the break-even value per megawatt-hour 

of enhanced geothermal systems and SMRs, and the break-even values per megawatt of 

long-duration energy storage and green hydrogen peaker plants. 

 

Break-even Values Results and Discussion 

 

The break-even value is the maximum price per unit energy, or per unit capacity, at 

which adding 200 MW-nameplate of an advanced technology resource would not result 

in increased costs to City Light, as compared to the Small Diverse portfolio; any price 

below the break-even value would result in net savings. To explore how the price of 

wholesale market energy affects the break-even values, City Light varied the calculation 

of marginal firm capacity using its low-, mid-, and high-wholesale market price forecast 

scenarios (see Appendix 6: Market Prices). In total, the break-even values capture the 

savings in capital costs and net marketing opportunity under the three wholesale market 

price forecast scenarios, as well as any additional curtailment costs. 
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To add context to the break-even analysis results presented below, we provide 

comparisons of the advanced technology resources’ break-even values to the equivalent 

costs of established technology resources used in this IRP. This also generalizes our 

results so that the break-even values can be expressed in terms of established 

technology resource costs as they change over time. 

 

Using the firm capacity costs by year in Table 11.2, the resulting break-even values for 

the baseload resources (enhanced geothermal and SMRs) are $94/MWh, $111/MWh, 

and $135/MWh for the low-, mid-, and high-market price forecasts, respectively. These 

values translate to 261%, 310%, and 375% of the expected capital cost in dollars per 

megawatt-hour of a solar PV project in 2035. Green hydrogen peaker plants’ break-even 

values demonstrated minimal sensitivity to wholesale market price forecasts, but ranged 

from $650/kW-year to $677/kW-year for various green hydrogen fuel costs ranging 

from $0/MWh to $400/MWh. These were equivalent to between 1,663% and 1,732% of 

the expected capital costs in dollars per kilowatt-year of short-duration BESSs in 2035. 

Long-duration energy storage break-even values ranged from $677/kW-year to 

$726/kW-year for the various wholesale market price forecasts, which were equivalent to 

between 1,732% and 1,857% of the expected capital costs in dollars per kilowatt-year of 

new-build short-duration BESSs in 2035. Table 11.4 summarizes these break-even 

ranges. 

 

Table 11.4. Breakeven Value Ranges 

Advanced 

Technology Type 

Lowest 

Break-even 

Value  

(2026 

dollars) 

Highest 

Break-even 

Value 

(2026 

dollars) 

Lowest Break-

even Value  

(% of 

established 

tech cost in 

2035) 

Highest Break-

even Value  

(% of 

established 

tech cost in 

2035) 

Baseload (Enhanced 

Geothermal, Small 

Modular Reactors) 

$94/MWh $135/MWh 261% 

of solar PV cost 

375% 

of solar PV cost 

Green Hydrogen 

Peaker Plants 

$650/kW-

year 

$677/kW-

year 

1,663% 

of 4-hour BESSs 

cost 

1,732% 

of 4-hour BESSs 

cost 

Long-Duration 

Energy Storage 

$677/kW-

year 

$726/kW-

year 

1,732% 

of 4-hour BESSs 

cost 

1,857% 

of 4-hour BESSs 

cost 
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The break-even analysis results show that baseload resources were estimated to be 

worth about 2.5 to almost four times the cost of the equivalent nameplate capacity of 

solar resources (calculated over the full 2035–2045 period) when added to the portfolio 

in 2035. Baseload resources would provide energy to consistently serve City Light's load, 

regardless of daylight hours or variable weather conditions. This provides increased 

value over the intermittent, daytime-only power supplied by a typical solar PV plant, 

even east of the Cascade Mountains. However, baseload resources cannot easily be 

turned off when energy is not needed, which means excess energy may often be sold on 

the wholesale energy market at a net loss. 

 

Green hydrogen peaker plants were found to be worth 16 to more than 17 times the 

cost of equivalent capacity of short-duration BESSs, and long-duration energy storage 

resources were found to be worth about 17 to more than 18 times the cost of the 

equivalent amount of short-duration BESSs in 2035. In contrast to baseload resources, 

both of these resource types can easily be cycled on and off and are therefore operated 

to provide additional energy only when economically advantageous. As a result, these 

resource types offer significantly more value relative to baseload and other resources 

present in the Small Diverse candidate portfolio by 2035. Additionally, recent resource 

adequacy studies in the Pacific Northwest have shown that multiday extreme weather 

events, such as the cold-snap in January 2024, pose the greatest reliability risks to the 

region, which further contributes to the value offered by both green hydrogen peaker 

plants and long-duration energy storage additions to City Light's power supply 

portfolio. 

 

To help level-set the feasibility of relative break-even costs of green hydrogen peaker 

plants and long-duration energy storage, consider a hypothetical case where all loss-of-

load events using only City Light’s existing power supply portfolio are 100 hours or 

longer. In such a case, for each nameplate megawatt of capacity, a long-duration energy 

storage provides 100 MWh of energy (i.e., each megawatt of storage capacity x 100 

hours), compared to a short-duration BESS’s 4 MWh. In this case, a single megawatt of 

long-duration energy storage mitigates the energy shortfall better than short-duration 

energy storage by a factor of 25. In such a hypothetical case, the reported 1,730% to 

1,860% of the value of the short-duration energy storage would actually undervalue 

long-duration energy storage.45 In reality, many loss-of-load events last less than 100 

hours, so the full 100-hour duration of the modeled long-duration energy storage is not 

fully utilized in every event. For this reason, it appears reasonable for the long-duration 

 
45 All other factors being equal, and assuming the value of lost load (VOLL) dwarfs the operational 

differences of the batteries. 
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energy storage value to see a reduction to about 1,730% to 1,860% of the value of 

short-duration energy storage. 

 

Advanced Technology Concluding Assessment  

 

Break-even values for each advanced technology type indicate City Light’s best 

estimates of the maximum cost-per-unit (dollars per megawatt-hour or dollars per 

kilowatt-year) at which 200 MW nameplate of an advanced technology resource would 

add value to City Light’s candidate portfolios. 

 

These break-even values depend on both the wholesale energy market price forecasts 

and the future price of marginal firm capacity that advanced technology resources 

compete with. As both of these are difficult to predict out to a 20-year horizon, City 

Light calculated break-even values across low-, mid-, and high-market price futures. In 

these break-even analyses, firm capacity prices represent a future in which firm capacity 

(or firm energy) products are not available for purchase at a cost lower than the price to 

build new renewable energy projects; the cost of each marginal unit of capacity is 

expected to increase with time. 

 

Based on the assumptions in the IRP, baseload advanced technology resources available 

for procurement starting in 2035 with costs at or below $94/MWh to $135/MWh would 

add value to City Light’s power supply portfolio. The break-even value within this range 

would be determined by the actual cost of firm capacity products available in the 

wholesale market or through bilateral purchases at the time. Similarly, City Light would 

see value from a green hydrogen peaker plant priced at $650/kW-year to $677/kW-year 

at most, or from a long-duration energy storage offered for at most $677/kW-year to 

$726/kW-year. 

 

City Light recognizes that these break-even values are sensitive to the modeling 

assumptions used. The cost of existing resources has shifted dramatically higher since 

the inputs to the IRP were finalized. This directly impacts the break-even value for 

advanced resources. City Light completes an IRP every two years and will complete a 

deeper analysis into the value of clean, firm and dispatchable resources for the next IRP. 

 

Potential approaches to evaluating break-even values of new advanced technology 

resources in future IRP studies are summarized as follows:  

 

• Offer a fixed amount of a new advanced technology into the capacity expansion 

model at zero cost and at a predetermined future year so that established 
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technology resources may potentially be displaced or delayed in their selection 

for portfolio expansion.  

• Vary capacities and availability dates in sensitivity studies.  

• Run the production cost model for multiple weather scenarios per study year to 

inform the value of advanced technology resources when the system is under a 

range of stress levels.  

 

Since the above approaches require non-negligible computational resources and time, 

the team can use the results presented here to inform further exploration of the 

uncertainty space, while being strategic about which expanded model runs would 

provide the most insight to City Light. 
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APPENDIX 12: COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND PUBLIC 

INVOLVEMENT PROCESS  
 

City Light is proud to be a local, community-owned utility that is visible and actively 

involved in the communities it serves. Its commitment to racial diversity, social justice 

and the equitable provision of services to all is an important part of City Light’s mission, 

vision, and values.  

 

Community Outreach 

 

City Light has taken a coordinated approach in outreach for large planning efforts by 

partnering with the City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoods (DON) to engage with 

communities throughout City Light’s service area for feedback to inform the 2026 

Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), the 2026 Clean Energy Improvement Plan (CEIP), and 

the 2027–2032 Strategic Plan. The ongoing public participation process, which continues 

to evolve, has included the following elements: 

 

1. Reviewing Existing Feedback: City Light reviewed relevant community feedback 

provided via other strategic planning efforts (e.g. City Light’s most recent 

Transportation Electrification Strategic Investment Plan and the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan). This approach enabled us to be responsive to customers’ 

and communities’ existing feedback and identify gaps in and opportunities for 

community engagement.  

2. Hosting Community Conversations: City Light has directly engaged with 

customers and community leaders through public meetings, focus groups, and 

community gatherings to inform the CEIP planning process. 

3. Engaging Trusted Community Partners: City Light also met with community 

organizations and DON Community Liaisons, who work directly with highly 

impacted communities and vulnerable populations on issues including 

affordability, public health, environment, etc. 

4. Qualitative Research via Online Discussion Boards: City Light has worked with 

a consultant to conduct a digital focus group of 35 City Light customers from 

diverse backgrounds oversampling those traditionally underrepresented in 

surveys such as Black, Indigenous, or People of Color (BIPOC); central/south 

Seattle residents; and younger respondents. 

 

Outreach follows guidelines established by the equity-related sections of the CEIP and 

has been directly informed by the public participation process that targeted priority 

populations as identified by the Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA) as Highly 

Att 2 - SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan Appendices 
V1

258



 

 

SEATTLE CITY LIGHT  |  INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN                       PAGE 12.2 

Impacted Communities and Vulnerable Populations. Community feedback identified the 

following groups as those most vulnerable to or impacted by lack of access to power: 

 

• Those who rely on electricity for medical devices, medication, and/or personal 

mobility (e.g., electric wheelchairs, breathing machines, insulin) 

• Those who disproportionately experience and are more sensitive to extreme 

weather events (e.g., community elders, children) 

• Those who are monolingual in a language other than English or have limited 

English proficiency 

• Are lower-income and/or BIPOC living in franchise communities (e.g., White 

Center, Shoreline, Burien) 

 

Key themes from community feedback have included: centering vulnerable communities 

in the planning process, increasing awareness about how City Light is preparing for the 

clean energy transition, exploring the use of renewables while protecting affordability, 

and ensuring that customers have equitable access to programs and services. 

 

Public Involvement Process 

 

City Light’s IRP process includes frequent interaction and information-sharing with a 

panel of external IRP advisors. This external advisory panel consists of the following 

individuals: 

 

• Roz Jenkins (formerly Steve Gelb), Emerald Cities Collaborative 

• Dr. Angela Griffin, Byrd Barr Place 

• Paul Munz, Bonneville Power Administration (BPA, retired) 

• Jeremy Park, P.E. University of Washington 

• Yuri Rodrigues, Seattle Pacific University 

• Mike Ruby, Ph.D., P.E., Envirometrics, Inc. 

• Charlee Thompson, NW Energy Coalition 

• Elizabeth Osborne, Northwest Power and Conservation Council 

• Austin Scharff, WA Department of Commerce 

• Kevin Schneider, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

• Terry Sullivan, King County 

• John Ollis, Northwest Power and Conservation Council 

 

The City Light IRP team held five online meetings with this advisory panel from 2024 to 

2025, described in Table 12.1.  
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Table 12.1. 2026 IRP External Advisory Panel Meeting Schedule 

Date Meeting Subject 

November 6, 2024  

• SCL and Panel introductions 

• Context and Framing: IRP and DSMPA 

• IRP and DSMPA Milestones 

January 15, 2025 

• 2026 IRP Report Overview 

• 2026 IRP Load Forecast 

• IRP Input Assumptions: Transmission, BPA Product Choice, 

Resource Options, Wholesale Prices 

April 2, 2025 

• 2026 IRP and DSMPA Staggered Approach 

• 2026 DSMPA Preliminary Results 

• Existing Resources 

July 17, 2025 • DSMPA Results 

September 24, 2025 • IRP Results 

 

The external IRP advisory panel provided feedback on the following topics.: 

 

• Future plans for adding distribution analysis and creating an Integrated System 

Plan 

• Need for clarifications on the electrification projections included in the load 

forecast 

• Questions about various demand-side product modeling assumptions 

• Questions about how battery technology may ease pressure during peaks 

• Transmission modeling 

 

City Light encourages members of the public to contact City Light at 

SCL_RPA@seattle.gov if they would like to be considered for this panel.  
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 

1-in-10 Peak: The peak hourly load expected to occur once every 10 years. 

 

Achievable economic potential: The portion of achievable technical potential 

determined to be cost-effective by the IRP’s optimization modeling, in which either 

bundles or individual energy efficiency measures are selected based on cost and 

savings. The cumulative potential for these selected bundles constitutes achievable 

economic potential. 

 

Achievable technical potential: The portion of technical potential that could 

realistically be realized during the study’s period, considering market barriers such as 

customer awareness, willingness to adopt measures, and historical program 

participation rates. It includes savings, regardless of the acquisition mechanism, that 

may be acquired through utility programs, improved codes and standards, and market 

transformation without considering cost-effectiveness. 

 

aMW (average megawatts): Average power measured over a specified period of time. 

In long-term resource planning studies like the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP), the 

specified unit of time is often equal to one full year; in this case, 1 aMW over a year 

would equal 8,760 MWh. 

 

Baseload resource: A resource that provides a relatively consistent and stable amount 

of power every hour that it is in operation. Often baseload resources are expensive and 

labor-intensive to cycle on and off, so baseload resources are assumed to be operating 

continuously, except during infrequent periods of planned maintenance. 

 

BESS (Battery energy storage system): The technical term for batteries used to store 

utility-scale quantities of energy for use at a later period of time of greater need or 

value. 

 

Candidate portfolio: a power supply portfolio that contains additional generation (and 

potentially also additional transmission) resources compared with the utility’s existing 

power supply portfolio to help maintain reliable load service into a future period. 
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Capacity: The maximum power output that a generator can produce, or the maximum 

amount of power that can be transferred over a transmission line, under specified 

conditions. Capacity is a measure of power and is generally expressed in kilowatts (kW) 

or megawatts (MW). The relationship between capacity and energy is often expressed as 

𝐸𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦 = 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 × 𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒. For example, a power plant with 1 MW of capacity 

operating for one hour produces 1 MWh of energy. 

 

Capacity expansion model (or portfolio expansion model): A mathematical model 

used as part of the IRP process to determine the lowest-cost candidate portfolio 

required to meet future loads based on user-specified resource options and reliability 

requirements. 

 

Clean Energy Implementation Plan (CEIP): As part of the Clean Energy 

Transformation Act (CETA), a CEIP describes the utility’s near-term plan for making 

incremental progress toward meeting the long-term clean energy transformation 

targets outlined in the CETA while continuing to pursue all cost-effective, reliable, and 

feasible conservation and efficiency resources. 

 

Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA): Signed into law in 2019, CETA requires 

electric utilities to supply their Washington state customers with 100% renewable or 

non-emitting electricity by 2030, with no provision for offsets starting in 2045. 

 

Conservation: According to the Northwest Power Act, conservation refers to any 

reduction in electric power consumption because of increases in the efficiency of energy 

use, production, or distribution. 

 

Customer/customer classes: One or more categories of customers defined by rate 

tariff(s) published by Seattle City Light and approved by the Seattle City Council. 

Examples of customer classes are residential, industrial, and business general service 

(small, medium, large, and high demand). 

 

Demand (electric): The load that is drawn from the source of supply over a specified 

interval of time (generally expressed in kilowatts, megawatts, or kilovolt-amperes).  

 

Demand response: A voluntary and temporary change in consumers’ use of electricity 

when the power system is stressed. 

 

Demand-side management: The process of helping customers use energy more 

efficiently. 
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Demand-side management potential assessment (DSMPA): A Seattle City Light 

analysis of the amount of demand-side resources such as conservation, customer solar, 

and demand response that have economic, achievable potential within City Light’s 

service territory. This analysis fulfills statutory requirements of Chapter 194-37 of the 

Washington Administrative Code (WAC), which requires that City Light identify all 

achievable, cost-effective conservation potential for the upcoming 10 years, and 

supports compliance with Washington State’s Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA). 

