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Objectives and Scope of Study

Context: Retail electricity prices have recently increased nationally in concert

with economy-wide inflation, but with significant differences among states

Study Scope Study Limitations

Is not definitive: analyzes subset of drivers from available
* Focuses on national- and state-level price trends, Pzl bes el e oodabed iresanl

rather than utility- or sector-specific trends - Does not analyze drivers in each individual state;
analysis focuses on broader trends

* Scope is centered on retail prices; studying bills, and
costs and benefits derived from price increases, are also

Summarize recent retail electricity price trends

« Data sometimes presented in nominal terms and in
other cases in real (inflation-adjusted) terms

Assess drivers of recent price changes important but not covered

* Explores some of the most-likely drivers of state- « Does not predict future price trends or assess possible
level price changes from 2019 to 2024 future price drivers

* Focuses on general trends more-so than state- « Focuses on understanding the nature and scope of price
specific results; effect of drivers vary by state changes, not measures to ameliorate any increases

Findings underscore the diverse set of retail price determinants and highlight the
need for continued efforts to inform policy and ensure affordability
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Trends — Level-setting on historical data



While national-average nominal retail electricity prices have increased in
recent years, the increases have largely tracked inflation

o In nominal terms (not inflation-
adjusted), national-average
prices increased 23% from
2019 to 2024, 32% since 2010

o Adjusting for inflation, real
prices in 2024 were the same
as 2019, 8% lower than 2010

o Key takeaway: Retail prices
at a national level have largely
tracked economy-wide
inflation in recent years

Represents the “all-in” price, equivalent to
total customer bills (including volumetric,
demand, and fixed charges) divided by total
retail electricity sales, and covers all costs
associated with the provision of retail service
(generation + transmission + distribution)
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National Average Retail Electricity Prices

== inflation adjusted (real 2024$, cents/kWh) nominal (cents/kWh)
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Source: EIA - Created with Datawrapper



Residential customers have faced larger recent retail electricity price
increases than have commercial and industrial customers

o Residential prices are higher and  Average Nationwide Retail Price by Sector: 2019 and 2024

have risen faster than C&l prices Nominal cents/kWh (not inflation adjusted)

16.5

o From 2019 to 2024 (nominal$):
o Residentialup: 3.5 ¢/kWh —27%
o Commercial up: 2.1 ¢/kWh —19%
o Industrial up: 1.3 ¢/kWh — 19%

2024 Price

Price Increase

o Continued longer-term trend of
increasing gap between
residential and C&l prices

- Divergence could be due to:

o Cost to serve smaller customers is
higher than larger customers

2019 Price

o Desire to support econ. development
that comes from C&l demand...

o which is related to Strength of Residential Commercial Industrial All Sectors

advocacy from large C&l customers
Source: EIA « Created with Datawrapper
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Residential price increases have been significant, but inline with many

other household expenditures

Indexed Prices of Household Expenditures

Nominal price index relative to prices and expenditures in 2010

Housing

» Electricity
Groceries

- Health
* Nat. Gas

“ Gasoline

2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024

Indexed Prices of Household Expenditures

Nominal price index relative to prices and expenditures in 2019

~Nat. Gas
b, Electricity
‘. Housing

* Gasoline
- Groceries
*Health

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figures show indexed residential electric prices vs. other household expenditures [not inflation adjusted]:
since 2010 (left, longer term) and 2019 (right, shorter term)
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National residential electricity costs as a fraction of personal expenditure
(left) and income (right) have been trending down

Residential electricity Residential Electricity Costs as a Fraction of Personal
costs as a fraction of Consumption Expenditures and Personal Income
personal expend |tU re Residential Electricity Costs as a Percentage  Residential Electricity Costs as a Percentage
has genera”y deCIined of Personal Consumption Expenditures of Personal Income

to 1.23% in 2024

Residential electricity \\\,\,\_‘ \/\_\/\—-

costs as a fraction of
income (0.98% in
2024) was also at or
near all-time lows
since data became

available in 1970 | . | . . |
2010 2019 2024 2010 2019 2024

Source: EIA, BEA - Created with Datawrapper
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Regardless of overall trends at the national level, energy expenditures are
a major hardship for some households

Household Concerns About Some metrics have improved over
Energy Affordability time; others have gotten worse

A look at the financial strain and hardship faced by some U.S. households due to energy costs.

