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I. INTRODUCTION

Renewable Northwest (“RNW?) appreciates the opportunity to provide written comments in
response to the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission’s (“the Commission”) July
10, 2026, Notice of Hybrid Workshop and Opportunity to Comment (“Notice”) in Docket UE-
260162. The Commission’s examination of large load interconnections and tariffs is timely. The
size, concentration, and uncertain timing of emerging large loads could materially affect utility
resource procurement, transmission and distribution investment, and progress toward
Washington’s clean energy requirements. If utilities make long-lived investments based on
demand that does not materialize as forecast, other customers may be left bearing unnecessary
costs. If load arrives more quickly than expected, it may create reliability and affordability
pressures. The Commission’s policy statement should therefore strengthen forecast discipline,
transparency, and ratepayer protections while preserving workable pathways for new large loads
to obtain service.

RNW believes Washington can integrate large loads in a manner that maintains clean,
affordable, and reliable electric service. To do so, the Commission should adopt a durable
framework that is end-use neutral and provides transparent pathways for firm service,
conditional-firm or flexible service, and customer-supported energy, capacity and clean energy
arrangements. Those arrangements may include utility-administered programs, competitively
procured third-party resources, bilateral contracts, storage, and onsite, co-located, electrically
proximate, or offsite resources. Eligibility for planning or interconnection credit should depend
on the particular benefit claimed. Clean energy attributes, resource adequacy value, and

UE-260162 — Comments of Renewable Northwest 1


adunkin215
Auto Stamp - Top Right Corner - 1st Page


avoidance or deferral of location-specific infrastructure should be evaluated separately under
criteria appropriate to each benefit.

Where utilities rely on customer financial, demand, flexibility, or resource commitments in
making system investments, those commitments should be enforceable and reflected in
interconnection studies, load forecasts, resource adequacy analysis, and utility planning. At the
same time, financial protections should be tailored to demonstrated risks, avoid duplicative
recovery, and complement prudent utility forecasting and investment decisions.

These comments focus on establishing a separate large load tariff class, developing standardized
flexible-service options, improving the information used to assess project maturity and future
demand, and providing timely oversight of the relationship between incremental large load

growth and the resources and infrastructure proposed to serve it.

II. COMMENTS

RNW looks forward to participating in this process wherein our positions may evolve after
reviewing the responses and proposals of other parties. RNW reserves the right to alter the
positions articulated herein or offer new proposals as this docket evolves. For now, these
comments will respond to selected questions raised in the Notice and raise various issues for the

Commission’s consideration.

1. Are there LLC characteristics that create enough differentiation that they would
benefit from having their own LLC class of tariffs? If so, what are they, and what
tariff mechanics should be different?

RNW supports establishing a separate tariff class or schedule for large load customers.
Consistent with our April comments, eligibility should be based on an objective demand
threshold rather than the customer’s industry, end use, or North American Industry Classification
System code. RNW recommends using a threshold of approximately 20 megawatts (“MW?”) at a
minimum as an initial threshold for Commission consideration, based principally on a
customer’s maximum aggregate contract demand. A 20-MW threshold also appears in
Washington’s HB 2515 and Oregon’s large-energy-use legislation, although those measures
applied to more narrowly defined categories of facilities and therefore do not themselves
establish an end-use-neutral precedent. The Commission should adopt objective provisions
governing commonly controlled facilities, phased expansions, and amendments to contracted
demand.

UE-260162 — Comments of Renewable Northwest 2



An end-use-neutral approach would set an equitable and durable foundation. From the utility
system perspective, the key considerations are the magnitude and timing of demand, the
customer’s load shape and expected ramp, the voltage and location at which service is provided,
and the customer’s ability to modity its demand or supply some of its needs through onsite or
proximate resources. These characteristics may be shared by manufacturing facilities, data
centers, and other customers.

A separate tariff class is sensible because the size, concentration, development schedule, and
potential departure of large loads can create planning and financial risks that are not present to
the same degree for traditional commercial and industrial customers. At the same time, some
large loads may be able to provide significant system benefits through flexible operations, energy
storage, onsite or nearby clean generation, and other measures to reduce peak load demand or
improve utilization of existing infrastructure.