Targets set by City Light’s DSMPA impact City Light’s load projections and thus serve as 

inputs into the IRP.  

 

Distribution: The transfer of electricity from the transmission network to the consumer. 

Distribution systems generally include the equipment to transfer power from the utility 

substation to the customer’s meter. 

 

Energy: The total amount of electricity produced or consumed over a specific duration. 

Typical units are kWh, MWh, and aMW. The relationship between capacity and energy is 

often expressed as 𝐸𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦 = 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 × 𝑇𝑖𝑚𝑒. For example, a 1 MW power plant 

operating at full capacity for one hour produces 1 MWh of energy. 

 

Energy efficiency measure: Implementation of an individual project or technology to 

reduce the consumption of energy at the same or an improved level of service. Often 

referred to as simply a “measure.”  

 

Energy Independence Act (EIA): Passed by Washington voters in 2006, this act requires 

electric utilities serving at least 25,000 retail customers to meet a certain percentage of 

their electrical load with renewable energy resources. Also known as I-937. 

 

Greenhouse gas: Gases, such as carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, 

hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride, that are 

transparent to solar (short-wave) radiation but opaque to long-wave (infrared) radiation, 

thus preventing long-wave radiant energy from leaving Earth's atmosphere. The trapped 

long-wave radiant energy has the net effect of warming Earth's atmosphere. 

 

Generation: The act or process of producing electricity from other forms of energy. 
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Integrated Resource Plan (IRP): A comprehensive evaluation of future electric or 

natural gas resource plans that considers the full range of resources that are available 

and may be available in the future to provide adequate and reliable service to a 

customer’s needs at the lowest possible risk-adjusted system cost. These plans are filed 

with the state Department of Commerce or public utility commissions on a periodic 

basis. 

 

Kilowatt (kW): The unit of power that equals 1,000 watts. 

 

Kilowatt-hour (kWh): A basic unit of electrical energy that equals one kilowatt of 

power applied for one hour. Equivalent to 3,412 BTU. 

 

Megawatt (MW): The unit of power that equals one million watts or one thousand 

kilowatts. 

 

Megawatt-hour (MWh): A basic unit of energy that equals one megawatt of power 

applied for one hour. 

 

Nameplate Capacity: The maximum power output that a generator can produce 

(determined by the manufacturer) without exceeding design limits. Installed generator 

nameplate capacity is commonly expressed in megawatts (MW) and is usually indicated 

on a nameplate physically attached to the generator. 

 

Northwest Power Act: On December 5, 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest 

Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (Northwest Power Act), which authorized 

the four states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington to form the Northwest 

Power and Conservation Council (Power Council) to ensure reliable power supply for the 

Pacific Northwest while protecting fish and wildlife impacted by hydropower dams and 

prioritizing environmentally sustainable energy. 

 

Northwest Power and Conservation Council (Power Council): The Northwest Power 

Act established the Power Council and directs it to develop and maintain both a 

regional power plan and a fish and wildlife program to balance the environmental and 

energy needs of the Pacific Northwest. The Power Council prepares a Power Plan every 

five years to assure the region an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power 

supply. 

 

Peaker plant: A power plant that is expected to operate only for a small number of 

hours each year in order to help meet peak loads. 
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Power supply portfolio: In the IRP context, a collection of all generation resources, 

power contracts, demand-side management programs (e.g., energy conservation, 

demand response, customer solar), and transmission assets that a utility uses to serve its 

load. For example, City Light’s existing portfolio comprises investments in demand-side 

management programs, City Light-owned hydropower resources, existing hydropower 

and renewable energy contracts from regional partners, and wholesale market 

purchases. 

 

Power: The rate at which electrical energy is transferred in a circuit. Power can also be 

thought of as an instantaneous measure of energy. The standard unit of power is the 

watt (W). One MW is equal to 1,000,000 watts. 

 

Production cost model: A model used as part of the IRP process to determine the 

resource controls and operations to meet load at lowest cost, subject to provided 

constraints and targets. The production cost model determines the total costs and 

revenues produced by a candidate portfolio that is composed of the resource selections 

determined by the IRP capacity expansion model and wholesale electricity marketing 

activity. 

 

PV (Photovoltaic); The technical term for solar panels used to generate electricity. 

 

Reliability: In the context of a long-term resource planning study such as the IRP, 

having sufficient resources to meet loads under a wide variety of plausible conditions. 

Often closely tied to “resource adequacy”. 

 

Revised Code of Washington (RCW): The laws that are currently in place in 

Washington state. 

 

Resource adequacy: A measure of a load-serving entity, such as a utility like Seattle City 

Light, to consistently serve load using its power supply portfolio, even in extreme 

conditions such as extreme weather events. 

 

Sector(s): A division of the economy for energy planning purposes. Energy efficiency 

programs generally serve the residential, commercial (e.g., retail stores, office, and 

institutional buildings), and industrial sectors. 

 

Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas (SCGHG): The impact that emitting a greenhouse gas 

has on society, generally expressed as dollars of impact per ton of carbon dioxide 

warming equivalent ($/tCO2e). 
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Technical potential: The total amount of energy efficiency that could be achieved 

within City Light’s service territory, assuming that all feasible resource opportunities can 

be captured regardless of cost and market barriers, such as customer willingness to 

adopt. The potential is only limited by physical and operational constraints. 

 

Transmission: The act or process of transporting electric energy by wire over long 

distances, generally accomplished by elevating the electric current to high voltages. In 

the Pacific Northwest, Bonneville Power Administration operates most of the high-

voltage, long distance transmission lines. 

 

Uncertainty: The range or interval of doubt surrounding a measured or calculated value 

within which the true value is expected to fall with some degree of confidence. 

Confidence increases as the range of uncertainty decreases. 

 

Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC): A three-member commission 

appointed by the governor and confirmed by the state Senate, whose mission is to 

protect the people of Washington state by ensuring that investor-owned utility and 

transportation services are safe, available, reliable, and fairly priced. 

 

Western Resource Adequacy Program (WRAP): A western regional program that 

requires utilities to demonstrate that they have sufficient resources to meet their share 

of potential future regional peak load, to ensure that the western region meets a set 

resource adequacy standard. Resources are accredited for having the potential to meet 

future regional peak load by being assigned qualifying capacity contributions (QCCs). 
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Screen Reader Users: Make sure settings include reading strikethrough and underline font attributes. 

Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: Seattle City Light  

Title: A RESOLUTION relating to the City Light Department; acknowledging and 

approving the 2026 Integrated Resource Plan as conforming with the public policy 

objectives of The City of Seattle and the requirements of the State of Washington; and 

approving the Integrated Resource Plan for the biennium September 2026 through 

August 2028. 

Background: Seattle City Light’s 2026 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) is a long-term 

strategy to meet anticipated customer energy needs over the next 20 years. The 2026 

IRP addresses changes in customers’ power needs, existing power supply, and 

assumptions on new energy resource technologies and costs. Its results include 

identifying additions to City Light’s portfolio of energy resources necessary to serve 

growth in customers’ power needs for the study period of 2026 to 2045. This resolution 

approves the 2026 IRP for the biennium September 2026 through August 2028.  
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The 2026 IRP was informed by outreach to and participation of internal and external 

stakeholders, and prepared pursuant to RCW Chapter 19.280 (Electric Utility Resource 

Plans), which mandates Integrated Resource Planning. The intent of the IRP 

requirement is: (1) to encourage the development of new safe, clean, and reliable 

energy resources to meet demand for affordable and reliable electricity; (2) to identify 

and develop conservation and efficiency resources; and (3) to identify and develop 

methods for integrating renewable resources. 

 

Utilities in the state of Washington must develop comprehensive resource plans that 

meet their customers’ electricity needs over the short and long term. City Light is 

required to file a full Integrated Resource Plan every four years, with Progress Reports 

due two years after each full IRP. Integrated Resource Plans document comprehensive 

analyses and explain the mix of generation and demand-side resources the utility plans 

to use to meet their customers' electricity needs over the period covered in the plan, 

whereas Progress Reports reflect changing conditions and developments in those 

interim periods.   

 

268



SCL 2026 Integrated Resource Plan SUM 
Katie Ewing  
D1 

3 
 

In accordance with RCW 19.280, the 2026 IRP requires approval by the consumer-

owned utilities’ governing body after public notice and hearing, and subsequent filing of 

the plan with the State of Washington Department of Commerce by September 1, 2026. 

This resolution seeks the City Council’s acknowledgement and approval of City Light’s 

2026 full IRP.  City Council approval of the 2024 Integrated Resource Plan Progress 

Report was obtained through Resolution 32138 in August 2024. 

Summary Attachments: None. 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

 

3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts.  

 

There is no direct financial impact of implementing this legislation; the 

adoption of this Resolution is an administrative requirement of state law. 

Results from the IRP will inform City Light’s overall financial assumptions 

including the rate path. 
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b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current 

budget, explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its 

budget to handle these costs? Or does the department need to shift 

resources away from other work to handle these costs? 

 

No costs.  

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

The adoption of this resolution ensures that City Light meets an important 

requirement of state law (RCW 19.280 - Electric Utility Resource Plans). 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

No effects to other City departments. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☒ Yes RCW 19.280.050(1) requires the utility’s governing body to approve the 

IRP after it has provided public notice and hearing 

☐ No 

b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? No 

 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 

Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

The adoption of this Resolution is an administrative requirement of state 

law to file a comprehensive resource plan every two years.  However, the Clean 
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Energy Transformation Act, CETA, has clear language that as we transition to 

100% renewable/non-emitting energy sources, we must ensure we’re not 

disproportionately burdening communities who have been historically harmed. As 

such, we combined our outreach with other City Light planning efforts especially 

since much of the type of outreach was aligned.  

Outreach began by first evaluating existing community engagement 

reports and then initiated outreach through community events and conversations 

including connecting with language communities and collection over 575 

responses. 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

The adoption of this Resolution is an administrative requirement of state 

law to file a comprehensive resource plan every two years. 

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

The adoption of this Resolution is an administrative requirement of state 

law to file a comprehensive resource plan every two years. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

This Resolution does not materially change Seattle’s carbon emissions. 

The Resolution outlines a path for how City Light will continue to serve customers 

with greenhouse gas neutral power and make continued progress towards 

providing greenhouse gas free power by 2045. 

 

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

This Resolution does not materially change Seattle’s ability to adapt to 

climate change. The Resolution outlines a path for how City Light will continue to 

serve customers reliably and meet our clean energy goals outlined by CETA. 
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f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

This is not a new initiative or major programmatic expansion; this effort is consistent 

with Seattle City Light’s commitment to serve our customers with safe, reliable, 

affordable, and environmentally responsible electric service. 

 

g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No. 
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 *For most boards and commissions, the term begin and end date is fixed and tied to the position and not the appointment 
date. 
 

 

 
 

City of Seattle Boards & Commissions Notice of Appointment 
 

 
Appointee Name: Jamie Madden 

Board or Commission Name: Equitable Development Initiative Advisory Board 

Position Title: Member 

☐ Appointment ☒ Reappointment              *Term of Position:  3/1/2024  to 2/28/2027 

☐ Serving partial term (eligible for full terms thereafter) 

Appointing Authority:  ☐ City Council    ☐ Mayor   ☒ Other: EDI Board 

City Council Confirmation Required?  ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Residential Neighborhood: Belltown   

 
Appointee brief overview:  
 
Jamie Madden brings a lifetime of experience to the work of affordable housing and community development. He 
grew up in affordable housing, and has worked as a developer, funder, and policy maker. Currently, Jamie is a 
principal of Madden-Kim Consulting a member of the 77 Stoop Collaborative and is a Housing Developer at 
Beacon Development Group. Jamie assists non-profit and local government clients in Washington and 
Massachusetts to resolve complex problems and to realize their development visions while centering both equity 
and feasibility.  
 
Prior to co-founding the 77 Stoop Collaborative of consultants, Jamie directed Enterprise Community Partners’ 
Pacific Northwest Market office in Seattle, where he launched the Home & Hope initiative to transform public 
properties into housing and early learning centers and founded the WA Early Learning Loan Fund to create early 
learning centers. Jamie relocated to Seattle in 2016 from Boston, where as a real estate project manager at The 
Community Builders, Inc. he oversaw a variety of development projects including low-income, middle-income, 
and market-rate housing; new construction, acquisition and preservation; rental, homeownership, and retail. Two 
of his developments at TCB were recognized by awards from the Urban Land Institute and Novogradac as the best 
affordable housing developments of their kind, Charlesview Residences and A.O. Flats. Jamie was also responsible 
for writing and managing major federal grants for TCB including Choice Neighborhoods, Sustainable Communities, 
and Neighborhood Stabilization Program.    
 
Jamie has also worked for several community-based non-profits and served a term on the Massachusetts Board of 
Education. Jamie earned his Master of City Planning degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 
2010, a Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science from Swarthmore College in 2006, and the Truman Scholarship 
in 2005.  
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Jamie Madden 
jmadden@enterprisecommunity.org   ∙   (617) 785-0103   ∙   www.linkedin.com/in/james-m-madden 

 
 
Senior Director PNW Market, Enterprise Community Partners, Seattle – 2019 to 2021      

• Management and Leadership:  Hired and supervised two Program Directors to implement Home & Hope initiative 
• Program Development & Fundraising:  Launched $10+ million leveraged early learning facilities loan fund pilot with 

social impact investments, grants, and private debt capital.  
• Investing in Social Equity:  Responsible for sourcing deals and supporting organizations through: 

o WA Early Learning Loan Fund $10+ million for early stage grants and concessionary lending 
o REDI Fund - $21M acquisition loan fund to support affordable housing in transit oriented locations 
o Section4 Capacity Building Grants to raise capacity of community based organizations  

 
Senior Program Director, Enterprise Community Partners., Seattle - 2016 to 2019 

• Program Development & Fundraising:  Helped launch Home & Hope initiative to transform public and tax-exempt 
sites into affordable homes and early learning centers. Directly participated in raising $2.5M in operating grants  

• Real Estate Development:  Supervised staff and consultants to complete due diligence and concept design to 
transform public sites into affordable homes and early learning centers 

• Technical Project Management:  Project managed creation of online site mapping tool  
• Cross-Sector Partnerships:  Convened partnerships between affordable housing and early learning organizations 
• Research and Writing:  Co-wrote and published “how-to” guide for co-development of homes and preschools 
• Public Policy:  Contributed to successful legislation to create capital resources for early learning centers HB1777 

(2017) and allow use of public sites for affordable housing HB2382 (2018) 
• Lending:  Originated $14 million in 4 loans for REDI Fund TOD acquisition program 
• Technical Assistance:  Provided real estate development technical assistance to non-profits and public agencies 
• Public Sector Consulting:  Participated in two Enterprise Advisors engagements with the City of Tacoma 
• Private Sector Consulting:  Advised Microsoft on affordable housing, contributing to eventual $750M commitment  

 
Development Project Manager, The Community Builders, Inc., Boston - 2012 to 2016  
Real Estate Development:   

• Managed real estate developments including mixed-income rental, homeownership, urban retail, and land 
transactions. Responsible from feasibility through entitlement, closing, construction, leasing, and stabilization. 

• Oversaw debt and equity closings totaling $149 million, and utilized variety of financial tools including 
LIHTC, Section 8, Brownfields Tax Credits, and bond financing.  
 

NSP2 Project Associate, The Community Builders, Inc., Boston – 2011 to 2012 
• Lending:  Managed an internal lending department with an innovative use of federal funds 
• Real Estate Development:  Participated in acquisition of 618-unit, foreclosed multifamily portfolio in Cincinnati  

 
Field Director, Campaign to Protect the Affordable Housing Law, Boston - 2010 

• Political Campaigning:  Managed a successful field campaign against Question 2 to stop repeal of Chapter 40B 
• Management and Leadership:  Supervised organizing staff and coordinated coalition partners across Massachusetts 

 
Consumer Health Quality Organizer, Health Care For All, Boston - 2006 to 2008 

• Management and Leadership:  Created a consumer advocacy organization to promote health care quality & safety 
• Public Policy:  Led successful legislative campaign resulting in Chapter 305 of the Acts of 2008 

  

MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning:  Masters in City Planning, 2010 
Swarthmore College:  Bachelor of the Arts, 2006 
Associated Colleges in China:  Study Abroad, 2005 
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 *P is for partial initial term. Appointee is eligible for full terms thereafter.  