(though it depends on the timeframe selected)

In the Last 12 Months... In 2024... Looking Ahead to 2025...
Improved since 2019’
(0] 0
i %4ﬁdd © lisﬁ.dswere o 17.4 M households were behind on their energy bills
or forwent basic behind on their |n 2024, down from 20 m|”|0n |n 2019
necessities like food or electricity bills.
medicine to pay an
energy bill. 73 %
o househods Worse since 20212
5 22% @ o o 34% of households reduced or forwent necessities to
b v 2-%, e el pay an energy bill in 2024, up from 29% in 2021
unsafe or unhealthy. ml |0n ini:iee;szw'is .
Iy households had their year. " o 22% of households kept their home at an unsafe or
iy service shab-of unhealthy temperature in 2024, up from 20% in 2021
0 ue to non-payment.
AN 24%

e et oy o o 24% of householder were unable to pay their energy
energy bill in full. b|” |n fUII |n 2024, Up fl’0m 20% |n 2021

TNEADA Energy Hardship Reports (2022 & 2024)

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau: Household Pulse Survey (2024); NEADA (2024); Powerlines (2025). 2 US CenSUS Bureau Household Pulse Survev (2021 & 2024)
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP 7



https://neada.org/energy-affordability-project/
https://www.census.gov/data/experimental-data-products/household-pulse-survey.html

Recent national trends in retail electricity prices mask vastly divergent

trends in state-level average electricity prices

o Retail prices in 2024 varied widely: 90% of lower-48 landmass and 75% of population had average
prices <15 ¢/kWh, but prices were much higher in California and the Northeast, and in HI & AK

o In nominal terms, almost all states experienced price increases from 2019-2024, but in real terms most
experienced price decreases; largest increases in CA, HI, states in the NE, West, Great Lakes

Average Retail Electricity Price in 2024 Change in Average Retail Electricity Prices: 2019-2024
(real 20248, cents/kWh) Real 20248 cents/kWh, inflation adjusted
<10 [110-15 [15-20 [20-25 i 25-30 30-35 =35 ]| .|

-6-4-2-10 1 2 4 6
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Drivers — Understanding state variation, 2019-2024



Distribution (& transmission) expenditures have contributed to retail price
increases, whereas direct generation costs have declined nationally

o For IOUs, inflation-adjusted

distribution and transmission
expenditures increased, while 2019-2024 change in annual U.S. electric IOU expenditures

generatiQn costs declined: billions of 2024 U.S. dollars
N

distribution increase was California B Transmission CapEx

widespread geographically’

EH Transmission OpEx

S Mid-Atlantic M Distribution CapEx
o Several factgrs. drove dlst_rlbutlon Distribution OpEx
(and transmission) spending: Midwest

= Aging infrastructure: Assets >50
years need to be replaced, costing

. ission?2 |
over $10 B/yr just for transmission Southeast —

= Equipment hardening: Spending on
adaptation and resilience, hardening West
T&D systems?

Northeast

$0 $5 $10
= Supply-chain constraints:

Pandemic-era ShOftageS pel'SiSt; T&D Source: ' Updated analysis of FERC Form 1 data, based on similar methods as in EIA (2024) and Forrester et al. (2024)
costs have risen far above inflation*

Sources: 2 Brattle (2025), 3 EEl (2024), 4 Lubershane (2025)
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https://acore.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Report__Incorporating-GETs-and-HPCs-Under-FERC-Order-1920__April-21-2025.pdf
https://www.eei.org/-/media/Project/EEI/Documents/Issues-and-Policy/Finance-And-Tax/Industry-Capital-Expenditures.pdf?la=en&hash=ED29F5298EF389A7876D96EEA7613C59C2D00881
https://steelforfuel.substack.com/p/the-price-of-power-grids
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=63724
https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/retail-electricity-price-and-cost