The tariff should establish transparent and generally applicable service rules while allowing
customers to select among different pathways. These should include: (1) standard firm service;
(2) conditional-firm or flexible service; (3) clean energy options, including clean transition
tariffs, green tariffs, bilateral contracts, competitively procured third-party resources, and
customer-supported procurement of clean resources; and (4) provisions accommodating onsite,
co-located, electrically proximate or offsite resources where the customer demonstrates the
particular energy, capacity, flexibility, or infrastructure benefit for which it seeks credit.

Participation in conditional-firm or flexible service should be voluntary, recognizing that large
loads have different operational capabilities. However, once a customer elects that service, its
curtailment and performance obligations must be enforceable and reflected in interconnection
studies, load forecasts, resource adequacy analysis, and utility planning. A standardized tariff
should provide customers with clear information about the service, infrastructure, and timing
benefits associated with a binding flexibility commitment. A recent report on regulatory best
practices for leveraging large load flexibility to provide system and ratepayer benefits is

instructive.!

! See generally Leveraging Large Load Flexibility to Facilitate Access to Power While Protecting Customers,
Considerations for State Regulators (2026) available at
https://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/sites/default/files/publications/leveraging-large-load-flexibility-facilitate-access-
power-while-protecting-customers.pdf.
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2. If LLCs were to provide direct payments to a utility in order to fund programs that
benefit other customers, what specific programs should LLCs contribute towards
(e.g., low-income bill assistance, weatherization, demand response programs,
intervenors’ fund)?

RNW looks forward to reviewing the responses of other parties on this matter.

3. Assuming the IOU creates an LLC class, how should utilities allocate the costs to
serve LLCs? Specifically, should utilities use the standard embedded cost method
under WAC 480-85-060(1) or should the unique demand profiles and infrastructure
requirements of LLCs justify the use of alternative incremental or marginal cost
methods under WAC 480-85-060(2) to accurately reflect cost causation?

RNW looks forward to reviewing the responses of other parties on this matter.

4. To serve LLCs, utilities likely must invest in significant upgrades to their grid
infrastructure. Stranded asset risks arise if LLCs do not remain on the system for
the life of those resources and utilities depend on serving LLCs for revenue to cover
the cost of service. Some options to alleviate these concerns are minimum contract

lengths, upfront payments, collateral requirements, and exit fees.

a. To the extent that it is possible to assign direct costs to an LL.C, do upfront
payments eliminate the need for contract length minimums or exit fees?

RNW recognizes that upfront payments can be an effective way to protect other customers from
the costs of facilities built specifically to connect an LLC. Similar to a line-extension
contribution, requiring an LLC to fund directly attributable interconnection facilities can reduce
the risk that other customers are left paying for infrastructure associated with a project that is
delayed, reduced or never completed. A meaningful upfront financial commitment may also
provide evidence that a project is commercially committed rather than speculative. Where an
upfront payment fully covers the utility’s exposure for a directly attributable facility, minimum

contract terms or exit fees should not be used to recover that same cost or risk.

Upfront payments do not, however, eliminate the need for other protections addressing costs or
risks that are not covered by the payment. Nor should the Commission assume that an LLC must
pay upfront for 100 percent of every generation, transmission, or other system investment
associated with serving the load. Broader system investments may benefit multiple customers
and may not be reasonably attributable to one project.
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The treatment of an upfront contribution should also account for any broader benefits provided
by the customer-funded facilities. If customer-funded facilities later serve additional customers
or are demonstrated to avoid or defer other utility investments, the applicable tariff should
provide an appropriate refund or credit mechanism based on the value and timing of the benefit
actually realized in alignment with traditional ratemaking principles of cost causation. Direct
allocation of costs for new, dedicated facilities should not be read as relieving an LLC of its
share of costs for the existing system it also uses and benefits from. A customer that funds a
dedicated substation or other infrastructure will generally still rely on shared generation,
transmission, and distribution infrastructure, and standard cost-of-service rates, or other cost
recovery mechanism, for that existing system would ordinarily continue to apply alongside any
upfront payment for new, dedicated facilities.

b. If direct costs are paid for upfront by LLCs, are minimum contract lengths
and exit fees appropriate tools to address stranded asset risks for indirect
costs or costs that cannot be directly assigned to an LL.C customer? How do
their uses change?