EQUITABLE DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE ADVISORY BOARD 
 
 
13 Members: Pursuant to Ordinance 126173, all members subject to City Council confirmation, with 3-year terms.  
 
 3 City Council-appointed  
 3 Mayor-appointed 
 7 Other Appointing Authority-appointed: EDI Board 

 
Roster as of June 2026 

Position 
Number 

Position Title Appointee Name Term Begin 
Date 

Term End 
Date 

*Term 
Number  

Appointed By 

1 Member Amira Beasley 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Mayor 
2 Member Stephanie Lachman 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 1 Mayor 
3 Member Juan C. Rodriguez 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Mayor 
4 Member Ernesto Oliva 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 City Council 
5 Member Fynniecko Glover Jr. 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 City Council 
6 Member Eric Alipio 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 1 City Council 
7 Member E.N. West 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Board 
8 Member Jamie Madden 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 2 Board 
9 Member Tiffany Kelly-Gray 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
10 Member Diana Paredes 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 
11 Member Eliana Horn 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
12 Member Vacant 3/1/2026 2/28/2029  Board 
13 Member Sophia Benalfew 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 

 
Self-identified diversity chart 

Appointing 
Authority Male Female Transgender Non-

Binary 
N/A Asian Black/ 

African 
American 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

White/ 
non-
Hispanic 

Hispanic/ 
Latinx 

Pacific 
Islander 

Middle 
Eastern 

Multi -
racial 

N/A 

Mayor 
1 2     1  1    1  

Council 
2  1 1    1 1 1     

Other 
2 4 2 1   5  1 1     

Total 
5 6 3 2   6 1 3 2   1  

 

 
City Council districts represented 

Council 
District 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 District 7 N/A 

Total  
1 5 3   1 2  
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 *For most boards and commissions, the term begin and end date is fixed and tied to the position and not the appointment
date.

City of Seattle Boards & Commissions Notice of Appointment 

Appointee Name: Sophia Benalfew 

Board or Commission Name: Equitable Development Initiative Advisory Board 

Position Title: Member 

☐ Appointment ☒ Reappointment *Term of Position:  3/1/2025  to 2/29/2028

☐ Serving partial term (eligible for full terms thereafter)

Appointing Authority:  ☐ City Council    ☐ Mayor   ☒ Other: EDI Board 

City Council Confirmation Required?  ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Residential Neighborhood: Rainier Beach   

Appointee brief overview: 

Sophia is an Ethiopian American born and raised in Ethiopia.  She moved to the US in 2013 when she was 
transferred to the Head Quarters of Oxfam America in Boston. Sophia currently resides in Seattle and works for 
Ethiopian Community in Seattle (ECS) as the Executive Director. Since she joined ECS in 2019, ECS has grown to 
support more community members, especially providing critical support to underserved communities in a 
pandemic.     

Before she joined ECS, Sophia worked for Oxfam and CARE in different capacities.  While working for Oxfam, 
Sophia was a lead for a global program named R4 Rural Resilience based in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia and later on in 
Boston, Massachusetts.  The program, implemented in four countries in Africa, has now become a major 
component of World Food Program’s Climate Risk Management Approach.   

With CARE, Sophia worked as a senior Technical Advisor on Climate Change and Resilience.  As a member of the 
Climate Change & Resilience Platform, Sophia supported the design and implementation of various programs in 
Africa, Asia and Latin America.    

Sophia believes in community-based approach to development. According to her, the secret in designing and 
implementing sustainable and equitable programs is to recognize the wealth of knowledge in communities served 
and partner with them. Programs that respond to real needs of communities, implemented in a way that they 
believe is best and with meaningful feedback loops bring about sustainable changes regardless of their size.    
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Sophia Benalfew 
 
 

Leader Non-Profit Organization 

An experienced manager of development programs and non-profit organizations. Experienced in 
managing teams to achieve collective goals.  Lead program design with stakeholders and communities. 
Rich experience in establishing and managing win-win partnerships.  
 
EXPERIENCE  
 
Ethiopian Community in Seattle, Seattle, WA                                                                July 2019 to present 
Executive Director  
 
Provide leadership to enable staff and stakeholders work towards achieving the vision and mission of 
the organization.  Represent the organization to external stakeholders and establish networks to 
advance mission.  
• Provides strategic leadership within the COVID-19 pandemic enabling the organization support its 

community access resources and adhere to safety precautions.  
• Designed a three- year strategy in consultation with the board and the community the organization 

serves.  
• Raised more than $2,000,000 in a year from public and private sources ensuring the organization 

has the resources to implement its goals.  
 
CARE, Atlanta, GA                                                                                                   September 2017 – April 2019 
Senior Technical Advisor, Climate Change and Resilience 
  
Provide technical assistance in proposal development and ensure adequate resources are included in 
project budgets. Design new concepts and proposals for new donors based on CARE’s unique 
experience, especially its strength in putting women and girls at the center of its programming.    
• Designed a resource development strategy for CARE for Climate Change and Resilience 

Programming.  
• Established and managed strategic partnerships with other organizations leading to opportunities 

for resource mobilization.    
 
 
Oxfam America, Boston, MA September 2013 – September 2017 
Global Manager, R4 Rural Resilience Initiative 
 
Led the R4 Rural Resilience Initiative, a program that provides integrated risk management solutions for 
vulnerable farmers in Ethiopia, Senegal, Malawi and Zambia. Provided technical and management 
support to program teams on proposal development, report writing, planning and budgeting. 
• In collaboration with WFP (a strategic partner of Oxfam), led the resource mobilization effort for the 

program, that enabled its global expansion to reach more than 30,000 vulnerable households. 
• Effectively raised visibility of the success of the R4 program globally through externally faced 

quarterly reports and speaking roles in expert panels leading to its winning the Climate Change and 
Business Awards in 2016 under the category of Financing: Climate Change and Resilience.  
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Oxfam America, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia  October 2010 – September 2013 
Rural Resilience Initiative (R4) Coordinator 
Headed the successful operation of the Rural Resilience Program to reach more than 15,000 households 
(from 250) through coordination and management of relationship between multiple stakeholders at 
local, regional and international levels. Built and managed partnerships with private and public 
stakeholders to ensure effective implementation and sustainability of the program. 
• Successfully managed the R4 program leading to strategic partnership with WFP (World Food

Program) opening up opportunities for global growth.
• Successfully managed the R4 program leading to its recognition and award for its innovative role in

Africa’s development by Rockefeller Foundation.

Nyala Insurance S.C., Addis Ababa, Ethiopia May 1996 – September 2010 

Executive officer, Marketing and Customer Services, September 2008 – September 2010 
Managed and Coordinated 18 branches of the Company with 90 plus staff and annual sales of more than 
8 million USD. Directly supervised branch managers providing direction through goal setting, 
performance review and coaching.  
• Successfully organized marketing campaigns on March 8 to recognize the relatively lower motor

accidents caused by women resulting in increased retention rates.
• Led collaboration with IFPRI to co-design weather securities to insure rain dependent farmers in

Africa. The proposal won an Innovation Fund in Paris as one of the 20 finalists from among 800
applicants leading to recognition of Nyala Insurance globally as a pioneer in agriculture insurance in
Ethiopia.

Deputy General Manager, Underwriting and Product Development, March 2007 – September 2008 
Negotiated reinsurance terms with different international reinsurers and brokers including Swiss Re, 
Munich Re and AON. Assess and rate large corporate risks. Opened new lines of business in response to 
customer demand. 
• Organized loss assessors to identify PML (Probable Maximum Loss) of large properties leading to

saving of thousands of dollars of premiums which was ceded unnecessarily to reinsurers.

Protection Executive, Corporate Service Center, January 2005 – February 2007 
• Designed and implemented marketing strategy of the service centre focusing marketing efforts on

strategically selected industries leading to doubling sales volume in two years.

EDUCATION 

Bachelor of Arts in Management and Public Administration, Addis Ababa University, Addis Ababa, 
Ethiopia  
Diploma in General Insurance, Chartered Insurance Institute, London, United Kingdom 
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 *P is for partial initial term. Appointee is eligible for full terms thereafter.  

EQUITABLE DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE ADVISORY BOARD 
 
 
13 Members: Pursuant to Ordinance 126173, all members subject to City Council confirmation, with 3-year terms.  
 
 3 City Council-appointed  
 3 Mayor-appointed 
 7 Other Appointing Authority-appointed: EDI Board 

 
Roster as of June 2026 

Position 
Number 

Position Title Appointee Name Term Begin 
Date 

Term End 
Date 

*Term 
Number  

Appointed By 

1 Member Amira Beasley 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Mayor 
2 Member Stephanie Lachman 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 1 Mayor 
3 Member Juan C. Rodriguez 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Mayor 
4 Member Ernesto Oliva 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 City Council 
5 Member Fynniecko Glover Jr. 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 City Council 
6 Member Eric Alipio 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 1 City Council 
7 Member E.N. West 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Board 
8 Member Jamie Madden 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 2 Board 
9 Member Tiffany Kelly-Gray 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
10 Member Diana Paredes 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 
11 Member Eliana Horn 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
12 Member Vacant 3/1/2026 2/28/2029  Board 
13 Member Sophia Benalfew 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 

 
Self-identified diversity chart 

Appointing 
Authority Male Female Transgender Non-

Binary 
N/A Asian Black/ 

African 
American 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

White/ 
non-
Hispanic 

Hispanic/ 
Latinx 

Pacific 
Islander 

Middle 
Eastern 

Multi -
racial 

N/A 

Mayor 
1 2     1  1    1  

Council 
2  1 1    1 1 1     

Other 
2 4 2 1   5  1 1     

Total 
5 6 3 2   6 1 3 2   1  

 

 
City Council districts represented 

Council 
District 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 District 7 N/A 

Total  
1 5 3   1 2  
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 *For most boards and commissions, the term begin and end date is fixed and tied to the position and not the appointment
date.

City of Seattle Boards & Commissions Notice of Appointment 

Appointee Name: Diana Paredes 

Board or Commission Name: Equitable Development Initiative Advisory Board       

Position Title: Member 

☐ Appointment ☒ Reappointment *Term of Position:  3/1/2025  to 2/29/2028

☐ Serving partial term (eligible for full terms thereafter)

Appointing Authority:  ☐ City Council    ☐ Mayor   ☒ Other: EDI Board 

City Council Confirmation Required?  ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Residential Neighborhood: Eastlake   

Appointee brief overview: 

Diana is a native-born Ecuadorian who has called Seattle home since 2015. Prior to that she lived in Salt 
Lake City Utah where she spent much of her time working as a community organizer and policy advocate 
for humane immigration policy. Since moving to Seattle, Diana has worked with local nonprofits in 
applied research and evaluation focused on equitable development, civic engagement, and leadership 
development programs for underrepresented communities.  
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Diana Paredes
2519 Minor Ave E Seattle, WA 98102

(801) 688-3129, dianasparedes@gmail.com

WORK EXPERIENCE_____________________________________________________________________________________

Seattle Foundation, Seattle, WA (11/2017 – 09/2021)
Senior Learning Manager
Community Learning Officer

Managed all grant programs evaluation functions as well as research partnerships focused on advancing
systemic solutions to racial disparities in Washington State. Supervised associate level staff.

Designed and implemented an evaluation framework for Seattle Foundation’s discretionary civic
engagement grant programs which deployed approximately ten million dollars annually to over one
hundred community-based organizations to predominantly BIPOC-led and serving community
organizations. Hired and led a team of evaluation specialists in analyzing and interpreting grantee data
collected over a two year span to complete the Foundation’s first programmatic evaluation report.

In alignment with SeaFdn’s business performance measurement vision, developed a preliminary key
performance metrics (KPI) to evaluate foundation-wide (discretionary and non-discretionary)
grantmaking outputs against equitable grant-making objectives. Spearheaded the development and
implementation of a new systematic data collection system to support the new KPI framework.

Puget Sound Sage, Seattle, WA (09/2016 – 10/2017)

Program Coordinator
Equitable Development and Climate Justice Fellow

Assisted with policy research and community engagement projects associated with the organization’s
Equitable Transit-Oriented Development (ETOD) program and the Community Leadership Institute (CLI).

Work associated with the ETOD program included mobilization of community-based organizations to
advocate for the City of Seattle’s Equitable Development Implementation Fund (approved in 2017), and
research of gentrification and displacement trends in low-income areas of Seattle.

Key projects with the CLI included conducting a political power analysis of municipal boards and
commissions in King County to develop a placement strategy for graduates of the Leadership Institute.

Salt Lake Community Action Programs/ Head Start (11/14 – 08/15)
Housing Case Manager

Provided case management services to low-income individuals and families for up to 6 months to ensure
financial stability and permanent housing. Qualified clients for welfare programs, including the
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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program and administered through the VI-SPDAT
homelessness risk assessment.

Comuniades Unidas/ Communities United, West Valley City, UT (04/2011 – 08/2014) Immigrant
Integration Programs Coordinator

Led organizing efforts of the Enriching Utah Coalition, a coalition of non-profit, governmental, and
religious organizations to promote humane immigration policies in Utah. Performed policy research on
inclusive immigration policy in alignment with the Coalition’s advocacy agenda. Outcomes of advocacy
efforts included adoption of resolutions welcoming immigrants in Salt Lake City and County, successful
repeal of mandatory e-very implementation at a state level, and continuation of policies to increase
undocumented individuals’ access to higher education.

Led community education efforts that resulted in completion of “Know Your Rights” trainings on
immigration policy and labor rights topics with over 800 immigrant residents between 2012 and
2013, and a 25% increase in coalition membership.

EDUCATION_____________________________________________________________________________________

Data Analytics Credentials Certificate (2022), University of Chicago Harris School of Public Policy

MSW (2017), School of Social Work, University of Washington, Seattle, WA
Concentration: Administration and Policy Practice

BA in International Studies with a Minor in Peace and Conflict Studies, (2011), University of Utah, Salt
Lake City, Utah.

VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES_____________________________________________________________________________________

VIVA! Initiative, UW School of Social Work, Seattle, WA (07/2015-2017)  – President

Organized student advocacy efforts which led to reforms aimed at increasing representation of the
Latinx community in curriculum content and student and faculty recruitment practices .

Social Justice Fund Northwest, Seattle WA (05/2016-11/2016) – Member, Criminal Justice Giving Project

Participated in group fundraising efforts which yielded approximately $112,000 in donations
for criminal justice-related community organizing work throughout the Pacific Northwest.

Salt Lake Dream Team, Salt Lake City, UT 01/13 – 09/15 – Member

Coordinated media campaigns and advocacy efforts to prevent and heighten visibility of unjust
deportations of immigrant families. Worked with pro bono immigration lawyers to prepare legal
documentation for deportation appeals.
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 *P is for partial initial term. Appointee is eligible for full terms thereafter.  

EQUITABLE DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE ADVISORY BOARD 
 
 
13 Members: Pursuant to Ordinance 126173, all members subject to City Council confirmation, with 3-year terms.  
 
 3 City Council-appointed  
 3 Mayor-appointed 
 7 Other Appointing Authority-appointed: EDI Board 

 
Roster as of June 2026 

Position 
Number 

Position Title Appointee Name Term Begin 
Date 

Term End 
Date 

*Term 
Number  

Appointed By 

1 Member Amira Beasley 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Mayor 
2 Member Stephanie Lachman 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 1 Mayor 
3 Member Juan C. Rodriguez 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Mayor 
4 Member Ernesto Oliva 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 City Council 
5 Member Fynniecko Glover Jr. 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 City Council 
6 Member Eric Alipio 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 1 City Council 
7 Member E.N. West 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 1 Board 
8 Member Jamie Madden 3/1/2024 2/28/2027 2 Board 
9 Member Tiffany Kelly-Gray 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
10 Member Diana Paredes 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 
11 Member Eliana Horn 3/1/2026 2/28/2029 2 Board 
12 Member Vacant 3/1/2026 2/28/2029  Board 
13 Member Sophia Benalfew 3/1/2025 2/29/2028 2 Board 

 
Self-identified diversity chart 

Appointing 
Authority Male Female Transgender Non-

Binary 
N/A Asian Black/ 

African 
American 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

White/ 
non-
Hispanic 

Hispanic/ 
Latinx 

Pacific 
Islander 

Middle 
Eastern 

Multi -
racial 

N/A 

Mayor 
1 2     1  1    1  

Council 
2  1 1    1 1 1     

Other 
2 4 2 1   5  1 1     

Total 
5 6 3 2   6 1 3 2   1  

 

 
City Council districts represented 

Council 
District 

District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 District 7 N/A 

Total  
1 5 3   1 2  
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City of Seattle Boards & Commissions Notice of Appointment 

Appointee Name: H Bradley Kahn 

Board or Commission Name: Board of Parks and Recreation Commissioners 

Position Title: Position 7 (Commission Seat) 

☒ Appointment  ☐ Reappointment  *Term of Position: 3 years from City Council confirmation

☐ Serving partial term (eligible for full terms thereafter)

Appointing Authority: ☐ City Council ☒ Mayor ☐ Other: Insert Appointing Authority 

City Council Confirmation Required? ☒ Yes ☐ No 

Residential Neighborhood: Phinney Ridge 

Appointing Authority Signature: 

Date Signed: 5/19/2026 

Appointing Authority Printed Name and Title: 

Katie B. Wilson 

Mayor of Seattle 

*For most boards and commissions, the term begin and end date is fixed and tied to the position and not the appointment
date.