Storm recovery and wildfire mitigation costs have significantly increased

prices in some states—can be among the largest drivers of price changes

o Storms result in reactive investments:

m Repairs needed immediately following storm damage, incurring costs

= Influence on electricity prices depends on frequency and extremity of
storms, cost recovery period, type of costs, and previous hardening

m Greatest impacts on East & Gulf coast: >1 ¢/kWh in some cases

o Proactive
investments:
storms and
wildfires

m Investments &
insurance to
reduce impacts

= Wildfires are
largest driver in
CA: ~4 ¢/kWh

= Growing price
impact in
western states

Recent Estimates of Utility Storm Recovery Price Impacts

Price estimate represents actual or likely impact on (mostly) residential retail prices in year shown, but some cost recovery mechanisms are
short duration (i.e., the reported impact is temporary) whereas in other cases costs are securitized and the reported price impacts will
persist for as many as 20+ years. Normalized 1-year cost estimates represent the total costs recovered over the recovery period divided by
one year's of retail sales, and reflect the retail price impact that could occur if costs were recovered in a single year. Data are imperfect and
should only be used to illustrate the wide range of and significant impacts. Includes recent estimates for only a subset of utilities

Normalized 1-year

Utility State Year Duration Price impact (cents/kWh) cost (cents/kWh)
Duke Energy Florida FL 2025 1-year m 3.2
Central Maine Power ME 2025 2-years 31
Tampa Electric Company FL 2025 1.5-years 3.0
Entergy Louisiana LA 2025 15-years 20.0
Florida Power & Light FL 2025 1-year 1.2
Eversource cT proposed 6-years m 6.4
NYSEG NY 2025 611years  [RE] 9.6
Central Florida Electric Coop. FL 2025 temporary m 14
SWEPCO LA 2025 14-years m 9.0
Duke Energy Progress sC 2025 20-years m 10.0
Oncor ™ proposed long-term m 0.6
Duke Energy Carolinas LA 2022 9-20 years m 7.6
Centerpoint ™ 2025/proposed 15-years .Da 3.8
Duke Energy Progress NC 2022 20-years I 02 49
Entergy Texas X 2022 15-years I 0.2 34
PSE&G NJ 2025 long-term I 02 0.4
Portland General Electric OR 2023 7-years |0.1 0.8
Duke Energy Carolinas NC 2022 20-years |(M 1.0

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP

Recent Estimates of Utility Wildfire Mitigation Costs

Includes estimates for a subset of electric utilities. As per note below, data shown are not
always equivalent to retail price impact, and are not fully comparable with one another.

Utility State Equivalent cost impact (cents/kWh)
PG&E CA

SDG&E CA

SCE CA

KIUC HI

Hawaii Electric HI

PSCo co

Rocky Mountain Power ut

Pacific Power OR - 0.7
Rocky Mountain Power WY - 0.6
PGE OR Mos
AEP Texas % Wos
Northwestern MT . 0.5
APS AZ | [
Idaho Power ID IO.S
Avista WA oz
Nevada Power-North NV oz
Oncor 1D |0.2
Nevada Power-South NV |0.2
PNM NM Joa
PSE WA Joa
SPS @ |0

Cost estimates are recent (e.g., 2024-2025) or projected (2026-2028), and normalized by retail sales. Data do
not always equate to retail prices, and are not fully comparable given different scopes (e.q., liability insurance is
only included in a subset), tariff surcharges vs. balancing acco , VS. revenue requirements, different mixes

of CapEx and OpEx, etc. Data should therefore only be used to illustrate wide range of and significant impacts.

Source: LBNL « Created with Dz

Source: Review of available data from regulatory filings and tariffs, for subset of utilities
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State policies to require or encourage wind and solar deployment above
what the competitive market would deliver have often increased prices

o RPS: Recent wind and solar growth that contributed to o Net metering: Benefits adopters, but often

incremental state RPS demand often increased prices results in a utility’s fixed costs being spread
o RPS compliance costs from 2019-2024 equate to an over lower sales, leading to higher prices 2
average price increase of ~0.25 ¢/kWh; in some mid- o 2019-2024 effects variable; statistical analysis
Atlantic and New England states >1 ¢/kWh'; statistical and other studies suggest impacts <0.5 ¢/kWh
analysis supports impacts of this same magnitude in 40 states, but as high as ~2 ¢/kWh in CA
Change in RPS Compliance Costs from 2019-2024 Increase in NEM Solar Penetration from 2019-2024
(cents per kWh of retail sales)’ Change i NEM Solar Penetration a5 2
1.2 —
10 Solar Carve-Out o ®
' General RPS (non carve-out) L ’