Minimum contract terms, minimum payment commitments, collateral requirements, and exit or
cancellation provisions may be appropriate for broader costs that cannot realistically be assigned
through an upfront contribution. The specific structure should correspond to the actual risk being
addressed and should avoid recovering the same cost through multiple mechanisms.

However, the Commission should not assume that every protection is necessary in every case.
The financial commitment should reflect the actual risk created by the customer, account for
payments or security already provided, and recognize whether the investment can later serve
other customers. It should also reflect any binding flexibility commitment or customer-supported
resource that reduces the utility’s need to build new infrastructure. Discussion at the
Commission’s April technical conference similarly addressed whether ratepayer protections
should be calibrated to identified risks rather than imposed cumulatively without regard to the

circumstances.

Financial protections are only one part of protecting customers. Utilities must also use
disciplined load forecasts and avoid making large, long-lived investments based primarily on
projects that remain speculative or have not satisfied appropriate development milestones.
Investments should be tied to meaningful project milestones and updated as expected load,
timing, flexibility, financial commitments, or customer-supported resource arrangements
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change. Overstated demand could result in premature or unnecessary resource and infrastructure
commitments, increasing customer costs and complicating timely compliance with Washington’s
clean-energy requirements in the event they lead to thermal investments. Utilities should
therefore evaluate a reasonable range of large-load outcomes and update procurement decisions
as project conditions evolve.

The Commission’s policy statement should establish these general principles, while leaving the
specific mix of contract terms, collateral, upfront payments, and exit provisions to utility-specific
tariff proceedings.

5. Utility interconnections are typically “firm,” where customers are free to use the
resource at any time. Utilities and LLCs engage in a similar transaction when
considering flexible demand in exchange, typically in exchange for faster
interconnection and lower rates.

a. Should IOU offerings for flexibility be uniform, such as through a tariff, or is
flexibility better pursued as a case-by-case negotiation?

RNW supports a standardized, Commission-approved tariff or rider for conditional-firm or
flexible large-load service. A uniform framework would provide greater transparency and
predictability for utilities, customers, and the Commission. It would also help ensure that
similarly situated customers receive consistent treatment. Project-specific agreements may
supplement and implement the approved tariff to address site-specific technical, operating,
commercial, and scheduling matters. Such agreements should not circumvent the tariff’s
consumer-protection, cost-allocation, transparency, or nondiscrimination requirements or the

Commission’s evidentiary or confidentiality standards.

Participation in flexible service should be voluntary because large loads differ in their
operational capabilities. Once a customer elects flexible service, however, the agreed
performance requirements should be binding so that the utility can rely on the commitment in

interconnection studies and system planning.

b. If uniform, what terms of flexible interconnections should be established?

The tariff should define the performance the utility may rely upon without requiring every
customer to provide flexibility in the same way. Depending on the customer, flexibility may be
supplied through operational load reductions, load shifting, storage, onsite generation, co-located

resources, or a combination of measures.
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Flexible-service tariffs should also accommodate LLCs that reduce their system impacts through
operational flexibility or customer-supported clean energy and capacity resources. Depending on
the project, these arrangements may include operational load reductions, load shifting, storage,
onsite or co-located generation, electrically proximate resources, competitively procured offsite
resources, bilateral contracts, or utility-administered programssuch as a Clean Transition Tariff.

The tariff should distinguish among the benefits for which credit is requested. Clean energy or
environmental claims should be supported by appropriate contractual and accounting
requirements. Capacity or resource adequacy credit should reflect applicable accreditation,
availability, deliverability, and performance requirements. Credit for avoiding or deferring
transmission or distribution investment should be supported by a study demonstrating that the
arrangement addresses the relevant location and system condition. Additionality should be
required where necessary to substantiate an incremental clean energy or system planning benefit,

rather than applied indiscriminately to every resource arrangement.

At minimum, the tariff should establish the amount of demand subject to curtailment, the
required response time and duration, the conditions under which curtailment may be called,
limits on the frequency or total duration of events, consequences for failure to perform, and how
the commitment will be reflected in interconnection studies, load forecasts, and resource
adequacy assessments. if a utility relies on flexibility to avoid or defer an investment, the LLC’s
commitment should remain in effect for the period during which the utility relies on it.