Appointee brief overview: 

Brad brings 15+ years of nonprofit board experience, including service with the Forest Stewardship 
Council, Seattle Parks Foundation, Green Seattle Partnership, and the David and Lucile Packard 
Foundation, which more than qualifies him for this seat. He has committed to advocating for parks 
access, especially for people who may not always feel welcome in every place or situation. 

In his professional career, Brad has focused on communications strategy with a global focus on 
forestry and climate advocacy. He balances his wealth of professional experience with a deeply 
ingrained sense of social justice and compassion for all members of his community. He has been 
active with nonprofits focused on keeping our park system strong and will be a wonderful addition 
to the BPRC, where his expertise and enthusiasm will be invaluable to the department. 
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H Bradley Kahn 

 
Accomplished professional with more than 20 years of experience in complex strategic 

communications roles with a global focus on forests and climate advocacy. 
 

Communications Director, ACR 2023 – Present 
Lead communications for the first private greenhouse gas registry in the world, which has been 
operating since 1996. 

 
• Develop and implement communications strategy, including message development, 

media relations, events, social media, video and web production and more. 
 

• Develop communications tools about a portfolio of emission reductions and removals 
methodologies related to forest conservation, methane abatement and destruction of 
ozone-depleting substances. 

 
• Represent the organization in public forums to reinforce the importance of carbon markets 

and private sector climate action. 

Principal, Groundwork Strategies 2011 – 2023 
Lead a strategic communications consultancy to advance solutions for climate and forests. 

• Forest Stewardship Council 2011 – Present 
Serve as communications director for U.S. national office to advance initiatives that incentivize 
responsible forest management. Responsible for strategy, messaging, media relations, crisis 
communications and social media. Engage with partners such as Google, Disney, McDonald’s 
and Patagonia. Developing a project to quantify forest carbon impacts associated with FSC 
management. Regularly present at conferences and in corporate settings on behalf of the 
organization. 

• Bullitt Foundation 2011 – Present 
Lead communications for the Bullitt Center, the world’s greenest building. Responsible for all 
communications, including social media, website, and media relations, with coverage in The 
Guardian, The New York Times, CNN, The Los Angeles Times, TIME and many more. 
Support the Emerald Corridor initiative to advance the Pacific Northwest as a global model of 
urban sustainability. 

• David and Lucile Packard Foundation 2013 – 2021 
Supported climate and oceans programs. Worked with program and communications teams, 
facilitated planning retreats, developed communications strategies, messaging, and 
spokesperson trainings to elevate the Foundation’s impact and influence, especially to bring 
new funders into the climate arena. Supported Foundation engagement related to the 
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLC) Pledge at COP26. 

289



• ClimateWorks 2015 and 2017
Facilitated planning retreat and developed organizational communications strategy in
partnership with senior leadership and program teams. Supported implementation by
developing case studies of impact for use with potential funding partners.

• Forest Carbon 2020 – Present
Developed a communications plan and supported media relations for a restoration project
developer in Indonesia focused on benefits for local communities, biodiversity and investors.

• Other clients have included the Brainerd Foundation, Earthjustice, International Living Future
Institute, Lestari Capital, Rainforest Alliance – Accountability Framework Initiative, Sea
Change Foundation, and Stanford University Woods Institute for the Environment.

Senior Vice President, Pyramid Communications 1999 – 2010 
Led environmental division, including management of up to 11 direct reports. Responsible for 
managing large multi-stakeholder networks and projects. 

• Served on firm-wide senior leadership team, responsible for strategy, business development,
budgeting, recruitment and overseeing complex communications and public affairs projects
for diverse clients.

• Clients included: American Forests, City of Seattle, Climate Solutions, Conservation
Northwest, Ecotrust, King County, The Nature Conservancy, Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation, Sierra Club, Trust for Public Land, and Woodland Park Zoo.

• Other responsibilities and skills included the following: Organizational marketing, brand
strategy, crisis communication, project management, staff mentoring, client relations, strategy
and communications planning, message development, media relations, opinion research
analysis, and oversight of materials, website and video production.

EDUCATION 

Yale University School of Forestry and Environmental Studies 
Masters of Environmental Studies, Watershed Systems and Management 
New Haven, Connecticut 

1996 – 1998 

Brown University, Bachelor of Arts, Economics 
Providence, Rhode Island 

1988 – 1992 

OTHER ACTIVITIES 

Board Member, Seattle Parks Foundation 2010 – 2024 
Served as past board chair during successful public funding campaign that generated $50 million 
per year for Seattle Parks; current chair of Diversity, Equity, Inclusion and Justice Task Force. 

Completed “Undoing Institutional Racism” workshop conducted by The People’s Institute 
Northwest for Survival and Beyond. 
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PHILLIP MENG 

 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

McKinsey & Company 
Engagement Manager 
Senior Business Analyst; Business Analyst 

 Seattle, WA 
April 2026 - present 

January 2024 - March 2026 
 

Work in electric power / energy transition and technology / media / telecom. 
 

Boston Consulting Group (BCG) 
Summer Associate 

 Seattle, WA 
June 2022 - August 2022 

 

 

Qualtrics 
Financial Analyst - Part-Time 

Seattle, WA 
September 2021 - June 2022 

 

POLICY EXPERIENCE 

Atlantic Council 
Consultant, GeoEconomics Center 
Young Global Professional, GeoEconomics Center 

Washington, D.C.  
June 2023 - January 2024 
January 2023 - June 2023 

• Research on trade fragmentation, economic statecraft, and monetary policy. Published 4 articles on emerging trends 

like growing gold reserves and Asia-Africa trade. Quoted in CNN on effects of a U.S. default on China and Japan. 
• Part of research team for CBDC Tracker, Bretton Woods 2.0 project, and IMF-World Bank week 

 

Chicago Council on Global Affairs 
Public Opinion Intern, Lester Crown Center on US Foreign Policy 

Chicago, IL 
September 2022 - January 2023 

• 2022 Chicago Council Survey team. Published 8 articles, including research briefs on great-power competition and 

pandemic public opinion (author page). Analyzed sampling of AAPIs, built visualizations, created topline reports. 
 

Bipartisan Policy Center 
Intern, Business Project 

Washington, D.C. 
August 2022 - December 2022 

 

SERVICE 

• Seattle Board of Parks and Recreation Commissioners  

• Seattle Community Technology Advisory Board  

• Pacific Chapter of the American Association for Public Opinion Research  

 

WRITING 

Neumann, R., Lang, S., & Meng, P. (2025). ‘Have Your Say’ in practice: assessing citizens’ use of the EU’s public 

consultation platform. European Politics and Society, 26(5), 1122–1142.  

 

Policy writing: 14 articles for the Atlantic Council, Bipartisan Policy Center, and Chicago Council 

Conference presentations: Council on European Studies (U. Iceland), European Union Studies Association (U. Pittsburgh) 

 

EDUCATION 

University of Washington 
BA, triple major in Finance, Global and Regional Studies, and Information Systems 

Seattle, WA 
2023 

Mary Gates Honors Scholar  |  Interdisciplinary Honors  |  Phi Beta Kappa 

GPA: 3.99/4.0 (summa cum laude) 

Led small-business consulting organization (150+ students), started social-impact data analytics organization, and served 

as co-Editor in Chief of the Jackson School Journal of International Studies.  
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 *For most boards and commissions, the term begin and end date is fixed and tied to the position and not the appointment 
date. 
 

 

 
 

City of Seattle Boards & Commissions Notice of Appointment 
 

 
Appointee Name: Rebecca J. Rasch 

Board or Commission Name: Board of Parks and Recreation Commissioners  

Position Title: Representative District 1 

☒ Appointment ☐ Reappointment  *Term of Position: 3 years from City Council confirmation  

☐ Serving partial term (eligible for full terms thereafter) 

Appointing Authority:  ☒ City Council    ☐ Mayor   ☐ Other: Insert Appointing Authority 

City Council Confirmation Required?  ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Residential Neighborhood: West Seattle   

 
Appointee brief overview:  
 
Rebecca has spent over 15 years advancing climate mitigation, climate adaptation conservation, 
renewable energy and environmental justice across global NGOs, federal agencies, and philanthropic 
partnerships.  
 
She has expertise in strategy development, program design, monitoring, evaluation and organizational 
learning systems. She is skilled in synthesizing complex evidence, supporting decision-making, managing 
interdisciplinary teams, and facilitating multi-stakeholder collaboration.  
 
Rebecca has demonstrated an ability to design strategies that integrate climate science, justice, and 
community priorities.  
 
She has worked at the USDA Forest Service, Amazon, Aspen Global Change Institute and currently works 
as a social scientist at the DOI Bureau of Ocean Energy Management.  
 
Rebecca lives in the Hiawatha neighborhood with her family, including her two young children that 
attend LaFayette Elementary School.  
 
We believe her knowledge, background and expertise will benefit the communities we serve. 
 

 
Appointing Authority Signature: 

 
Date Signed:  May 27, 2026 

Appointing Authority Printed Name and Title: 
 
 
Councilmember Debora Juarez, Chair Parks and City 
Light Committee 
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JAMES WILLIAMS 

Summary: Think big leader with experience leading zero-to-one product development and cross-functional teams in mission-critical 

environments. Experience spans military leadership, enterprise SaaS platforms, new product introduction, and operations. Proven track 

record of developing AI/ML-enabled products, managing strategic partnerships, and scaling complex technical solutions across multiple 

stakeholders. Former Army Captain earning a Bronze Star for his combat service and recognition from commanders for his leadership 

abilities Proven track record of building and scaling products that drive measurable business impact through data-driven decision making. 

 

Amazon 

Principal Product Manager - Technical, Amazon Last Mile                            Dec 2024 - Present 

• Leading initiative targeting $33MM annual savings through behavioral science and ML-driven solutions 

• Architected integration of new quality signals into delivery quality models, impacting 900k+ delivery partners globally 

• Developed A/B testing framework and launched first experiment to measure the impact of UX interventions to driver quality 

• Managing cross-functional team of 30+ across science, program management, and engineering  

Principal Product Manager - Technical, Amazon Surveys      Oct 2022 – Nov 2024 

• Developed and launched a net new survey software product for internal Amazon use to improve employee engagement, insights 

generation, and save on 3rd party software licensing fees projected to save $32MM in costs; scaling adoption for new product to 

22k users within one year of launch.  

• Provided product strategy and leadership for a cross-functional team of 25+ developers, defining scope, prioritizing features, and 

managing execution to deliver a fully integrated survey tool. 

• Led development of AI-enabled feature leveraging Amazon Bedrock LLMs for survey automation and insights generation 

• Created automated compliance and security frameworks for sensitive data handling at scale 

Principal Product Manager, New Product Initiatives – Autonomous Mobility   Aug 2021 – Sept 2022 

Seeking new billion-dollar product opportunities for Amazon within sustainable mobility. 

• Led SVP level initiative for an Amazon built enclosed Smart delivery e-trike proposal projected to save $55MM annually  

• Developed a strategic framework doc for Devices SVP and directs which describes the mobility market segment in 2030 with the 

thesis being that micro mobility would be a lucrative product category for Amazon investment.  

• Integrating the AV Ride hailing subsidiary Zoox into Amazon; seeking opportunities to leverage our scale to support their goals. 

Initiatives such as leveraging AMZL vehicles for on-road data collection, a proposal to use Zoox’s tech stack to power 

autonomous driving for Last Mile, and identifying & acquiring an unused AMZL site for Zoox testing. 

Sr Mgr, Retail Central Programs, Amazon Go Convenience      Aug 2020 – July 2021 

Led a team of 20 program managers owning new store launch & renovations, catalog and selection management systems, and new store 

program introduction within the complex tech enabled Just Walk Out environment. 

• Facilitated the development and implementation of a new pricing strategy, leading to a 3% revenue increase through price 

elasticity analysis and competitive benchmarking. 

• Pioneered and launched innovative net new programs which expanded the Amazon Go offering and drove incremental sales. 

Transfix  

Executive Director          Jan 2019 – July 2020 

Leading team of 125+ people for a $186MM supply chain technology business. Responsible for integrated customer and carrier experience, 

while driving industry-leading KPI’s and automated tracking visibility.  

● Developed a culture of excellence and high performance which led to a 1.5x increase in efficiency YoY, a 62% reduction in 

service delays, and all-time record throughput.  

● Developed data-driven lane categorization system analyzing 1,200+ market combinations, leading to automated prioritization of 

high-value routes; improved margins from -1.7% to 6.4% across 43 target lanes and increased revenue by $971K above monthly 

budget through ML-based route optimization and pricing algorithms 

● Designed a product roadmap leading to a 3x increase in customer self-service interactions, 14% increase in automated carrier 

tracking, and the development of a proprietary ‘task manager’ tool which dynamically prioritizes the associates’ workflow.  

● Crafted new organization and leadership structure including reshoring an offshore team, building career ladders and new 

compensation structure, which reduced regretted attrition by more than 60%.  

Walmart eCommerce 

Director, Product Management - Grocery Delivery Experience     Jan 2017 – Dec 2018 

Trailblazing the future of online grocery through innovation in transportation, packaging, and food safety. Led a customer focused & data 

driven culture of continuous improvement through a team of associate directors, senior managers, engineers & analysts. 
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● Transformed the business from a two-day delivery service in small parcel to a same day & next day offering within 90 days. 

● Piloted same-day scheduled 2-hour window delivery functionality to Jet Fresh customers, leading to a customer satisfaction 

improvement of 25 pts as measured by NPS.  

● Led packaging improvements resulting in 50% of cost savings per order, leading to positive simple margin. 

● Reduced product delivery related damages by 36%.  

Amazon 

Site Leader, Amazon Robotics          Apr 2016 – Dec 2016 

Senior leader launching a newly designed 1.2 million sq. ft. automated fulfillment center; hiring, training, and developing a team of 64 

managers, and 1200+ full time associates, ramping to receiving and shipping over two million units weekly.  

● Drove record launch speed, with the site receiving its first unit in under 120 days from lease signing. 

● Recognized as within the top 10% senior leaders within all of US Operations 

Head of the EU Recruitment Project Management Team & Campus Recruitment   May 2015 – May 2016 

Assigned to lead a project management team to drive innovation & continuous improvements to optimize the processes for pan-European 

recruitment teams which hired over 2500+ candidates.  

● Implemented a candidate analytical assessment tool impacting over 100k applications annually leading to higher quality candidates 

based on scientifically validated benchmarks and a recruitment pipeline time savings of over 500k EUR. 

● Led the EU undergraduate and MBA recruitment programs that directly hired 560+ exempt leaders into 7 European markets.  

Sr Manager, Productivity Improvement Team (Project Based Assignment)    Jan 2015 – Apr 2015 

Hand-selected by VP of EU Operations to build a team of 10 experts and drive an ambitious playbook to tackle significant cost and quality 

challenges across the EU fulfillment network. 

● Within 12 weeks drive 13.4% improvement in outbound and 6.1% improvement in inbound in the target sites.  

● Implemented quality management system resulting in step level improvement in customer experience performance. 

Sr Manager, Process Engineering                            Feb 2014 – Jan 2015  

Led a team of engineers, while overseeing the development and deployment of all process standards for the pan-European Fulfillment 

center network. Drove the creation and implementation of FC process, software and process standards, by providing process skills to FC 

leaders, end-to-end support for FC launches, by rolling out of software projects aligned process improvement initiatives, by supporting 

Standard Work and Kaizen events and by running and coordinating selected cross-functional projects and being the primary operations 

liaison with other departments.  