0-8 1 @ Total RPS °

06 b . 't

0.4 A P

0.2 - ®

o e .
004=_ _ o o 0 0048
@
0218 e
-04
— = )
8 % % E 5 %: % % EJ % - g ; %: & 6 o % Z % Source: EIA « Created with Datawrapper

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP Sqyrces: ! Barbose (2024 Sources: 2 National Academies (2023), Sieren-Smith et al. (2024), O’Shaughnessy et al. (2025)



https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/us-state-renewables-portfolio-clean-0
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/26704/the-role-of-net-metering-in-the-evolving-electricity-system
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2024/2024-sb-695-report.pdf
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2753-3751/ade9c4

State RPS policies often increased prices but “market based” wind & solar,
supported by tax incentives, do not appear to drive retail price increases

o States with binding RPS’s generally saw
increased prices, as shown on previous
slide and as illustrated in figure to right

o 75% of the growth in utility-scale wind and
solar occurred outside of RPS, supported by
tax incentives but not compelled by RPS
programs (termed “market based” here)

o There is no obvious correlation between
higher price increases and “market based”
deployment of wind and solar over this
period (as shown in blue circles in figures)

o Statistical analysis supports these graphical
relationships: RPS generally increased
prices, especially in many New England and
Mid-Atlantic states; “market based” wind
and solar do not appear to have increased
prices and may have reduced them

Growth in Utility-Scale Wind and Solar vs. Retail Price Changes
from 2019 to 2024

Price change in cents/kWh, inflation adjusted to 2024$. Utility-scale wind+solar in-state market
share is presented as a percentage point change in share from 2019 to 2024.

Binding RPS @ Market based

Price change
. (cents/kWh) CA
State load (TWh/yr)
10 100 200
4
2
Change in wind/solar
- @ share (pct. points)
0
@ o .
.... o ®
° L ®sD
5 Py @A oNM
L [
4
0 10 20 30 40 50%
Source: EIA, LBNL + Created with Datawrapper

Simple bubble graphic should be interpreted with care (here and on next slides) because price changes were driven by multiple factors and
due to correlated effects; statistical analysis was used to isolate drivers, and produced results consistent with general observed trends

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP
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Low-cost natural gas has reduced retail electricity prices over the long
term; gas price fluctuations impact year-to-year variation in electric prices

o Declining inflation-adjusted natural gas
prices contributed to reductions in
generation costs over the long term

o Natural gas accounts for a large share of
generation (43% in 2025, growing for
decades), reflecting its competitiveness

o However, natural gas prices are variable,
and fluctuations have long been known to
pass through to retail electricity prices

m Notable example: onset of Ukraine/Russia war
increased electricity prices by 2 ¢/kWh or

more in some states through 2022-23, with
subsequent decline after that shock passed

o Impact of gas on electricity price variability
depends on: degree of reliance, pipeline
constraints, fuel hedging, participation in
wholesale markets, utility ownership, any lag
in pass-through of costs to consumers

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP

Natural Gas Share vs. Retail Price Variability: 2019-2024

Retail electricity price variability calculated as state-average coefficient of variation of annual prices from
2019- 2024. Natural gas share presented as average state share of total generation over same period.

B <30% [ 30-60% [l >60%

6

<30% 30-60% >60%

Source . EIA - Created with Datawrapper Natural Gas Share
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Load growth at the state level has tended to depress retail electricity
prices in recent years...unclear to what degree this will hold in the future

o Over the past 5 years, states with the
highest load growth generally saw
retail prices decline in real terms

= Over 1 ¢/kWh price reduction in highest-
growth states, based on statistical analysis

m Those states where load declined often
experienced price increases

= Reason: cost growth was mostly for
maintenance and—uwith prevailing rate
structures—qgreater load leads to fixed
costs being spread over more
demand, reducing per unit costs’

o Commercial sector led load growth,
was largest beneficiaries of reductions

o Past relationships may not persist:
past growth was modest outside ~10
states and supply was adequate;
growth can increase prices in

Load Growth vs. Retail Price Changes from 2019 to 2024

Price change in cents/kWh, inflation adjusted to 2024S. Load growth in percentage terms from
2019 to 2024.