Finally, a binding flexibility commitment should be incorporated into utilities’ study assumptions
when the commitment is sufficiently defined and enforceable for the utility reasonably to rely on
it, rather than automatically studying the customer as unrestricted firm demand and considering
flexibility only after a system need has been identified.

c. If case-by-base, what insight should the Commission and interested persons
have into the negotiation process and results? What information could not be
shared?

The Commission should have access to project-specific agreements and supporting analyses,
subject to applicable confidentiality protections, to determine whether the terms are consistent
with the approved tariff, protect other customers, and appropriately reflect any flexibility
commitment in utility planning. Interested persons should have access to a non-confidential

summary identifying, at an appropriate level of generality, the type and duration of flexibility,
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the system need asserted to be avoided or deferred, the verification requirements, and any

material deviation from the standard tariff.

Trade secrets, customer-identifying information, commercially sensitive contract terms,

development schedules, and detailed operating or facility information should remain protected

under the Commission’s existing confidentiality and evidentiary procedures. Public summaries

should use aggregation, delayed disclosure, or other safeguards where necessary to prevent

reasonable identification of an individual customer, supplier, generation project, site, or contract.

The Public Utility Commission of Texas requires disclosures as part of an
“intermediate agreement” or final “interconnection agreement” when an LLC
submits an interconnection request to ERCOT for study. Some data submitted in an
intermediate agreement are required to be updated in the final interconnection
agreement phase.

a. For utilities, which of the following do LL.Cs already submit to IOUs, and
when?

RNW looks forward to reviewing the responses of other parties on this matter.

b. For all commenting parties, what additional information should LLCs
submit when entering an interconnection queue? What information would
not be necessary?

Information requirements should focus on whether the project is sufficiently mature to affect

planning, the amount and timing of expected demand, and the customer’s likely impact on the

electric system. At queue entry, an LLC should provide reasonably available information

proportionate to the project’s stage of development, including:
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Evidence of site control, an enforceable site option, or other objective evidence of project
readiness;

Requested demand and the proposed point of interconnection,;

Expected energization date and load ramp;

Expected load factor and meaningful hourly or seasonal characteristics;

Onsite generation, storage, or other supply arrangements that affect net grid demand; and
Proposed flexibility where the customer is seeking conditional-firm service or related
benefits.



Customers seeking planning or interconnection credit for customer-supported resources should
identify, to the extent reasonably available at the applicable development stage, the expected
resource type, capacity, location, commercial-operation date, availability, contractual status, and

relationship to the customer’s load.

The information should become more detailed as the project advances, and it is especially
important that expected demand, ramp, schedule, and financial commitment, be updated as the

agreements mature.

To prevent double counting, utilities and the Commission need a means of identifying requests
that represent alternative sites for the same underlying project; it could be provided
confidentially.

c. For all commenting parties, should this information be made available to the
Commission, stakeholder groups, or the public? If not, how could it be made
available at an aggregated level?

The Commission should have access to customer-specific information as necessary to evaluate
utility forecasts, study assumptions, and investment decisions. Stakeholders and the public
should generally receive standardized, aggregate information, but at minimum utilities should
report:

- The number and aggregate MW of projects by development stage;

- Expected energization and load ramp by year;

- The amount of large-load demand in the base forecast and in sensitivities;

- Changes in expected demand or timing since the prior report, including stage-transition
statistics such as the typical duration a project spends at each development stage, the rate
and pattern of projects advancing, stalling, or withdrawing at each stage, and how initial
estimates at queue entry compare to updated estimates as projects mature;

- Aggregate flexibility commitments;

- Aggregate onsite or customer-supported resources.

Aggregate reports should be designed to prevent reasonable identification of an individual
customer, supplier, project, or contract. Where a reporting category contains too few projects to
preserve confidentiality, the utility should combine categories, delay publication, or provide the
information only to the Commission under applicable confidentiality protections.
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Because large-load conditions can change more quickly than ordinary integrated resource
planning (“IRP”) cycles, utilities should report this information on a more frequent (for example
quarterly or semiannually), regular basis than standard IRP cycles allow, rather than waiting for
the next IRP to reflect material changes in the large-load pipeline. Establishing this precedent of
transparency, supported by data collected consistently over time, will promote robust resource
planning despite potential load changes and allow large-load forecasting to move from
exogenous, project-by-project adjustments toward an empirically grounded methodology
informed by observed pipeline behavior.