● Directed the development and execution of process training in the network, developing a program supporting 30+ sites, and 

training over 250 technical leaders.  

● Chartered and implemented an FC software initiative that automated 80% of manual decision-making in operations. 

Sr Manager, Global Operations Integration       Oct 2013 – Jan 2014 

Change leader & technical process expert on a team that benchmarked Amazon’s fulfillment practices against best-in-class operations in 

order to apply these methods to critical EU facilities and rapidly improve productivity performance.  

● Conducted a series of in-depth analysis projects to identify where the prevailing improvement measurement methodologies had 

fallen short, and utilized these analyses to determine where to signal a change in direction. 

● Validated savings of $45MM+ in variable cost in the target fulfillment centers. 

Western Region Start-Up Manager and Subject Matter Expert                Jun 2012 – Sept 2013 

Subject matter expert and lead process development and standardization efforts across ten Amazon fulfillment centers, two of which were 

new greenfield launches in 2012. Drove software requirement gathering and prioritization efforts for NA fulfillment.  

● Built and delivered a series of high impact training modules for senior leaders from the EU that were used as a component of an 

overall strategy of best practice sharing and integration between regions.  

Outbound Operations Manager                            Jun 2010 – May 2012 

Handled strategic planning/forecasting, appraisals, reward and discipline, problem solving, and labor planning. 

● Developed eight new campus hire area managers across a 24 hour operation, training them on everything from basic management 

practices, to mentoring through complex process improvement events.  

● Increased picking department performance by 19% within three months of focused activity. 

● Led multiple large-scale kaizen process improvement projects resulting in validated annualized savings over $650k 

United States Army 

Chief of Operations & Planning Officer             Jun 2009 – Jun 2010 
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Developed training/deployment plans for a 5,200-person brigade, developed mission execution tracking mechanisms and drove unit 

effectiveness through accountability. Implemented operations research and analysis to assist commander in combat employment. 

Battalion Battle Captain: Manager, Tactical Operations Team              Nov 2008 – May 2009 

Managed a tactical operations team of 12 soldiers and non-commissioned officers that coordinated operations for over 1,200 combat 

missions and directed assets of an 800 person unit in southern Baghdad. 

● Coordinated personnel and vehicle assets to conduct multiple mission types, including indirect fire and close air support, 

unmanned aerial vehicle deployment, operation and recovery, vehicle recovery, and medical evacuation. 

● Supported Army Special Forces and Navy SEAL teams in conducting short-notice missions based on time-sensitive intelligence 

reports, and selected as a member of security planning team for the January 2009 Iraqi elections. 

M1A1 Abrams Tank Platoon Leader                   Apr 2006 – Oct 2008      

Full accountability for training & deployment readiness planning and combat mission execution for a tank unit, implementing strategies 

that resulted in improvements to the standard of living and security in Wasit & Baghdad province. Awarded the Bronze Star. 

● Completed two successful civil irrigation projects supporting 13,000 people, valued at over $400k. 

● Rated in top three of all junior officers in the Battalion in senior leader evaluation.  

Education 

Master of Business Administration (MBA) Arizona State University, W. P. Carey School of Business, Graduated 2014 

Bachelor of Arts (BA), International Relations, University of Southern California, Graduated 2006 

Extras 

Published in Wall Street Journal, April 2020 “From Iraq to New York: Thank Those Who Keep on Truckin’” 

SKILLS & TECHNOLOGIES 

• Product Development: AI/ML solutions, SaaS platforms, Sprint/Epic planning 

• Technical Integration: API development, LLM implementation, system architecture 

• Release Management: Agile methodologies, continuous deployment, feature flagging 

• Cross-functional Leadership: Engineering partnerships, stakeholder alignment 

• Strategic Planning: Product roadmap development, technical requirement definition 
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance amending Ordinance 127156, which adopted the 2025 Budget, including the 2025-

2030 Capital Improvement Program (CIP); changing appropriations to various departments

and budget control levels; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of

the City Council.

Be it ordained by The City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. In order to pay for necessary costs and expenses incurred or to be incurred in 2025, but for which

insufficient appropriations were made due to causes that could not reasonably have been foreseen at the time of making

the 2025 Budget, appropriations for the following items in the 2025 Budget are increased by $8,066,027 from the funds

shown, as follows:

Item Department Fund Budget Summary Level/ BCL

Code

Amount ($)

1.1 Ethics and Elections

Commission

General Fund (00100) Ethics and Elections (00100-BO-

ET-V1T00)

32,709

1.2 Seattle Department of

Human Resources

Health Care Fund (10112) Health Care Services (10112-BO

-HR-HEALTH)

 5,860,256

1.3 Seattle Department of

Transportation

General Fund (00100) Maintenance Operations (00100

-BO-TR-17005)

1,795

1.4 Seattle Public Utilities General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-SU-N100B)

 63,112

1.5 Seattle Center Seattle Center Fund

(11410)

Campus (11410-BO-SC-60000)  65,987

1.6 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Taxes (41000-BO-CL-TAXES) 2,042,168

Section 2.  Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken after its passage and prior to its effective
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date is ratified and confirmed.

This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and 1.04.070.

Passed by a 3/4 vote of all the members of the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its
passage on .

President                    of the City Council

 on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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Screen Reader Users: Make sure settings include reading strikethrough and underline font attributes. 

Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: City Budget Office 

Title: An ordinance amending Ordinance 127156, which adopted the 2025 Budget, 

including the 2025-2030 Capital Improvement Program (CIP); changing appropriations 

to various departments and budget control levels; and ratifying and confirming certain 

prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City Council. 

 

Background: This legislation will implement various adjustments to the 2025 Adopted 

Budget that are needed to complete the City’s accounting process for the year.   

The proposed legislation includes discrete actions that amend the 2025 Adopted Budget 

by adding budget authority to various departments to address unanticipated expenses 

which resulted in spending exceeding a budget control level’s budget authority:  

 

Item 1.1 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $32,709 for the Ethics and 

Elections Commission to pay unanticipated costs in the General Fund Ethics and 

Elections Budget Control Level (00100-BO-ET-V1T00) due higher than planned to labor 

costs. The City Budget Office will work with the Commission to align budget and 

expenses and avoid future budget exceptions. 
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Item 1.2 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $5,860,256 in the Seattle 

Human Resources Department to pay unanticipated costs in Health Care Fund Health 

Care Service Budget Control Level (10112-BO-HR-HEALTH). Medical and dental claims 

were higher than expected in the last quarter of 2025, particularly in October and 

November when they were $31.3 million and $28.8 million, respectively, which 

represented an increase of 20% and 11% respectively over the monthly average for the 

prior months of 2025. There is fund balance available in the health care fund to cover 

this additional appropriation. The increased appropriation requested represents a 1.6% 

increase above 2025 Adopted levels and will not meaningfully impact the financial 

outlook for this fund in 2026 or beyond. 

 

Item 1.3 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $1,795 in the Seattle 

Department of Transportation in the General Fund Maintenance Operations Budget 

Level (00100-BO-TR-17005) to pay for unanticipated costs. Financial cost reconciliation 

changes posted to this Budget Control Level after final corrective journal entries were 

processed. This is a technical error. 

 

Item 1.4 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $63,112 in the Seattle Public 

Utilities General Fund Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level (00100-BO-

SU-N100B) in order to resolve a budget exception. This is the result of charges being 

inappropriately applied to this General Fund Budget Control Level due to an automatic 

system process applying an internal indirect cost model. This charge was not caught 

before the year closed. 
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Item 1.5 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $65,987 amount for Seattle 

Center in the Seattle Center Fund Campus Budget Control Level (114110-BO-SC-

60000) to pay unanticipated costs due to last minute expenditures charges that hit the 

Campus BSL after year end balancing. 

 

Item 1.6 provides a retroactive appropriation increase of $2,042,168 for Seattle City 

Light to pay unanticipated costs in the Light Fund Taxes Budget Control Level (41000-

BO-CL-TAXES). City Light pays City and State taxes based on earned revenue. Higher 

than anticipated revenue in the second half of 2025 caused City Light's tax liability to 

exceed the revised budget. 

Summary Attachments: None. 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 
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3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

a. Expenditure Change to General Fund 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

$97,616 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

b. Expenditure Change to Other Funds 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

$7,968,411 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

c. Revenue Change to General Fund 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

d. Revenue Change to Other Funds 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

e. Number of Positions 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

0 0 0 0 0 
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f. Total Full-Time Employee (FTE) Change 

2025 2026 est. 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 

0 0 0 0 0 
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3a. Appropriations 

This legislation adds, changes, or deletes appropriations. 

Fund Name and 

Number Dept. 

Budget Control 

Level (BCL) 

Name/Number 

2025 

Appropriation 

Change 

2026 

Estimated 

Appropriation 

Change 

General Fund (00100) Ethics 

and 

Elections 

Commiss

ion 

Ethics and Elections 

(00100-BO-ET-

V1T00) 

$32,709 $0 

Health Care Fund 

(10112) 

Seattle 

Departm

ent of 

Human 

Resourc

es 

Health Care 

Services (10112-

BO-HR-HEALTH) 

 $5,860,256 $0 

General Fund (00100) Seattle 

Departm

ent of 

Transport

ation 

Maintenance 

Operations (00100-

BO-TR-17005) 

$1,795 $0 

General Fund (00100) Seattle 

Public 

Utilities 

Leadership and 

Administration 

(00100-BO-SU-

N100B) 

 $63,112 $0 

Seattle Center Fund 

(11410) 

Seattle 

Center 

Campus (11410-

BO-SC-60000) 

 $65,987 $0 

Light Fund (41000) Seattle 

City Light 

Taxes (41000-BO-

CL-TAXES) 

$2,042,168 $0 

 

TOTAL 2025 

Appropriation 

Changes 

TOTAL 2026 

Estimated 
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Appropriation 

Changes 

$8,066,027 $0 

 

 

3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

No. 

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 

these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

This legislation provides retroactive budget appropriations for the Ethics and 

Elections Commission, Seattle Department of Human Resources, Seattle Department of 

Transportation, Seattle Public Utilities, Seattle Center, and Seattle City Light to cover 

unanticipated spending above previously authorized 2025 appropriations. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily 

Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 
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☒ No 

c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

No. 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 

Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

 

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

See Background section for any associated implications for question d. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

 

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

See Background section for any associated implications for question e. 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

See Background section for any associated implications for question f. 
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g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No. 
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The City of Seattle

Ordinance
Council Bill
An ordinance amending Ordinance 127362, which adopted the 2026 Budget, including the 2026-

2031 Capital Improvement Program (CIP); changing appropriations to various departments

and budget control levels, and from various funds in the Budget; and ratifying and confirming

certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City Council.

Be it ordained by The City of Seattle as follows:

Section 1. In order to pay for necessary costs and expenses incurred or to be incurred, but for which insufficient

appropriations were made due to causes that could not reasonably have been foreseen at the time of making the 2026

Budget, appropriations for the following items in the 2026 Budget are increased by $138,059,219 from the funds shown,

as follows:

Item Department Fund Budget Summary Level/ BCL

Code

Amount ($)

1.1 Civil Service

Commissions

General Fund (00100) Civil Service Commissions

(00100-BO-VC-V1CIV)

 67,211

1.2 Executive (Community

Assisted Response

and Engagement)

General Fund (00100) 911 Call Response (00100-BO-

CS-10000)

 992,950

1.3 Executive (Community

Police Commission)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Community Police

Commission (00100-BO-CP-

X1P00)

 65,000

1.4 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

Early Learning (17871-BO-EE-

IL100)

 168,154

1.5 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

K-12 Programs (17871-BO-EE-

IL200)

 354,189

1.6 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

K-12 Programs (14500-BO-EE-

IL200)

 269,000

1.7 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 526,955

1.8 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 1,700,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Claims

(00126-BO-FA-CJ000)

 3,000,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Police

Action (00126-BO-FA-JR020)

 3,500,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Litigation

(00126-BO-FA-JR000)

11,000,000

1.10 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

General Fund (00100) Office of City Finance (00100-

BO-FA-0003)

 302,802

1.11 Department of

Neighborhoods

General Fund (00100) Community Grants (00100-BO-

DN-I3400)

 18,426

1.12 Finance General General Fund (00100) General Purpose (00100-BO-FG

-2QD00)

 607,570

1.13 Finance General General Fund (00100) Appropriation to Special Funds

(00100-BO-FG-2QA00)

 213,661

1.14 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Addressing Homelessness

(00100-BO-HS-H3000)

 248,000

1.15 Human Services

Department

Human Services Fund

(16200)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (16200-BO-HS-H1000)

 1,400,000

1.16 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 4,000,000

1.17 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 800,000

1.18 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (14500-BO-HS-H1000)

 5,000,000

1.19 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Safe Communities

(00100-BO-HS-H4000)

 759,950

1.19 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Safe Communities

(14500-BO-HS-H4000)

 681,828

1.20 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Leadership and Administration

(12400-BO-AR-VA150)

 99,427

1.21 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 1,696,610

1.22 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(14500-BO-AR-VA160)

 611,859

1.23 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 459,611

1.24 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Creative Placemaking (12400-

BO-AR-VA170)

 150,000

1.25 Executive (Office of

Economic

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Business Services (14500-BO-

ED-X1D00)

 1,125,471

1.26 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 1,165,354

1.27 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Multifamily Housing (14500-BO-

HU-3000)

34,342,724

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 124,118

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Multifamily Housing (16600-BO-

HU-3000)

 206,324

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Equitable Development Initiative

(00100-BO-PC-X2P40)

 5,045,488

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Equitable Development Initiative

(14500-BO-PC-X2P40)

37,080,868

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Short-Term Rental Tax

Fund (12200)

Equitable Development Initiative

(12200-BO-PC-X2P40)

11,135,863

1.30 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 120,000

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 208,250

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Planning and Community

Development (14500-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 200,000

1.32 Executive (Office of

Sustainability and

Environment)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Office of Sustainability and

Environment (14500-BO-SE-

X1000)

 454,346

1.33 Executive (Office of

the Mayor)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Mayor (00100-BO-

MA-X1A00)

 163,085

1.34 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 794,979

1.35 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 157,736

1.36 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 992,951

1.37 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 178,404

1.38 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 1,165,354

1.39 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 150,812

1.40 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 94,929

1.41 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 39,820

1.42 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Frontline Services and

Workplace (50410-BO-IT-

D0400)

 296,979

1.43 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Leadership and Administration

(50410-BO-IT-D0100)

 400,000

1.44 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 213,661

1.45 Seattle Parks and

Recreation

General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-PR-20000)

 2,100,000

1.46 Seattle Police

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Technical Services (14500-BO-

SP-P8000)

 200,000

1.47 Seattle Public Library Library Fund (10410) The Seattle Public Library

(10410-BO-SPL)

 68,500

1.48 Seattle Retirement Employees' Retirement

Fund (61030)

Employee Benefit Management

(61030-BO-RE-R1E00)

 1,140,000
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Item Department Fund Budget Summary Level/ BCL

Code

Amount ($)
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General Fund (00100) Civil Service Commissions

(00100-BO-VC-V1CIV)

 67,211

1.2 Executive (Community

Assisted Response

and Engagement)

General Fund (00100) 911 Call Response (00100-BO-

CS-10000)

 992,950

1.3 Executive (Community

Police Commission)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Community Police

Commission (00100-BO-CP-

X1P00)

 65,000

1.4 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

Early Learning (17871-BO-EE-

IL100)

 168,154

1.5 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

K-12 Programs (17871-BO-EE-

IL200)

 354,189

1.6 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

K-12 Programs (14500-BO-EE-

IL200)

 269,000

1.7 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 526,955

1.8 Department of

Finance and
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Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 1,700,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Claims

(00126-BO-FA-CJ000)

 3,000,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Police

Action (00126-BO-FA-JR020)

 3,500,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Litigation

(00126-BO-FA-JR000)

11,000,000

1.10 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

General Fund (00100) Office of City Finance (00100-

BO-FA-0003)

 302,802

1.11 Department of

Neighborhoods

General Fund (00100) Community Grants (00100-BO-

DN-I3400)

 18,426

1.12 Finance General General Fund (00100) General Purpose (00100-BO-FG

-2QD00)