Price change

. CA. (cents/kWh)
State load (TWh/year)
10 100 200
4
Hl o ‘
2 P .
®
o .. e ®O0R Load growth
0 s ' ° =
9. . ¢
° L ¢
5 ® o oNE o NM
° ® ND
-10 0 10 20 30 40%

Source: EIA * Created with Datawrapper

presence of supply/delivery constraints g, .ce: 1 Fares and king (2017

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421517301118

Case Study: North Dakota, New Mexico, Nebraska

Managing load growth while reducing inflation-adjusted retail prices

€@ Three states have significantly @) Utilities with the greatest load () Utilities with sizable C&I growth

increased load while reducing
inflation-adjusted retail prices

Load Growth vs. Price Change: 2019-2024
@OND @NE @NM @ other states

Price change
6 @ | (cents/kWh)
4
°s
2 ° { ]
[ ]
[ J
L4 .. 4 [ ) Load growth (%)
0 1
B .
L °
2 [ ] eNE ©ONM
) oND
10 0 10 20 30 40%

Source: EIA « Created with Datawrapper

0 Load growth matched with
abundant, low-cost energy
enabled positive outcomes

» Substantial C&l growth enabled fixed
costs to be spread over more load

« Abundant, low-cost energy enabled load
to be served at low incremental cost

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY

growth generally experienced
the largest reduction in prices

Impact of Load Growth on Utility-Level Average Retail Price Changes
from 2019-2024: North Dakota, Nebraska, New Mexico

Price change in cents/kWh, inflation adjusted to 2024$. Load growth in percentage terms from 2019 to 2024.
A few small-utility outliers are excluded due to the y-axis scale.

@ND ONE @NM
Price change .
(cents/kWh) Utility load (2024, GWh/yr)
100 © 1,000 5,000
2
.
°,
® . - [ ] Load growth (%)
0 . N
s Jeipd
M o oo .’ ° .
_ O ) (] .
2 oy 78S PY ([
s i
.o o 2 RhET S, e
. 2% -'. K
. .
-4 . b 'y © .
ol .. . . [ J . °
3 . .
.
°
-6
-8
-60 -40 -20 0 20 40, 60 80 100 120 140%

Source: EIA + Created with Datawrapper

North Dakota Generation and Retail Sales (GWh)

—— Other 40,000

40,000

Hydropower

™ Gas & ol

<Mind__ Retail sales, 2024

<+—— Retail sales, 2019 509

10,000

2019 2024 2019

Source: EIA + Created with Datawrapper Source: EIA + Created with Datawrapper

New Mexico Generation and Retail Sales (GWh)

lowered C&l prices; residential
customers were not harmed

ND, NE, NM: Impact of Utility- and Sector- Specific
Load Growth on Retail Price Change from 2019-2024

Price change in cents/kWh, inflation adjusted to 2024S.

Residential Residential cél cal
Load Price Load Price

Utility Grouping Growth Change Growth Change
High Load Growth: e = o =
220% 1% 13 64% 2.7
Low Load Growth: 0-
20% 4% -13 10% 14
Load Contraction: o ~ Cano _
shrinking 2% 0‘9- 10% 0‘9.

Created with Datawrapper

Nebraska Generation and Retail Sales (GWh)

40,000

<«——— Retail sales, 2024

<— Retail sales, 2019

Wind & solar

2024 2019 2024

Source: EIA - Created with Datawrapper 16



Case Study: PJM Capacity Auction

Accelerated load growth combined with supply and delivery constraints leads to significant price increases

Significant increase in 9 PJM’s capacity prices increased due to e Significant increase in
PJM capacity prices multiple factors, including load growth state-level retail prices
PJM: Capacity Auction Data Center Load Growth Average Increase in Retail Prices
Clearing Price History Between Sept 2024 & Sept 2025
$/MW-day t
$350 — |nflation-adjusted $2024
5300 Nominal Summer Capacity Ratings for CC/CTs
$270/MW-day
$250
$200 Demand Curve Price Cap Capacity prices
are one but not
the onl
$150 contributor to
6100 Adoption of ELCC Method price increases - 15-20%
t . 10-15%
5-10%
50
$ <5%
29/MW-d i
$0 s i Other major drivers included the exclusion of Reliability Must Run Notin PJM
S DD D@ P units from the auction supply curve and the withholding of exempt
RGOS capacity. The resulting auction outcomes signal a need for new
SN IRNGI I U L LN
q/g'\ (19‘1/ q,QQ/ (19‘1/ (19‘1/ q,& (19‘1/ q/Q‘L resources to meet the growing demand of the region. One can
Fhe_refqre also i.nterpret the rapid incre_ase in.clearing prices as Notes and source: States with vertically integrated

