
MWPAAC Rates & Finance Subcommittee Meeting 
February 5, 2026 Meeting Summary 

 

Agenda: 
 
1. Welcome & Introductions – 8:30 am (5 min) 

Matthew Hobson, Rates & Finance Subcommittee Chair 
 

2. Wastewater Treatment Division’s Preliminary 2027 Sewer Rate and Capacity 
Charge – 8:35 am (60 mins) 
Caitlyn Hall, Interim Chief Financial Officer, Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD), 
Luke Slaughterbeck, Senior Financial Analyst, WTD, and Peter Sutton, Capital Portfolio 
Analyst, WTD 

Ms. Hall presented to the group from a slide presentation sent to attendees prior to the 
meeting. She started with an outline of the 2027 rate process calendar, shared background 
on the context and assumptions for this year’s rate proposal process, and a recap of the 
rate forecast adopted during the 2026 sewer rate process. The bulk of her presentation 
focused on the Capital Scenarios developed to satisfy a budget proviso and the Executive 
Work Plan. Throughout the presentation she emphasized that “Materials and scenarios 
presented here are purely intended to illustrate potential impacts over time and do not 
represent, imply, or establish any plan, commitment, or intent by WTD”. She shared that 
the key takeaway from the process is that “Scenarios demonstrate that significant rate 
modifications require either substantial project deferrals with high risks, or relief from 
regulatory requirements.” 
 
 
Questions, comments, discussion: 

QUESTION: What is difference between first and second scenarios? The initial rate 
increases appear identical. 

• The Current state (Scenario 1) reflects our best info at the moment (2026 adopted 
budget and project updates since then). Many changes are from project updates 
and show up in the 2nd half of the 10 year capital forecast. 

• Scenario 2 is holding us to the previous rate forecast from the 2026 sewer rate 
process, which is $1.1B less than what WTD is projecting now. Project deferrals and 
balancing were used to keep those forecasted rate increases.  

 



COMMENTS: Comment that Scenarios 1 and 2 have the same % increase in 2027, which is 
primarily what MWPAAC reacts to in the annual rate letter. And a separate comment from 
same person that it would be helpful to know which specific projects would be deferred 
under Scenario 3. 

• The main point of the scenario exercise is to show levers and policy choices. Not to 
get to precise rate paths in different scenarios.  

• Even though scenarios 1 and 2 have the same % increase, they represent different 
policy choices over the longer 10-year term. 

• Scenario 3 – not ready to speak about exact project delays. More conceptual at this 
point. If chosen, they would do the work on specific projects to delay.  

 
COMMENT: It would be helpful to include last 5 years of capital accomplishment and also 
have a clear assumption stated about CIP completion. It appears that Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 
don’t have radically different capital spending in the 10-year forecast. 

• They are doing a different approach, realizing that CIP completion is a little too 
simplistic. Instead they have noticed that CIP projects always spend all the 
projected money (and sometimes way more), but sometimes they don’t spend as 
much in the early years. Their approach applies this assumption to the life of each 
project, instead of using a blanked percentage across the entire capital program.  

 
COMMENTS: To simplify, the contract agencies have to ask ourselves: “Is the system 
working for us and are we willing to pay for it?”. We need to be careful that we don’t 
advocate for a specific rate increase and shoot ourselves in the foot over the long term by 
underfunding system needs. We need to trust WTD to make good decisions, not politically 
expedient decisions, about rates.  
 
COMMENT: Note that King County supported the draft WA State legislation allowing 
counties to levy a 3% utility tax. This appears to conflict with the County’s concern over 
rate affordability.  

• Clarification that the provision for the utility tax has been removed from the current 
draft legislation.  

• Statement that Counties would only be able to levy the tax on unincorporated areas, 
not cities. So it would not affect cities, but it might apply to Districts. The funding 
would be used to support affordable housing.  

 
QUESTION: about the changes proposed by Raftelis consultants that would impact the 
Capacity Charge methodology. Asked about the code changes needed.  

• WTD is moving toward a more industry standard methodology for calculation, away 
from more custom methodology WTD has historically used.  

• The code is proposed to change this year, to allow for the new proposed 2027 charge 
$83.10. The code changes would basically remove the code language that specifies 
a methodology.  



• Comment that there hasn’t been any resistance to the presentations about the 
methodology change, which has been shared with MWPAAC at several meetings.  

 
 
COMMENT: Thanks to WTD for showing the capital forecasts graphically in an effective 
way.  
 
QUESTION: In the 2026 forecast that was presented to King County Council last year, the 
2029, 2030 and 2031 rate were 13.5% (not 12.75% as stated in this presentation) 

• This is true. This year’s rate projection reflects some relief due to project timing 
delays. These are not permanent cost savings, just shifts in the timing of spending.  

 
COMMENT: Maybe it would be helpful to state and show that the different scenarios really 
impact years 6 to 20. Years 1 – 5 are pretty much the same for each of the four scenarios.  

• Appreciate the feedback.  
• The regulatory delays shown in Scenario 4 would not “go into effect” for a few years. 

This would take a while to negotiate, operationalize and realize the changes.  
 
 
--- 
 
 
The next meeting of the MWPAAC Rates & Finance Subcommittee will be on Thursday, 
March 5, at 8:30am.  
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