 607,570

1.13 Finance General General Fund (00100) Appropriation to Special Funds

(00100-BO-FG-2QA00)

 213,661

1.14 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Addressing Homelessness

(00100-BO-HS-H3000)

 248,000

1.15 Human Services

Department

Human Services Fund

(16200)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (16200-BO-HS-H1000)

 1,400,000

1.16 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 4,000,000

1.17 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)
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1.18 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (14500-BO-HS-H1000)

 5,000,000

1.19 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Safe Communities

(00100-BO-HS-H4000)

 759,950

1.19 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Safe Communities

(14500-BO-HS-H4000)

 681,828

1.20 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Leadership and Administration

(12400-BO-AR-VA150)

 99,427

1.21 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 1,696,610

1.22 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(14500-BO-AR-VA160)

 611,859

1.23 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 459,611

1.24 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Creative Placemaking (12400-

BO-AR-VA170)

 150,000

1.25 Executive (Office of

Economic

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Business Services (14500-BO-

ED-X1D00)

 1,125,471

1.26 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 1,165,354

1.27 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Multifamily Housing (14500-BO-

HU-3000)

34,342,724

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 124,118

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Multifamily Housing (16600-BO-

HU-3000)

 206,324

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Equitable Development Initiative

(00100-BO-PC-X2P40)

 5,045,488

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Equitable Development Initiative

(14500-BO-PC-X2P40)

37,080,868

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Short-Term Rental Tax

Fund (12200)

Equitable Development Initiative

(12200-BO-PC-X2P40)

11,135,863

1.30 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 120,000

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 208,250

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Planning and Community

Development (14500-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 200,000

1.32 Executive (Office of

Sustainability and

Environment)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Office of Sustainability and

Environment (14500-BO-SE-

X1000)

 454,346

1.33 Executive (Office of

the Mayor)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Mayor (00100-BO-

MA-X1A00)

 163,085

1.34 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 794,979

1.35 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 157,736

1.36 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 992,951

1.37 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 178,404

1.38 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 1,165,354

1.39 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 150,812

1.40 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 94,929

1.41 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 39,820

1.42 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Frontline Services and

Workplace (50410-BO-IT-

D0400)

 296,979

1.43 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Leadership and Administration

(50410-BO-IT-D0100)

 400,000

1.44 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 213,661

1.45 Seattle Parks and

Recreation

General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-PR-20000)

 2,100,000

1.46 Seattle Police

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Technical Services (14500-BO-

SP-P8000)

 200,000

1.47 Seattle Public Library Library Fund (10410) The Seattle Public Library

(10410-BO-SPL)

 68,500

1.48 Seattle Retirement Employees' Retirement

Fund (61030)

Employee Benefit Management

(61030-BO-RE-R1E00)

 1,140,000
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Item Department Fund Budget Summary Level/ BCL

Code

Amount ($)
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(00100-BO-VC-V1CIV)

 67,211

1.2 Executive (Community

Assisted Response
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General Fund (00100) 911 Call Response (00100-BO-

CS-10000)

 992,950
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Police Commission)
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Education and Early
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Preschool Promise Levy
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Early Learning (17871-BO-EE-
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Preschool Promise Levy
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K-12 Programs (17871-BO-EE-
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 354,189
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Education and Early
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Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

K-12 Programs (14500-BO-EE-

IL200)
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Finance and
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Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 526,955
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Fund (50300)
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 1,700,000
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 1,400,000

1.16 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 4,000,000

1.17 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 800,000

1.18 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (14500-BO-HS-H1000)

 5,000,000

1.19 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Safe Communities

(00100-BO-HS-H4000)

 759,950

1.19 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Safe Communities

(14500-BO-HS-H4000)

 681,828

1.20 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Leadership and Administration

(12400-BO-AR-VA150)

 99,427

1.21 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 1,696,610

1.22 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(14500-BO-AR-VA160)

 611,859

1.23 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 459,611

1.24 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Creative Placemaking (12400-

BO-AR-VA170)

 150,000

1.25 Executive (Office of
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 5,045,488

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Equitable Development Initiative

(14500-BO-PC-X2P40)

37,080,868

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Short-Term Rental Tax

Fund (12200)

Equitable Development Initiative

(12200-BO-PC-X2P40)

11,135,863

1.30 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 120,000

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 208,250

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Planning and Community

Development (14500-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 200,000

1.32 Executive (Office of

Sustainability and

Environment)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Office of Sustainability and

Environment (14500-BO-SE-

X1000)

 454,346

1.33 Executive (Office of

the Mayor)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Mayor (00100-BO-

MA-X1A00)

 163,085

1.34 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 794,979

1.35 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 157,736

1.36 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 992,951

1.37 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 178,404

1.38 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 1,165,354

1.39 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 150,812

1.40 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 94,929

1.41 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 39,820

1.42 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Frontline Services and

Workplace (50410-BO-IT-

D0400)

 296,979

1.43 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Leadership and Administration

(50410-BO-IT-D0100)

 400,000

1.44 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 213,661

1.45 Seattle Parks and

Recreation

General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-PR-20000)

 2,100,000

1.46 Seattle Police

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Technical Services (14500-BO-

SP-P8000)

 200,000

1.47 Seattle Public Library Library Fund (10410) The Seattle Public Library

(10410-BO-SPL)

 68,500

1.48 Seattle Retirement Employees' Retirement

Fund (61030)

Employee Benefit Management

(61030-BO-RE-R1E00)

 1,140,000
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Item Department Fund Budget Summary Level/ BCL

Code

Amount ($)

1.1 Civil Service

Commissions

General Fund (00100) Civil Service Commissions

(00100-BO-VC-V1CIV)

 67,211

1.2 Executive (Community

Assisted Response

and Engagement)

General Fund (00100) 911 Call Response (00100-BO-

CS-10000)

 992,950

1.3 Executive (Community

Police Commission)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Community Police

Commission (00100-BO-CP-

X1P00)

 65,000

1.4 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

Early Learning (17871-BO-EE-

IL100)

 168,154

1.5 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

K-12 Programs (17871-BO-EE-

IL200)

 354,189

1.6 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

K-12 Programs (14500-BO-EE-

IL200)

 269,000

1.7 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 526,955

1.8 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 1,700,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Claims

(00126-BO-FA-CJ000)

 3,000,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Police

Action (00126-BO-FA-JR020)

 3,500,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Litigation

(00126-BO-FA-JR000)

11,000,000

1.10 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

General Fund (00100) Office of City Finance (00100-

BO-FA-0003)

 302,802

1.11 Department of

Neighborhoods

General Fund (00100) Community Grants (00100-BO-

DN-I3400)

 18,426

1.12 Finance General General Fund (00100) General Purpose (00100-BO-FG

-2QD00)

 607,570

1.13 Finance General General Fund (00100) Appropriation to Special Funds

(00100-BO-FG-2QA00)

 213,661

1.14 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Addressing Homelessness

(00100-BO-HS-H3000)

 248,000

1.15 Human Services

Department

Human Services Fund

(16200)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (16200-BO-HS-H1000)

 1,400,000

1.16 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 4,000,000

1.17 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 800,000

1.18 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (14500-BO-HS-H1000)

 5,000,000

1.19 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Safe Communities

(00100-BO-HS-H4000)

 759,950

1.19 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Safe Communities

(14500-BO-HS-H4000)

 681,828

1.20 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Leadership and Administration

(12400-BO-AR-VA150)

 99,427

1.21 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 1,696,610

1.22 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(14500-BO-AR-VA160)

 611,859

1.23 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 459,611

1.24 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Creative Placemaking (12400-

BO-AR-VA170)

 150,000

1.25 Executive (Office of

Economic

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Business Services (14500-BO-

ED-X1D00)

 1,125,471

1.26 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 1,165,354

1.27 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Multifamily Housing (14500-BO-

HU-3000)

34,342,724

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 124,118

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Multifamily Housing (16600-BO-

HU-3000)

 206,324

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Equitable Development Initiative

(00100-BO-PC-X2P40)

 5,045,488

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Equitable Development Initiative

(14500-BO-PC-X2P40)

37,080,868

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Short-Term Rental Tax

Fund (12200)

Equitable Development Initiative

(12200-BO-PC-X2P40)

11,135,863

1.30 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 120,000

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 208,250

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Planning and Community

Development (14500-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 200,000

1.32 Executive (Office of

Sustainability and

Environment)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Office of Sustainability and

Environment (14500-BO-SE-

X1000)

 454,346

1.33 Executive (Office of

the Mayor)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Mayor (00100-BO-

MA-X1A00)

 163,085

1.34 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 794,979

1.35 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 157,736

1.36 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 992,951

1.37 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 178,404

1.38 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 1,165,354

1.39 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 150,812

1.40 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 94,929

1.41 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 39,820

1.42 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Frontline Services and

Workplace (50410-BO-IT-

D0400)

 296,979

1.43 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Leadership and Administration

(50410-BO-IT-D0100)

 400,000

1.44 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 213,661

1.45 Seattle Parks and

Recreation

General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-PR-20000)

 2,100,000

1.46 Seattle Police

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Technical Services (14500-BO-

SP-P8000)

 200,000

1.47 Seattle Public Library Library Fund (10410) The Seattle Public Library

(10410-BO-SPL)

 68,500

1.48 Seattle Retirement Employees' Retirement

Fund (61030)

Employee Benefit Management

(61030-BO-RE-R1E00)

 1,140,000
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Code

Amount ($)

1.1 Civil Service

Commissions

General Fund (00100) Civil Service Commissions

(00100-BO-VC-V1CIV)

 67,211

1.2 Executive (Community

Assisted Response

and Engagement)

General Fund (00100) 911 Call Response (00100-BO-

CS-10000)

 992,950

1.3 Executive (Community

Police Commission)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Community Police

Commission (00100-BO-CP-

X1P00)

 65,000

1.4 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

Early Learning (17871-BO-EE-

IL100)

 168,154

1.5 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Families Education

Preschool Promise Levy

(17871)

K-12 Programs (17871-BO-EE-

IL200)

 354,189

1.6 Department of

Education and Early

Learning

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

K-12 Programs (14500-BO-EE-

IL200)

 269,000

1.7 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 526,955

1.8 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Finance and

Administrative Services

Fund (50300)

Citywide Operational Services

(50300-BO-FA-0001)

 1,700,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Claims

(00126-BO-FA-CJ000)

 3,000,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Police

Action (00126-BO-FA-JR020)

 3,500,000

1.9 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

Judgment/Claims Fund

(00126)

Judgment & Claims Litigation

(00126-BO-FA-JR000)

11,000,000

1.10 Department of

Finance and

Administrative

Services

General Fund (00100) Office of City Finance (00100-

BO-FA-0003)

 302,802

1.11 Department of

Neighborhoods

General Fund (00100) Community Grants (00100-BO-

DN-I3400)

 18,426

1.12 Finance General General Fund (00100) General Purpose (00100-BO-FG

-2QD00)

 607,570

1.13 Finance General General Fund (00100) Appropriation to Special Funds

(00100-BO-FG-2QA00)

 213,661

1.14 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Addressing Homelessness

(00100-BO-HS-H3000)

 248,000

1.15 Human Services

Department

Human Services Fund

(16200)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (16200-BO-HS-H1000)

 1,400,000

1.16 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 4,000,000

1.17 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Affordability and

Livability (00100-BO-HS-H1000)

 800,000

1.18 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Affordability and

Livability (14500-BO-HS-H1000)

 5,000,000

1.19 Human Services

Department

General Fund (00100) Supporting Safe Communities

(00100-BO-HS-H4000)

 759,950

1.19 Human Services

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Supporting Safe Communities

(14500-BO-HS-H4000)

 681,828

1.20 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Leadership and Administration

(12400-BO-AR-VA150)

 99,427

1.21 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 1,696,610

1.22 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(14500-BO-AR-VA160)

 611,859

1.23 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Arts and Cultural Programs

(12400-BO-AR-VA160)

 459,611

1.24 Executive (Office of

Arts and Culture)

Arts and Culture Fund

(12400)

Creative Placemaking (12400-

BO-AR-VA170)

 150,000

1.25 Executive (Office of

Economic

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Business Services (14500-BO-

ED-X1D00)

 1,125,471

1.26 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 1,165,354

1.27 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Multifamily Housing (14500-BO-

HU-3000)

34,342,724

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Leadership and Administration

(16600-BO-HU-1000)

 124,118

1.28 Executive (Office of

Housing)

Office of Housing Fund

(16600)

Multifamily Housing (16600-BO-

HU-3000)

 206,324

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Equitable Development Initiative

(00100-BO-PC-X2P40)

 5,045,488

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Equitable Development Initiative

(14500-BO-PC-X2P40)

37,080,868

1.29 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Short-Term Rental Tax

Fund (12200)

Equitable Development Initiative

(12200-BO-PC-X2P40)

11,135,863

1.30 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 120,000

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

General Fund (00100) Planning and Community

Development (00100-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 208,250

1.31 Executive (Office of

Planning and

Community

Development)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Planning and Community

Development (14500-BO-PC-

X2P00)

 200,000

1.32 Executive (Office of

Sustainability and

Environment)

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Office of Sustainability and

Environment (14500-BO-SE-

X1000)

 454,346

1.33 Executive (Office of

the Mayor)

General Fund (00100) Office of the Mayor (00100-BO-

MA-X1A00)

 163,085

1.34 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 794,979

1.35 Seattle City Light Light Fund (41000) Customer Care (41000-BO-CL-

CUSTCARE)

 157,736

1.36 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 992,951

1.37 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 178,404

1.38 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 1,165,354

1.39 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 150,812

1.40 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 94,929

1.41 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 39,820

1.42 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Frontline Services and

Workplace (50410-BO-IT-

D0400)

 296,979

1.43 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Leadership and Administration

(50410-BO-IT-D0100)

 400,000

1.44 Seattle Information

Technology

Department

Information Technology

Fund (50410)

Applications (50410-BO-IT-

D0600)

 213,661

1.45 Seattle Parks and

Recreation

General Fund (00100) Leadership and Administration

(00100-BO-PR-20000)

 2,100,000

1.46 Seattle Police

Department

Payroll Expense Tax

(14500)

Technical Services (14500-BO-

SP-P8000)

 200,000

1.47 Seattle Public Library Library Fund (10410) The Seattle Public Library

(10410-BO-SPL)

 68,500

1.48 Seattle Retirement Employees' Retirement

Fund (61030)

Employee Benefit Management

(61030-BO-RE-R1E00)

 1,140,000

Unspent funds so appropriated in items 1.12, 1.28, 1.29, and 1.45 shall carry forward to subsequent fiscal years

until they are exhausted or abandoned by ordinance.

Section 2. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken after its passage and prior to its effective

date is ratified and confirmed.

This ordinance shall take effect as provided by Seattle Municipal Code Sections 1.04.020 and 1.04.070.

Passed by a 3/4 vote of all the members of the City Council and signed in open session in authentication of its
passage on .

President  of the City Council
 on .

Katie B. Wilson, Mayor

Attested on .

Scheereen Dedman, City Clerk

Seal
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Screen Reader Users: Make sure settings include reading strikethrough and underline font attributes. 

Summary and Fiscal Note 

1. Legislation Summary 

Department: City Budget Office 

Title: An ordinance amending Ordinance 127362, which adopted the 2026 Budget, 

including the 2026-2031 Capital Improvement Program (CIP); changing appropriations 

to various departments and budget control levels, and from various funds in the Budget; 

and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts; all by a 3/4 vote of the City Council. 

Background: This legislation appropriates unexpended non-capital appropriations from 

the 2025 Budget to the 2026 Budget. 

RCW 35.32A.080 states: “The whole or any part of any appropriation provided in the 

budget for operating and maintenance expenses remaining unexpended or 

unencumbered at the close of the fiscal year shall automatically lapse, except any such 

appropriation as the city council shall continue by ordinance.” This legislation requests 

continuances for unexpended 2025 appropriations for non-capital purposes in the 

amount of $138 million. Appropriations were made in the 2025 Budget for these 

expenditures but for various reasons, spending was not initiated or completed during 

the 2025 fiscal year. This ordinance re-appropriates these funds, which lapsed at the 

end of 2025, in most cases for the same purposes that the funds were dedicated to in 

2025. 