Data from PUM ted by NRG with indicative of prices that were too low in previous auctions. utilities are shielded to some extent from capacity
—ata from compiied by U of | w auction price spikes because utilities can self-
g[;atf\;?lzg?éig')om the Bureau of Labor Source: Data from Monitoring Analytics’ IMM Analysis of the 2025/2026 RPM supp[y instead Ofpurchasing Capacity from PJM:

Base Residual Auction Parts A through G from EIA Electricity Monthly Update Sept. 2025
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https://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/update/end-use.php
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiP39i_sN6PAxVevokEHT9_OooQFnoECBwQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nrg.com%2Fassets%2Fdocuments%2Fbusiness%2Fpjm%2Fpjm-capacity-and-dominion-gas-transport%2Fpjm-historical-bra-results.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3ltX9jJKNTsMHbNyxYBpRM&opi=89978449
https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/CUUR0000SA0L1E?output_view=pct_12mths
https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/CUUR0000SA0L1E?output_view=pct_12mths
https://www.monitoringanalytics.com/reports/reports/2025/IMM_Analysis_of_the_20252026_RPM_Base_Residual_Auction_Part_G_20250603_Revised.pdf#:%7E:text=issues%20raised%20by%20the%20MMU,The
https://www.monitoringanalytics.com/reports/reports/2025/IMM_Analysis_of_the_20252026_RPM_Base_Residual_Auction_Part_G_20250603_Revised.pdf#:%7E:text=issues%20raised%20by%20the%20MMU,The

Three steps to minimizing the risk of data-
center buildout for other electricity customers

Large load tariffs
(+ other tools) to
ringfence
impacts from
data centers

Reduce system-
level needs from
new data center
buildout

Reduce system-
level supply and
delivery
constraints
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2025 & beyond



Retail price increases over the last year have outpaced inflation nationally
and in a growing number of states

Prominent drivers for YoY price increases: fuel and wholesale power prices; inflation &
hardening of distribution assets; capacity prices; transmission costs; storm recovery costs

Percentage Change in State Retail Electricity Prices:
Average Jan-Sept 2025 vs. Jan-Sept 2024

Percentage change, adjusted for inflation in 2024$

EE—— L ——

Primary Drivers of Price Changes from 2024 to 2025

Stated reasons for price changes from July 2024 YTD to July 2025 YTD, for those
states with average increases or decreases of >1.5%, after adjusting for inflation.

INCREASES >1.5%, 30 states DECREASES > 1.5%, 5 states

The few states that

—
O

Fuel / wholesale power

-15.0%
-10.0%
-5.0%
-1.5%
0.0%
1.5%
5.0%
10.0%
15.0%

Source: EIA « Created with Datawrapper

National average increase of 2.6%,
after adjusting for inflation; 5.2%

increase in nominal terms. '

5

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY & THE BRATTLE GROUP

Distribution: inflation & hardening WG 0
Capacity prices 0
Transmission costs
Storm cost recovery
Generation CapEx

Wildfire mitigation

Clean energy policy

Nuclear energy

Public benefits (EE/LI/etc)

Net energy metering

|
-
o

Source: LBNL + Created with Datawrapper

experienced larger
reductions in inflation-
adjusted prices did so
via lower fuel prices
(sometimes from
delayed reductions
after increase from
Ukraine-Russia war).