7. LLCs present challenges in a system that must balance supply and demand both
instantaneously and over the long term. Information related to the demand of LLCs
can help utilities efficiently manage their systems by reducing uncertainty.

a. Regarding short-term demand fluctuations or interruptions, what notice
does a utility need in order to effectively manage changes, such as an LLC
fully or partially switching to backup power?

The appropriate requirement for short-term demand fluctuations will depend on the magnitude
and speed of the change, the customer’s service terms, and the utility’s operational needs.
Planned changes including transfer to onsite or backup supply, and planned returns to utility
service, should be communicated in advance where practicable and in accordance with
applicable operating procedures. Emergency or unplanned changes should be communicated as
promptly as reasonably practicable after the customer becomes aware of the event.

b. Regarding long-term LLC energization schedules, how should LLCs
communicate planned demand to utilities? For example, this could be a
projection with an error range, a “collared” maximum and minimum, or
another method.

LLCs should provide an expected energization date, a phased load ramp, and a reasonable range
around projected demand rather than a single maximum value. The framework could include a
lower bound representing the customer’s contractual minimum demand or payment commitment,
an upper bound representing the maximum capacity reserved for the customer, and the
customer’s current best estimate of actual demand within that range. However, a minimum and
maximum alone would not be enough information for resource and transmission planning;
energization, ramp rate, and contribution to system peak periods are essential.
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This information should be updated at defined project milestones and whenever the customer
identifies a material change. ESIG recommends evaluating project realization, energization date,
load realization, load ramping, and load factor or shape as distinct inputs because each affects the
forecast differently.

¢. Can this information be made “binding” once provided by LL.Cs? What
would the best mechanism for that binding be, and how would compliance or
penalties be determined?

Commitments should become progressively more definite as a project matures and as the utility
incurs costs or makes investments in reasonable reliance on those commitments. A service or
facilities agreement may establish binding minimum-payment obligations, maximum reserved
capacity, load-ramp milestones, flexibility obligations, and customer-supported resource

commitments.

The agreement should also establish reciprocal utility study, construction, cost-notification, and
service milestones. Remedies should be proportionate to documented costs or operational harm
and should include appropriate notice and cure periods. The tariff or agreement should address
force majeure, utility- or transmission-provider-caused delays, permitting delays outside a
party’s reasonable control, changes in law, and other circumstances in which strict enforcement

would not reasonably reflect responsibility for the delay.

Depending on the circumstances, appropriate remedies may include responsibility for
documented costs, loss of flexible-service benefits, reduction or release of reserved capacity, or
application of agreed cancellation provisions. Remedies should not result in duplicative recovery

of the same cost or risk.

Expected demand within an agreed range should remain a forecast rather than a guarantee unless
the agreement expressly provides otherwise. The utility may rely on the binding minimum or
minimum-payment obligation, while the customer should continue updating its expected
demand, energization date, and ramp as material information becomes available.

1

1

1
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8. On June 18, 2026, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) issued
orders to the six interstate regional transmission organizations (RTOs) and
independent system operators (ISOs) across the country. The orders identify
deficiencies in their transmission tariffs related to large load interconnections, and
require the RTOs and ISOs to either defend or revise their tariffs under section 206
of the Federal Power Act.

a. How do the utilities plan to engage with this ongoing process at FERC?
RNW looks forward to reviewing the responses of other parties on this matter.

b. In the orders, FERC finds that the transmission tariffs of RTOs and ISOs
may be unjust and unreasonable because they do not require “the provision
of data...in a single location, and in an easily accessible format that is
searchable and allows users to filter the data, on transmission services
provided to [customers] on behalf of large loads,” including network upgrade
costs and evaluations. Can the utilities subject to UTC jurisdiction identify or
collect the type of information required in RTO areas and provide it to
FERC and/or the UTC? If not, why not?

RNW looks forward to reviewing the responses of other parties on this matter.

III. CONCLUSION

Renewable Northwest thanks the Commission for considering these comments and creating a
venue for affected parties to investigate this important matter.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mike Goetz

Mike Goetz

Regulatory Affairs Director
Renewable Northwest

mike@renewablenw.org
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