Summary Attachments: Summary Attachment A – 2025 Budget Carry Forward 

Ordinance Summary Detail Table 

 

2. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
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Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

3. Summary of Financial Implications 

Does this legislation have financial impacts to the City?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

a. Expenditure Change to General Fund 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$15,712,393 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

b. Expenditure Change to Other Funds 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$122,346,826 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

c. Revenue Change to General Fund 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

 

d. Revenue Change to Other Funds 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

$2,950,370 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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e. Number of Positions 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

0 0 0 0 0 

 

f. Total Full-Time Employee (FTE) Change 

2026 2027 est. 2028 est. 2029 est. 2030 est. 

0 0 0 0 0 

3a. Appropriations 

This legislation adds, changes, or deletes appropriations. Please see Summary 

Attachment A for a detailed list and description of the appropriations. 

3b. Revenues/Reimbursements 

This legislation adds, changes, or deletes revenues or reimbursements. 

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement Resulting from This Legislation: 

Fund Name and 

Number Dept. Revenue Source 2026 Revenue 

2027 

Estimated 

Revenue 

Information 

Technology Fund 

(50410) 

Seattle 

Information 

Technology 

Department 

Transfer In – Various 

Funds 

$2,950,370 $0 

 

TOTAL 2026 

Revenue 

TOTAL 2027 

Estimated 

Revenue 

$2,950,370 $0 

The revenue/reimbursement for the Information Technology Fund is a transfer-in from 

various city funds.  
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3d. Other Financial Impacts 

a. Does this legislation create any other financial impacts for The City of 

Seattle, such as direct or indirect costs, one-time or ongoing, that aren’t 

mentioned above? If yes, please explain these impacts. 

No.  Please Summary Attachment A for the details on the 2025 carry forward 

appropriations. 

b. If the legislation has costs that can be covered within the current budget, 

explain how. Does the department have extra resources in its budget to handle 

these costs? Or does the department need to shift resources away from other 

work to handle these costs? 

Please see Summary Attachment A for details on the 2025 carry forward 

appropriations. 

c. What financial costs or other impacts might happen if this legislation is 

not implemented? 

The objectives supported by these resources could not be achieved without this 

legislation. 

d. How might this legislation affect other City departments besides the one 

that proposed it? 

Please see Summary Attachment A for details on the 2025 carry forward 

appropriations. 

 

4. Other Impacts 

a. Does this legislation require a public hearing?  

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

b. Does this legislation require a notice to be published in The Daily Journal of 

Commerce and/or The Seattle Times? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 
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c. Does this legislation affect a piece of property? 

No 

d. Race and Social Justice Initiative impacts: 

1. How does this legislation affect vulnerable or historically 

disadvantaged communities? How did you come to this conclusion? 

Please consider both impacts within City government (like employees and 

internal programs) and in the broader community. 

 

2. Please attach any Racial Equity Toolkits or other racial equity 

analyses used to develop or assess this legislation. 

 

3. What is the Language Access Plan for communicating with the 

public about this legislation? 

See Summary Attachment A for any associated implications for question d. 

e. Climate change impacts: 

1. Emissions: Will this legislation significantly increase or decrease 

carbon emissions? Attach any studies or materials that inform your 

answer. 

 

2. Resiliency: Will this legislation make Seattle more or less able to 

adapt to climate change? If it reduces resiliency, explain what can be done 

to lessen the impact. 

See Summary Attachment A for any associated implications for question e. 

f. If this legislation creates a new program or expands an existing one, what 

are the long-term, measurable goals? How will this legislation help achieve those 

goals? What methods will be used to track progress? 

See Summary Attachment A for any associated implications for question f 

g. Does this legislation create a non-utility CIP that involves shared funding 

with a non-City partner or organization? 

No. 
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2025 Budget Carry Forward Ordinance Summary Detail Table 
 

Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.1 2025 Carryforward 
Civil Service 
Vaccine Mandate 
Appeals (Civil 
Service 
Commissions) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$67,211 to the Civil Service Commissions in the 
General Fund, Civil Service Commissions 
Budget Control Level (00100-BO-VC-V1CIV) for 
legal services. These resources will be used for 
legal fees and other costs related to vaccine 
mandate separations and impacts of the 
vaccine mandate being lifted, for the Civil 
Service Commission (CSC) and Public Safety 
Civil Service Commission (PSCSC), and Civil 
Service Department. Budget authority for this 
project was added as a one-time appropriation 
in the 2022 amended budget and unspent funds 
carried forward in 2023, 2024 and 2025. The 
project will be complete upon the resolution of 
COVID-related employment litigation against 
The City of Seattle. 

 $67,211  

1.2 911 Call Data 
Recorder 
(Community 
Assisted Response 
and Engagement) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$992,950 in the General Fund, BO-CS-10000 
Budget Control Level and provides resources to 
the CARE department to provide users with 
search capabilities for 9-1-1 related audio 
recordings by integrating the NICE Call-Data 
Logging and Recording System with the CARE 
Versaterm Computer Aided Dispatch system. 
This program will allow the analyst to find 
recordings in one system rather than searching 
different databases (CAD, RMS, etc.). This 
work began in 2024 and will complete in 2026. 

 $992,950  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.3 2025 Contract 
Encumbrance 
(Community Police 
Commission) 

The item increases appropriation authority by 
$65,000 to the Community Police Commission 
Budget Control Level (00100-BO-CP-X1P00) 
for a consultant to design a public-facing visual 
identity for the Community Police Commission 
(CPC).  The contract was signed in December 
of 2025 but encumbering the funds was delayed 
due to staff turnover.  This agreement will 
provide CPC with an ongoing recognizable 
brand and visual identity for the coming years.  
This expense supports the ongoing success of 
CPC by allowing for the completion of work that 
was previously identified as part of CPC’s 
strategic plan, although funding was not 
available to support the work at that time. 

 $65,000  

1.4 Early Learning 
FEPP Levy 
Carryforward 
(Department of 
Education and 
Early Learning) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$168,154 to the Department of Education and 
Early Learning (DEEL) in the FEPP Levy Fund, 
Early Learning Budget Control Level (17871-
BO-EE-IL100). This item provides resources for 
DEEL to support the 2025-26 school year 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with Seattle 
Parks and Recreation (Parks) for the Seattle 
Preschool Program.  MOA funding is not 
encumbered in PeopleSoft and requires 
legislated carryforward. 

 $168,154  

1.5 K-12 FEPP Levy 
Carryforward 
(Department of 
Education and 
Early Learning) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$354,189 to the Department of Education and 
Early Learning (DEEL) in the FEPP Levy Fund, 
K-12 Budget Control Level (17871-BO-EE-
IL200). This item provides resources for DEEL 
to support the 2025-26 school year 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with Seattle 
Parks and Recreation (Parks) for Sports and 
Transportation.  MOA funding is not 
encumbered in PeopleSoft and requires 
legislated carryforward. 

 $354,189  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.6 K-12 Mental Health 
(PET) Carryforward 
(Department of 
Education and 
Early Learning) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$269,000 to the Department of Education and 
Early Learning (DEEL) in the Payroll Expense 
Tax (PET) Fund, K-12 Budget Control Level 
(14500-BO-EE-IL200). This item provides 
resources for DEEL to support the 2025-26 
school year Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
with Seattle Parks and Recreation (Parks) and 
the Office of Arts and Culture for Community 
Hub Programming.  MOA funding is not 
encumbered in PeopleSoft and requires 
legislated carryforward. 

 $269,000  

1.7 City Hall Security 
(Department of 
Finance and 
Administrative 
Services) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$526,955 to provide funding for security 
improvements at City Hall to the Finance and 
Administrative Services Department in the 
Finance and Administrative Services Fund 
Citywide Operational Services Budget Control 
Level (50300-BO-FA-0001). The majority of this 
funding was originally appropriated to 
automatically carryforward if unspent in 2025 
ordinance 127150 item 2.41. 

 $526,955  

1.8 Retaining Wall 
Repairs 
(Department of 
Finance and 
Administrative 
Services) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,700,000 to provide funding for retaining wall 
repairs at City-owned properties to the Finance 
and Administrative Services Department in the 
Finance and Administrative Services Fund 
Citywide Operational Services Budget Control 
Level (50300-BO-FA-0001). These repairs are 
necessary to prevent damage to City-owned 
property, the public right-of-way, and adjacent 
private property. 

 $1,700,000  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.9 Carrying forward 
remaining JCF 
appropriation 
(Department of 
Finance and 
Administrative 
Services) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$3,000,000 to the Judgment and Claims Claims 
Budget Control Level (00126-BO-FA-CJ000), by 
$11,000,000 to the Judgment and Claims 
Litigation Budget Control Level (00126-BO-FA-
JR000) and by $3,500,000 to the Judgment and 
Claims Police Action Budget Control Level 
(00126-BO-FA-JR020), totaling an increase of 
$17,500,000, to help cover significant cases 
that have been and are anticipated to be 
resolved in 2026. This appropriation is backed 
by fund balance resulting from lower expenses 
than expected in 2025, partly because of cases 
that have been slower to settle and litigate. 

 $17,500,000  

1.10 B&O Tax Changes 
(Department of 
Finance and 
Administrative 
Services) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$302,802 to the Office of City Finance (OCF) 
Budget Control Level (00100-BO-FA-0003). The 
2025 Year-End Supplemental item 2.1 granted 
budget authority to the License and Tax 
Administration Division to fund the work needed 
to implement proposed B&O Tax changes. 
While work has begun, carryforward resources 
from 2025 would allow OCF to continue to work 
on the implementation of these changes, which 
is expected to complete by the first half of 2026. 

 $302,802  

1.11 Technology 
Matching Fund 
Program 
Administration 
(DON/ITD MOA) 
(Department of 
Neighborhoods) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$18,426 in the Department of Neighborhoods 
(DON) General Fund Community Grants 
Budget Control Level (00100-BO-I3400) to 
support staffing and program costs associated 
with DON’s administration of the Technology 
Matching Fund (TMF) Program. In 2025, DON 
and the Seattle Information Technology 
Department executed a memorandum of 
agreement (MOA) to establish a pilot 
partnership for administration of the TMF 
Program. The MOA is effective through June 
30, 2026, and this item is necessary for DON 
complete all program deliverables committed to 
in the MOA. 

 $18,426  
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1.12 Carryforward Trial 
Court Improvement 
Account Reserve 
(Finance General) 

This item increases appropriation by $607,570 
in Finance General, in the General Fund 
General Purpose Budget Control Level (00100-
BO-FG-2QD00) to carryforward reserves 
associated with the Seattle Municipal Court 
Trial Court Improvement Account (TCIA). A 
Finance General reserve was established for 
TCIA funds so that dedicated funding would be 
shown in the General Fund financial plan 
expenses rather than a planning reserve. This 
provides transparency to the Seattle Municipal 
Court and others on the available balance of 
this dedicated funding. As outlined in Ordinance 
122112, this funding may be used for allowable 
Seattle Municipal Court related expenditures 
per E2SSB 5454 (Chapter 457, Laws of 2005). 
Use of these funds typically occurs via a 
Finance General transfer during mid-year or 
year-end supplementals or as part of the 
adopted budget for new appropriations. 
Remaining balance carries forward until spent. 

 $607,570  

1.13 Carryforward ITD 
Cash for B&O 
Implementation 
Costs (Finance 
General) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$213,661 in Finance General, in the General 
Fund Appropriation to Special Funds Budget 
Control Level (00100-BO-FG-2QA00) to 
carryforward General Fund cash support related 
to the one-time upgrade and modification of the 
SLIM business licensing and taxation system in 
response to the proposed legislative changes to 
the B&O tax rates and tiers. This appropriation 
is the remaining General Fund cash transfer 
balance from the $350,000 Year-End 
Supplemental Ordinance 127350 Items 2.8 to 
support appropriations in the Information and 
Technology Department (ITD) Fund. Please see 
companion item 1.44 for additional information. 

 $213,661  

333



Summary Att A – 2025 Budget Carry Forward Ordinance Summary Detail Table 
V1b 

6 

Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.14 Unified Care Team 
Vehicle (Human 
Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$248,000 to the Human Services Department in 
the General Fund Addressing Homelessness 
Budget Control Level (00100-BO-HS-H3000) for 
Unified Care Team vehicles. The vehicles were 
ordered in 2025 to support expanded homeless 
outreach work under the UCT program but 
could not be delivered in 2025 due to various 
delays. The vehicles will be received in 2026. 
Carry forward resources from 2025 would allow 
HSD to pay for these vehicles as anticipated in 
the 2025 Adopted Budget. 

 $248,000  

1.15 Seed of Life 
Childcare Bonus 
Funds (Human 
Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,400,000 to the Human Services Department 
in the Human Services Fund Supporting 
Affordability & Livability Budget Control Level 
(16200-BO-HS-H1000)  for the Seed of Life 
childcare center. This budget backed by 
Childcare Bonus Funds revenue was not 
encumbered before year end due to delays in 
the project timeline. Carry forward resources 
from 2025 would allow HSD to pay for the 
facility costs as anticipated in the 2025 
supplemental budget. 

 $1,400,000  

1.16 YouthCare South 
Annex 
Redevelopment 
(Human Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$4,000,000 to the Human Services Department 
in the General Fund Supporting Affordability & 
Livability Budget Control Level (00100-BO-HS-
H1000) to carry forward resources for 
YouthCare South Annex Redevelopment. The 
budget was not implemented in 2025 based on 
the project’s site development timeline with 
work funded by this budget planned to occur in 
2026. Carry forward resources from 2025 would 
allow HSD to pay for the facility costs as 
anticipated in the 2025 Adopted Budget. 

 $4,000,000  
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1.17 Thunderbird 
Treatment Center 
Funding (Human 
Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$800,000 to the Human Services Department in 
the General Fund Supporting Affordability & 
Livability Budget Control Level (00100-BO-HS-
H1000) for the Thunderbird Treatment Center.  
The was budget not implemented in 2025 
based on the project’s site development 
timeline with work funded by this budget 
planned to occur in 2026. Carry forward 
resources from 2025 would allow HSD to pay 
for the facility costs as anticipated in the 2025 
revised budget. 

 $800,000  

1.18 Rainier Valley Early 
Learning Campus 
(Human Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$5,000,000 to the Human Services Department 
in the Payroll Tax Fund Supporting Affordability 
& Livability Budget Control Level (14500-BO-
HS-H1000) for Rainier Valley Early Learning 
Campus. The was budget not implemented in 
2025 based on the project’s site development 
timeline with work funded by this budget 
planned to occur in 2026. Carry forward 
resources from 2025 would allow HSD to pay 
for the facility costs as anticipated in the 2025 
revised budget. 

 $5,000,000  

1.19 Community Safety 
RFP Bridge 
Funding (Human 
Services 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$759,950 to the Human Services Department in 
the General Fund Supporting Safe 
Communities Budget Control Level (00100-BO-
HS-H4000) and by $681,828 in the Payroll Tax 
Fund Supporting Safe Communities Budget 
Control Level (14500-BO-HS-H4000) to provide 
bridge funding. This budget would provide 
support for agencies that experienced a funding 
reduction related to the Community Safety 
request for proposal process. Carry forward 
resources from 2025 would allow HSD to cover 
these costs in 2026. 

 $1,441,778  

1.20 Carryforward for 
Human Resource 
Expenses (Office of 
Arts and Culture) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$99,427 to the Office of Arts & Culture in the 
Arts and Culture Fund Leadership and 
Administration Budget Control Level (12400-
BO-AR-VA150) to support staffing costs related 
to leadership transitions. 

 $99,427  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.21 Support for 
Challenged Arts & 
Culture Institutions 
(Office of Arts and 
Culture) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,696,610 to the Office of Arts & Culture in the 
Arts & Culture Fund Arts & Cultural Programs 
Budget Control Level (12400-BO-AR-VA160) 
for to support its pilot organizational 
transformation program. Through a cohort-
based model, this program connects arts and 
cultural organizations with business consultants 
to restructure their operations and adapt to the 
post-pandemic creative landscape. While these 
funds were originally added to the 2025 
adopted budget for a two-year period, the 
program timeline was extended following 
recommendations from the Seattle Arts 
Commission. 
To increase equitable access, the Commission 
advised OAC to adjust its applicant selection 
process. This adjustment ensured a more 
inclusive reach, however the resulting selection 
process was more time-intensive than initially 
anticipated. OAC is currently interviewing 
finalist organizations and expects to announce 
the awardees in March. 