Note: year-over-year
trends are subject to
various state ratemaking
idiosyncrasies; trends
and drivers reported
here are therefore, to a
degree, unstable.
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IOU rate increase requests in 2025 were higher than experienced in decades,
suggesting continued price increases; acceptance levels have been high

o 10U requests in 2025 were Investor-Owned Utility Rate Change Requests Regulatory Acceptance Levels for
higher than in previous decades I0OU Rate Increase Requests
Billion §, inflation-adjusted to 2025 Approval as % of request
o Data show relatively high levels s18
of PUC acceptance of rate §16 billion

increase requests in recent years 60

14
o Data collected from S&P; .
limitations: 12
» Rate cases involve I0Us; other 10 40
utility types do not file with PUCs
8 ,
= Requests include base revenue "
requirements, include some but not ¢
all fuel costs or rate riders 20
4
= Difficult to translate changes in rate .
requests to a cents/kWh impact 2
o Nevertheless, data represent a 0
key signal for changes in 2001 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2001-05 2006-10 2011-15 201620 2021-25
underlylng Costs and therefore Source: S&P Global + Created with Datawrapper

. Source: S&P Global - Created with Datawrapper
near-term prices

Notes: (1) Source: S&P Global, LBNL Analysis; (2) Rate case sample includes all “major” rate cases that impact base rates and would resultin a
rate change of at least $5 million, inclusive of limited issue rider cases. Fuel cost changes and rate riders are partially but not fully captured.
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Peer-reviewed Data visualization Detailed

journal article tool presentations

Highlights a subset of the Allows users to explore some of Summarizes the article and
trends, with a focus on statistical the data that underpins the provides additional material
analysis of broad drivers journal article beyond that included here

These products can all be found at: https://eta-publications.lbl.qov/publications/factors-influencing-recent-trends

Acknowledgements:
This work was funded by the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Critical Minerals and Energy Innovation under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231. .

Disclaimer

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States Government. While this document is believed to contain correct information, neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor
The Regents of the University of California, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus,
product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise,
does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California. The views and opinions of authors
expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California.

Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is an equal opportunity employer.

Copyright Notice

This manuscript has been authored by an author at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231 with the U.S. Department of Energy. The U.S. Government retains, and the publisher, by
accepting the article for publication, acknowledges, that the U.S. Government retains a non-exclusive, paid-up, irrevocable, worldwide license to publish or reproduce the published form of this manuscript, or allow others to do so,
for U.S. Government purposes 23


https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/publications/factors-influencing-recent-trends
mailto:rhwiser@lbl.gov

	Factors Impacting Retail Electricity Prices in the United States�
	Objectives and Scope of Study
	Trends – Level-setting on historical data
	While national-average nominal retail electricity prices have increased in recent years, the increases have largely tracked inflation
	Residential customers have faced larger recent retail electricity price increases than have commercial and industrial customers
	Residential price increases have been significant, but inline with many other household expenditures
	National residential electricity costs as a fraction of personal expenditure (left) and income (right) have been trending down
	Regardless of overall trends at the national level, energy expenditures are a major hardship for some households 
	Recent national trends in retail electricity prices mask vastly divergent trends in state-level average electricity prices 
	Drivers – Understanding state variation, 2019-2024���
	Distribution (& transmission) expenditures have contributed to retail price increases, whereas direct generation costs have declined nationally
	Storm recovery and wildfire mitigation costs have significantly increased prices in some states—can be among the largest drivers of price changes
	State policies to require or encourage wind and solar deployment above what the competitive market would deliver have often increased prices
	State RPS policies often increased prices but “market based” wind & solar, supported by tax incentives, do not appear to drive retail price increases
	Low-cost natural gas has reduced retail electricity prices over the long term; gas price fluctuations impact year-to-year variation in electric prices
	Load growth at the state level has tended to depress retail electricity prices in recent years…unclear to what degree this will hold in the future 
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	2025 & beyond 
	Retail price increases over the last year have outpaced inflation nationally and in a growing number of states
	IOU rate increase requests in 2025 were higher than experienced in decades, suggesting continued price increases; acceptance levels have been high
	For more information
	Acknowledgements: �This work was funded by the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Critical Minerals and Energy Innovation under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231. .��Disclaimer �This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States Government. While this document is believed to contain correct information, neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor The Regents of the University of California, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regents of the University of California. ��Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is an equal opportunity employer. ��Copyright Notice�This manuscript has been authored by an author at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231 with the U.S. Department of Energy. The U.S. Government retains, and the publisher, by accepting the article for publication, acknowledges, that the U.S. Government retains a non-exclusive, paid-up, irrevocable, worldwide license to publish or reproduce the published form of this manuscript, or allow others to do so, for U.S. Government purposes