$1,696,610 
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1.22 Hope Corps and 
Interbay Activation 
(Office of Arts and 
Culture) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$611,859 to the Office of Arts & Culture in the 
JumpStart Fund Arts & Cultural Programs 
Budget Control Level (14500-BO-AR-VA160) 
for some temporary labor costs and 
programming costs related to the Hope Corps 
Ballard, Hope Corps Capitol Hill and the 
completion of the Interbay Activation project. In 
the 2025 Adopted Budget, one-time funds were 
allocated to the Office of Arts & Culture to for a 
one-year extension to the Hope Corps program, 
with a specific extension of the program 
focused on murals in Ballard and Capitol Hill. 
Hope Corps is a creative economy jobs 
program that connects artists with job 
opportunities that foster civic expression and 
vitality in Seattle. OAC held back some funding 
for this program to use in 2026 to cover some 
labor costs and to do programming in Ballard, 
following the installation of the murals, to 
highlight the artwork and bring community 
together to celebrate the vibrancy of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Additionally, in the 2024 Mid-Biennium, OAC 
was given appropriation to support arts, 
neighborhood identity, and public space 
improvements in the Interbay neighborhood. 
This work is ongoing and involves collaboration 
between the Office of Arts & Culture and the 
Seattle Department of Transportation. The art 
installation is scheduled for summer 2026 at 
which point the project will be complete. 

$611,859 
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1.23 World Cup 
Activations (Office 
of Arts and Culture) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$459,611 to the Office of Arts & Culture in the 
Arts & Culture Fund Arts & Cultural Programs 
Budget Control Level (12400-BO-AR-VA160) 
for temporary labor costs related to World Cup 
festival activations in 2026.  In the 2025 
Adopted Budget, one-time funds were allocated 
to the Office of Arts & Culture to program a 
variety of World Cup activations. The funding 
allowed ARTS to hire temporary employees to 
run the grant programs and oversee the 
execution of the events. OAC intentionally 
underspent funding in this project in 2025 in 
order to have sufficient staffing costs to cover 
the remaining work to execute the program in 
2026. OAC does not have sufficient existing 
permanent staffing in order to manage the 
completion of these grant programs in 2026 
without these temporary positions supporting 
the activations. 
 
Additionally, in the 2025 Adopted Budget, one-
time funds were allocated to the Office of Arts & 
Culture to for a one-year extension to the Hope 
Corps program featuring World Cup focused 
activations. Hope Corps is a creative economy 
jobs program that connects artists with job 
opportunities that foster civic expression and 
vitality in Seattle. OAC intentionally underspent 
funding in this project in 2025 in order to have 
funds sufficient to cover staffing costs to 
execute the program in 2026. OAC does not 
have sufficient existing permanent staffing in 
order to manage the completion of these grant 
programs in 2026 without these temporary 
positions supporting the activations. 

$459,611 
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1.24 African Cultural 
Center (Office of 
Arts and Culture) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$150,000 to the Office of Arts & Culture in the 
Arts & Culture Fund Creative Placemaking 
Budget Control Level (12400-PO-AR-VA170) 
for the African Cultural Center. These funds 
were appropriated to the Office of Arts & 
Culture in the 2024 Mid-Biennial Budget and 
are intended to support the acquisition of a 
cultural arts space for African immigrant 
communities. These funds are intended to 
support a community hub for African arts in the 
Rainier Valley Creative District, providing 
African cultural and heritage activities, 
gatherings, lessons and artifact display. OAC 
has very limited staffing in the area of cultural 
space and has identified that the Office of 
Planning & Community Development is better 
placed with staffing and expertise to do this 
work. OPCD will complete the work in 2026 and 
OAC will provide the funding. 

 $150,000  

1.25 Generational 
Wealth Initiative for 
Wealth Building 
Team (Office of 
Economic 
Development) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,125,471 to the Office of Economic 
Development (OED) in the Payroll Expense Tax 
Fund Business Services Budget Control Level 
(14500-BO-ED-X1D00) to carry forward 
remaining one-time funding from the 
Generational Wealth Initiative, which was 
transferred to OED from the Department of 
Neighborhoods in the 2024 Mid-Year 
Supplemental Budget. The position in OED that 
will support and implement this body of work 
was approved in late 2025 and a hiring process 
is launching in early 2026. Once onboarded, 
this new position will be responsible to fully 
program and manage this funding. 

 $1,125,471  

1.26 Carryforward of 
Authority for IT 
Database Project 
(Office of Housing) 

This item increases appropriation authority in 
the Office of Housing by $1,165,354 in the 
Office of Housing Fund Leadership & 
Administration Budget Control Level (16600-
BO-HU-1000) and provides resources 
necessary for the final stage of implementation 
of the Office of Housing's Data Management 
Upgrade project in partnership with the Seattle 
Information Technology Department. 

 $1,165,354  
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1.27 JS/PET Multifamily 
Capital - Awarded, 
but Unencumbered 
Projects (Office of 
Housing) 

This item increases appropriation authority in 
the Office of Housing by $34,342,724 in the 
Payroll Expense Tax Fund Multifamily Housing 
Budget Control Level (14500-BO-HU-3000). 
This request is necessary to support multifamily 
capital awards that have been awarded but 
have not yet been encumbered in the City's 
accounting system. JumpStart Payroll Expense 
Tax fund budget appropriated as part of the 
2025 Adopted Budget will carryforward unless 
expended or otherwise abandoned. This item is 
necessary to carryforward the portion of 
JumpStart Payroll Expense Tax fund budget 
appropriated prior to the 2025 Adopted Budget. 

 $34,342,724  

1.28 Carryforward 2025 
HOME Grant Admin 
(Office of Housing) 

This item increases appropriation authority in 
the Office of Housing (OH) by $206,324 in the 
Office of Housing Fund Multifamily Housing 
Budget Control Level (16600-BO-HU-3000) and 
by $124,118 in the Office of Housing Fund 
Leadership and Administration Budget Control 
Level (16600-BO-HU-1000) related to the 2025 
federal HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program (HOME) grant. The 2025 Adopted 
Budget included appropriation authority for the 
2025 HOME grant, however due to delays in 
receiving grant documentation, OH was unable 
to accept the grant in 2025. This item is 
necessary to carry forward the budget 
associated with this grant, which will be 
included as part of the first quarter grants 
acceptance legislation coordinated by the City 
Budget Office. 

 $330,442  
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1.29 Equitable 
Development 
Initiative Awards 
(Office of Planning 
and Community 
Development) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$53,262,219 in the Office of Planning and 
Community Development's Equitable 
Development Initiative BCL (BO-PC-X2P40); of 
this amount, $5,045,488 is within the General 
Fund (00100) including $4,373,867 from the 
Mercer Megablock and $671,621 from the Civic 
Square Block; $11,135,863 is from Short-Term 
Rental Tax (12200); and $37,080,868 is from 
Payroll Expense Tax (14500). This item 
provides resources for Equitable Development 
Initiative (EDI) projects that have been awarded 
to organizations but have not yet been 
contracted. The 2025 EDI RFP ($27.8 million) 
was delayed due to the spending freeze in 2025 
and funds were not awarded until December 
2025. This item also includes awarded funds 
from previous years. The EDI team began 
implementing new processes and tools in 2025, 
such as a technical assistance consultant 
roster, to assist Grantees and accelerate 
projects towards completion. The intent in 2026 
is to maximize benefits to Grantees and 
complete existing EDI projects, while 
implementing a sustainable pipeline of new EDI 
projects. 

 $53,262,219  
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1.30 Leverage Federal 
Funding for 
Reconnect South 
Park Planning 
Project (Office of 
Planning and 
Community 
Development) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$120,000 to the Office of Planning and 
Community Development in the General Fund 
Planning and Community Development Budget 
Control Level (00100-BO-PC-X2P00) to serve 
as a local contribution and match for the 
otherwise grant-funded Reconnect South Park 
project that has been ongoing since 2022.  This 
funding will support community-led engagement 
and visioning work in the South Park 
neighborhood that leverages federal grant-
funded technical analysis studying the impacts 
of SR-99 on economic opportunity, 
neighborhood mobility and connectivity, and 
environmental health.  This body of work is 
included in the overall Reconnect South Park 
project that has both federal and state grant 
funding sources; however, a portion of the state 
grant funding lapsed at the end of the state 
biennium due to delays with executing the 
federal grant. This carry forward funding will 
offset the lost state grant funding so that the 
planned community engagement work can 
continue alongside the technical analysis work, 
allowing the City to complete its Community 
Vision Plan grant deliverable on schedule. 
Without these carry forward funds, OPCD will 
need to prematurely end the subcontract to the 
community-based organization leading this 
engagement work, jeopardizing the Community 
Vision Plan deliverable that relies on the 
leadership of this community coalition to 
engage residents. 

 $120,000  

1.31 Fund Phase IV 
SEIS - 
Comprehensive 
Plan 
Implementation for 
Future Zoning 
Changes (Office of 
Planning and 
Community 
Development) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$408,250 in the Office of Planning and 
Community Development's Planning and 
Community Development BCL (BO-PC-X2P00) 
for a supplemental EIS related to upzoning. Of 
this amount, $208,250 is within the General 
Fund (00100) and $200,000 is from Payroll 
Expense Tax (14500). 

 $408,250  
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1.32 Green New Deal 
Carryforward from 
2022 Legislation 
(Office of 
Sustainability and 
Environment) 

This item increases appropriation by $454,346 
in the Payroll Expense Tax Fund Office of 
Sustainability and Environment BCL (14500-
BO-SE-X1000) to carry forward appropriations 
that were transferred from OPCD to OSE in 
Ordinance 127068. Because this ordinance did 
not contain language that allowed this funding 
to automatically carry forward until abandoned 
or spent, it must be legislatively carried forward 
again. This funding was originally approved for 
auto-carryforward in Ordinance 126675 for 
Office of Planning and Community 
Development. This will support Green New Deal 
and Resilience Hub planning. 

 $454,346  

1.33 Carryforward for 
Employee Payouts 
(Office of the 
Mayor) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$163,085 to the Office of the Mayor in the 
General Fund Office of the Mayor Budget 
Control Level (00100-BO-MA-X1A00) to support 
costs associated with employee separations 
resulting from the mayoral transition. 

 $163,085  

1.34 GreenUp 
Renewable Energy 
Credits (Seattle City 
Light) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$794,979 in Seattle City Light's Light Fund 
Customer Care Budget Control Level (41000-
BO-CL-CUSTCARE). This item carries forward 
2025 budget authority for the RCW-mandated 
voluntary green power program.  This self-
funded program purchases renewable energy 
credits using participant financial contributions. 
This budget authority maintains revenue 
neutrality and will be used to complete 
payments for local projects and to acquire 
renewable energy credits for use by the Green 
Up program. 

 $794,979  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.35 Utility Discount 
Program (Seattle 
City Light) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$157,736 in Seattle City Light's Light Fund 
Customer Care Budget Control Level (41000-
BO-CL-CUSTCARE). This item carries forward 
2025 budget authority for the Utility Discount 
Program. City Light has an interdepartmental 
agreement to pay the City's Human Services 
Department (HSD) for the administration of City 
Light's portion of the Utility Discount Program. 
HSD has increased their estimate of City Light's 
2026 obligation and this item aligns the 2026 
budget with HSD's cost estimates. 

 $157,736  

1.36 CARE IT Initiatives: 
911 Call Data 
Recorder 
Integration (Seattle 
Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$992,951 in the IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). This 
budget carryforward is necessary for ITD to 
continue work on the 911 Call Data Recorder 
Integr project. The costs associated with this 
work will be direct billed to CARE. 

 $992,951  

1.37 HSD IT Initiatives: 
HSD Data 
Warehouse 
Upgrade or 
Replacement 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$178,404 in the IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). This 
project was delayed to resource constraints. 
The costs associated with this work will be 
direct billed to HSD. 

 $178,404  

1.38 OH IT Initiatives: 
Housing Data 
Management 
System (Seattle 
Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,165,354 in the IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). The 
budget carryforward is necessary for ITD to 
continue to support the Office of Housing Data 
Management system project. The costs 
associated with this work will be direct billed to 
Office of Housing. 

 $1,165,354  

1.39 CARE IT Initiatives: 
CARE Versaterm 
Compatibility 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases the appropriation authority 
by $150,812 in IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). The 
budget carryforward is necessary for ITD to 
support the SFD Versaterm Compatibility. This 
project was started late due to resource 
availability, and it is estimated to finish in late 
Q2 2026. Revenues to support this work were 
already collected via 1/12th allocation. 

 $150,812  
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Item # Title  Description Amount/FTE 

1.40 CARE IT Initiatives: 
Improve Fire CAT 
to CARE CAD 
Compatibility 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases the appropriation authority 
by $94,929 in IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). The 
budget carryforward is necessary for ITD to 
support the SFD Versaterm Compatibility.  
Revenues to support this work were already 
collected via 1/12th allocation. 

 $94,929  

1.41 SFD IT Initiatives: 
RMS NFIRS 
Modernization 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$39,820 in the IT Operating Fund in the 
Applications BSL (50410-BO-IT-D0600). The 
budget carryforward is necessary to continue to 
support the RMS NFIRS Modernization project 
for 2 more new modules. The revenues to 
support this work have already been collected 
via 1/12th allocation. 

 $39,820  

1.42 LEG IT Initiatives - 
Record Point 
Implementation 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation by $296,979 
in the Frontline Services and Workplace BSL 
(50410-BO-IT-D0400) to continue work on the 
RecordPoint system implementation. The work 
was extended beyond original estimate due to 
the complexity of design and requirement 
clarifications needed to fully define and validate 
system configuration. The revenues to support 
this work have already been collected via 1/12th 
allocation. 

 $296,979  

1.43 AI Initiative (Seattle 
Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$400,000 in Seattle Information Technology 
Department, in the Information Technology 
Fund Leadership and Administration Budget 
Control Level (50410-BO-IT-D0100). This one-
time funding supports 5-10 Artificial Intelligence 
(AI) pilot projects that align with priorities set by 
the Mayor’s Office. The primary goal is to foster 
AI innovation that delivers measurable 
community and staff benefits while following the 
City's AI policy, responsible use guidelines, and 
security, privacy, and technical standards. This 
initiative will provide foundations to integrate 
artificial intelligence into City operations, helping 
ensure an approach that balances benefits and 
risks. 

 $400,000  
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1.44 FAS IT Initiatives - 
B&O Tax Licensing 
(Seattle Information 
Technology 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$213,661 in Seattle Information Technology 
Fund Application Budget Control Level (50410-
BO-IT-D0600). This is the remaining funding of 
the $350,000 that was originally appropriated as 
a Supplemental item in 2025 and is being used 
for the upgrade and modification of the SLIM 
business licensing and taxation system in 
response to the proposed legislative changes to 
the B&O tax rates and tiers. 

 $213,661  

1.45 Participatory 
Budgeting Multi-
Year Project for 
Restroom Access 
(Seattle Parks and 
Recreation) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$2,100,000 to the Seattle Parks and Recreation 
(SPR) in the General Fund Leadership and 
Administration Budget Control Level (00100-
BO-PR-20000) which provides ongoing 
resources to support a multi-year Participatory 
Budgeting project related to improving public 
restroom access. This item includes automatic 
carry forward authority to align with other 
Participatory Budgeting projects. 

 $2,100,000  

1.46 2025 FIFA Reserve 
(Seattle Police 
Department) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$200,000 to the Seattle Police Department in 
the Payroll Expense Tax Fund (14500) in the 
Technical Services Budget Control Level (BO-
SP-P8000) for the City's preparations for the 
2026 FIFA World Cup games. This funding was 
appropriated in the 2025 year-end 
supplemental. The related equipment purchase 
was encumbered in December and is expected 
to be received in March 2026. This 
encumbrance was ineligible for administrative 
carry forward since the purchase order was 
incorrectly encumbered as a General Fund 
expense instead of a Payroll Expense Tax Fund 
expense. 

 $200,000  

1.47 Union Training 
Fund (Seattle 
Public Library) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$68,500 to the Human Resources Division 
(B5HRS). These funds are related to unspent 
resources designated for use by the Librarian’s 
union (Local 2083). Carry-forward of these 
funds is stipulated in the Library & AFSCME 
labor contract – Article 25, Section 4. 

 $68,500  
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1.48 Carry Forward 
Unexpended 2025 
Project Budget 
(Seattle 
Retirement) 

This item increases appropriation authority by 
$1,140,000 in the Employees' Retirement Fund 
Employee Benefit Management Budget Control 
Level (61030-BO-RE-R1E00) and provides 
resources for SCERS to use for a Pension 
Administration System (PAS) migration project 
(V3locity) and offset office relocation costs. 

 $1,140,000  
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